Date: March 13, 2009

From: Department of Biology
To: Liberal Studies Revision Steering Committee

Subject: Comments

This note is in response to your email of February 24 requesting our comments soon after
spring break. We wish to register the response of the Department of Biology to the prqposed
revisions in the Liberal Studies Curriculum. We wish to comment on both pragmatic issues of
design and implementation as well as philosophical issues related to our perception of serving
students.

Our primary concern relates to the issue of science literacy in the sense that the term is
used by the National Science Foundation to describe a society that is “at home with science”. In
this sense science literacy does not refer to the knowledge or the skills possessed by professional
scientists. Instead it refers to a familiarity with the science and technology that affect the day-to-
day lives of all citizens. Science literacy is thus about using science as distinct from doing
science. In biology for example, science literacy involves a fundamental understanding of how
medications work in your own body but not how to design, formulate or prescribe those
medications.

Science literacy is a part of a university curriculum because science and technology are
defining characteristics of modern society. Both endeavors are high priorities of the federal
government, with billions spent each year to promote scientific research, develop new
technology and engineer better methods to protect consumer safety. Our democracy’s emphasis
on new technologies such as “green” technology will increase over the foreseeable future. The
United States’ reliance on science and technology argues for a high level of scientific literacy
among its citizens, but unfortunately many surveys indicate that United States students lag well
behind their counterparts in other developed countries in terms of overall science and math

literacy. We view the improvement of scientific literacy among non-CNSM students as one of
our most important missions.

Although the United States has a low level of science literacy overall, the LS Steering
Committee proposes a revised Liberal Studies curriculum for IUP in which the science content
will be reduced from 8-10 credit hours to 7 and some science content will be presented outside a
science context as Science Literacy Across the Curriculum. We do not feel that these proposed
changes “further enhance” the natural sciences component of the curriculum. It appears instead
that the proposed changes reduce and dilute the science content of the curriculum. We are
especially concerned that an approach that separates content from context will not effectively
model science as a way of knowing. We feel that the proposed Liberal Studies Natural Sciences
requirements do not serve the needs of students as well as those of the existing curriculum,

We question whether the approach that reduces science content overall and removes it

from a science context will adequately prepare students to make informed decisions about
important scientific issues in their own lives. For example, Americans in the 21 Century
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collectively expend enormous amounts on health care each year but 21¥ Century Americans
overall are not particularly healthy compared to citizens of other developed countries. This is
partly an unanticipated result of decisions made by individuals with little or no working
knowledge of medical science and related critical thinking skills situated in a scientific context.
In short, the disconnect between medical expenditures and medical reality illustrates the
consequences of making health care (i.e. scientific) decisions with inadequate science literacy.

We question whether the Steering Committee’s approach will adequately prepare
students to make informed decisions about important scientific issues that affect society as a
whole. In Pennsylvania, stewardship of the environment provides an appropriate example of such
an issue. Almost all citizens of the Commonwealth have some level of appreciation for the
natural world and its beauty, but the largely rural environment of Pennsylvania is increasingly
threatened with degradation resulting from development activities and will require more active
and intense management to ensure its adequate protection and preservation for the future. Society
in general, not just scientists, must make decisions on public issues such as stewardship of the
environment. For these citizenship decisions to be effective they must be informed by some level
of knowledge of basic scientific principles and by critical thinking applied within a scientific
context.

In addition, we question whether the Steering Committee’s approach will adequately
prepare students to understand the nature of science in a society that is increasingly dependent on
science and technology. The concept of Darwinian evolution and the teaching of this concept in
public schools together provide a useful example. Here, the fundamental problem is not so much
the involvement of science in the realm of public policy but the fact that many citizens do not
understand the aims, limits and fundamental structure of science. Although study in the sciences
is motivated by the same human nature that motivates study in religion, science uses different
types of methods, asks different types of questions and generates different types of answers.
Attempts to use science to answer spiritual questions, or religious values to answer mechanistic
questions are ultimately futile and serve to underscore the need to improve scientific literacy in
the general public.

The problem of science literacy in the United States is that, in general, citizens who are
non-scientists know too little about science to use it well in their own lives or to make fully-
informed decisions as members of a science and technology society. In the proposed revisions,
with SLAC courses situated outside scientific disciplines, these non-scientists would be teaching
Science Literacy courses. We do not see how this arrangement will lead to an outcome of
improved science literacy among IUP students.

In addition to our concerns about science literacy, we have concerns that relate to the
design and implementation of the proposed curriculum. First, we do not think that the Steering
Committee has made a convincing case for changing the current Liberal Studies Natural
Sciences requirement. The committee presents no evidence or assessment data to show that the
current does not meet student learning goals. Instead, the committee cites advisor confusion with
written guidelines as the main reason for de-emphasizing and diluting the Natural Sciences
requirement. These simple advising issues ought to be corrected with appropriate catalog
language rather than reduction and dilution of science content. If IUP advisors cannot

73



understand the current Liberal Studies options, then how will they understand the multiply-
permuted revisions that are now being proposed?

Our second concern relates to the need for course content in SLAC courses to be situated,
reviewed and appropriately managed by the content domain departments. Under the proposed
revisions, SLAC courses will be generated in a non-science department and reviewed by the
Liberal Studies Committee before going on to the Senate for final review. This plan might
produce an SLAC course that is more than 50% in biology content, for example, but never
subject to review by the Biology Department or its faculty. Furthermore, who will define science
content and how will it be defined? - Will it be only the originating non-science Department and
the Liberal Studies Committee or the will the content Department have a role? We feel that any
courses that are defined as primarily (>50%) content courses, such as the proposed SLAC
courses, should be courses housed in the content Department. They should originate from the
content Department, be reviewed by professionals in the content discipline and be taught in the
Department of origin. This is the model that has worked well with Liberal Studies Non-Lab
courses for a number of years and we see no reason to change.

Third, the proposed Liberal Studies revisions are problematic in the current landscape of
resource insufficiency. If adopted, the revisions will unfairly penalize some departments and
colleges by setting up these unlucky academic units as targets of opportunity in budget-cutting
exercises. In the current environment the proposed changes will also encourage colleges and
departments to capture their own majors in dedicated courses as a strategy to maintain
enrollments and therefore resources. This in turn will result in students spending more time and
taking more classes within their home college-surely the exact antithesis of a liberal education.

Finally, we realize that academic assessment doctrines insist that resources must be
closely tied to consensus learning goals. However, these doctrines do not anticipate the current
national economic climate, the academic landscape of the PASSHE system or the absence of a
campus-wide consensus on the proposed Liberal Studies curriculum revisions. Under these
conditions the proposed Liberal Studies revisions will foster competition among disciplines and
academic units. We encourage the Steering Committee to think outside the box of orthodoxy to
find imaginative ways to achieve learning goals in a way that will foster cooperation rather than
competition. A more creative approach might better help the entire institution get through the
rough times that lie ahead.

We feel that biology is a core discipline for scientific literacy in the 21* Century and that
the Biology Department will continue to make a significant contribution to the science literacy
mission of IUP under either the existing curriculum or the proposed curriculum. Nevertheless,
we have strong reservations about the proposed revisions and therefore DO NOT SUPPORT
their adoption or implementation.



February 2, 2009
To: Dr. Mary Sadler
From: John Woolcock, Chair, IUP Chemistry Department

Subject: LS Revision

The Chemistry Department discussed the revision to the Liberal Studies program at a
faculty meeting on 01/278/2009 but did not make any formal recommendations. So, the
following items listed below are my own comments or based on my experience as Chair of
Chemistry.

The Chemistry Department will likely create a First-Year Seminar course for our majors.
The development of this type of course was part of the action plan in our 2006 Program
Review report. I am also confident that the Chemistry Department will also want to create
a senior capstone course for our majors using CHEM 301 and CHEM 498. But, I would
like to know if combinations of majors courses can be used to accumulate an across-the-
curriculum designation. For example, material in CHEM 301 allows CHEM 498 to be
designated W (and presumably CHEM 498 on its own is not sufficient). Can we add
individual "O" requirements to a number of different required courses for our majors so
that when the final course is taken, the O requirements have been met? This seems more in
keeping with the idea of "across-the-curriculum", and prevents a single chemistry course
from having to devote (say) 50% of its activities to the across-the-curriculum requirement.

I am also confident that the Chemistry Department will make whatever revisions are
needed to CHEM 101-102, CHEM 111-112, SCI 102 and SCI 106 so that they will
continue to fulfill the Natural Science lab science requirement. We will also make
whatever revisions are needed to CHEM 343 and CHEM 301/498 so that they can continue
to be used as writing intensive courses for our majors.

Due to the high demand for our courses by other Departments and programs, we will not
be able to add any additional sections of liberal studies courses under the new Liberal
Studies Curriculum, such as those that might meet the scientific literacy CAC. We will
also not be able to add more seats in our current LS lab science courses. The only course
that might be able to be converted to meet the CAC requirement for Scientific Literacy is
SCI 106. If so, we would not be able to offer more seats than are currently scheduled and
to do this the number of seats needed for a scientific literacy CAC course would be taken
from the pool of current SCI 106 seats.
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The Chemistry Department has not been involved recently in other aspects of the Liberal
Studies program except for the creation of CHEM 105: The Forensic Chemistry of CSI as
a non-lab science course. I served on the First Year Seminar Subcommittee and asked that
group if my CHEM 105 course would fit the criteria of this course and all agreed that it
would. I also attended two presentations at the Biennial Conference on Chemical
Education this past summer where forensic science courses were used as First Year
Seminar courses. So, I believe I could convert the CHEM 105 course into a First Year
Seminar. However, I would not be able to offer both types of courses.

Finally, before I can endorse the Liberal Studies revision I would like to know what the
general criteria for the courses that meet the CAC categories. The current LS Revision
defines each of the competencies and indicates that CAC courses must be taken in addition
to the other LS requirements. However, the general characteristics of these courses are not
described. For example, the current writing-intensive courses are in that category and these
require 50% of the course grade to be assigned to writing. Also a draft paper must be
produced and commented on by the instructor before a final version is submitted. Will
other CAC courses require 50% of the course grade to address the CAC? Will these
courses have special requirements such as the draft in the writing CAC? Without some
general guidelines about how these courses must be constructed, it is impossible for me to
judge whether any of our current CHEM or SCI courses, either for the major or for non-
majors, can be adapted to any of the CAC’s except for writing.
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Mam Sadler Williams

From: “kurt dudt” <kdudt@iup.edu>

To: "Mary Sadler" <MSADLER@iup.edu>
Cc: <BGWILSON@IUP.EDU>; "Mary Ann Rafoth" <mrafoth@iup.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2009 2:49 PM

Subject: Re: REMINDER for response by February 2nd

Hello Mary,

I want to thank you for your effort in the revision of the Liberal Studies Package. There are a variety of thoughts that I
could add and I will list them below point by point.

First:
{if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->I like the addition of a speech / interpersonal course to liberal studies.

[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->I like the drop from four to three credits for English 101.

However, I have serious reservations on the following matters:

[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->There is too little in the liberal studies package to encourage more advanced
“world language” study.

[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->At a time in American history where science study should be encouraged, the
liberal studies component in science has been weakened.

[if 'supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->The major concern, however, is the increased "competency across the curriculum
requirements" with very little understanding of how these competencies will be met in the curriculum. These
competencies may put additional requirements on students and departments. This undercuts students’ ability to select
courses of interest. Many students have almost no choice of courses at this moment. The Liberal Studies Package
should not contribute to this situation or further escalate this unfortunate situation.

[if !supportLists]-->4. <!--[endif]-->Unfortunately, the proposal plan reflects too much compromise. My feeling is
that the package does not reflect enough advantages for students and too many advantages for the specialized interests
of the faculty and departments involved in the core of the Liberal Studies Package.

In general, I do not support the new proposed package. Further, I believe the old Liberal Studies Package is stronger
than the one proposed.

Sincerely,
Kurt P. Dudt, chair

Communications Media
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Mary Sadler wrote:

Good moming Chairpersons and Happy New Year.

Just in case you missed this request that was sent near the end of the fall semester, I am sending it again
and kindly ask for your response by February 2nd. I am happy to meet with individuals or with the
Council of Chairs if you wish to discuss any of the details of the proposal. Thanks, Mary

Dr. Mary E. Williams Sadler

Director Liberal Studies

Professor, Nursing & Allied Health Professions
Indiana University of Pennsylvania

103 Stabley

429 S. 11th Street

Indiana, PA 15705

724 357-5715

msadler@iup.edu
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Mary Sadler
From: “"Charles Shubra" <cjshubra@iup.edu>
To: "Mary Sadler" <MSADLER@iup.edu>; "William Oblitey" <oblitey@iup.edu>; "Therese D O'Neil" <toneil@iup.edu>;

"Sanwar Ali" <sanwar@iup.edu>; "Rose Shumba" <shumba@iup.edu>; "Soundararajan Ezekiel"
<sezekiel@iup.edu>; "David Smith” <DTSMITH@iup.edu>; "Waleed Farag" <farag@iup.edu>; "Michael Everett"
<H.M.EVERETT@IUP.EDU>; "Andrea D Morman" <a.d.morman@iup.edu>; "Daniel P Frederick"
<dan.fred@iup.edu>

Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2009 9:45 AM

Subject: Re: REMINDER for response by February 2nd

Mary Sadler wrote:

Good moming Chairpersons and Happy New Year.

Just in case you missed this request that was sent near the end of the fall semester, I am sending it again
and kindly ask for your response by February 2nd. I am happy to meet with individuals or with the
Council of Chairs if you wish to discuss any of the details of the proposal. Thanks, Mary

Dr. Mary E. Williams Sadler

Director Liberal Studies

Professor, Nursing & Allied Health Professions
Indiana University of Pennsylvania

103 Stabley

429 S. 11th Street

Indiana, PA 15705

724 357-5715

msadler@iup.edu
Hi Mary,

The computer science faculty are interested in proposing courses for the revised Liberal Studies package. Here are our
intentions:

<!|--[if !supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->COSC 380(2 credits), COSC 480(1 credit). These are required
senior seminars which have long concentrated on how to make professional presentations with students
being required to make several presentations. I am hoping that one or a combination of both will meet
the criteria for our majors. I will investigate the possibility of having non-majors in these courses.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Dr. Shumba is planning an offering in the category of Empowered
Learners Outcome 2.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Ms. O’Neil is planning offerings of COSC103 Geeks Bearing
Gifts, COSC101 Computer Literacy, and COSC201 Internet and Multimedia to fit in the Technical
Communications Learning Skills area.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->e  <!--[endif]-->Ms. O’Neil also thinks that COSC201 Internet and Multimedia
will fit into the Competencies-across-the-Curriculum area of Information Literacy.
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s this the type of response you were interested in receiving? If you need more information, please contact me.

Charley Shubra
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RE: Proposed Liberal Studies Curriculum Revision

Mary,

| want to commend you and the various committees on the vision and scope of the
proposed Liberal Studies curriculum revision. | have read the proposal and discussed its
essence with our department’s Undergraduate Committee.

As for the Criminology Department, we see a variety of options for contributing should
the revision go forward. Some of our existing courses (such as CRIM 101 Crime and
Justice Systems — currently a Social Science elective) could meet the revised Social
Science objectives. In addition, we can envision a variety of courses that could be
developed. Our program seems particularly well suited to meet the social justice and
civic engagement objectives contained in the “responsible learner” outcome. Similarly, |
have no doubt that CRIM courses can be revised or fashioned to reflect Cultural Studies
requirements.

The latter requirement — Cultural Studies — does raise some concerns for us. As written,
it appears that a language course is the most direct way to meet the requirement. Our
department moved from a college with a foreign language requirement to one without
such a requirement and we are very satisfied with the result. We would expect only a
tiny minority of our majors to choose to satisfy this requirement via a language course.
Instead, we would either develop our own courses or when appropriate, direct our
students towards other non-language courses that meet this requirement. Because the
standards for approving alternatives are not presented, | can’t say much more.
However, | see some calculations regarding faculty lines for languages (at page 19);
you should be aware that it is our assessment that a large number of majors in the
Criminology department would choose not to take the language requirement.

We support the ideas of a First Year Seminar and a Capstone course. Our only concern
is with resources, and this is a very real concern. We offered a one-credit freshman
success course on an experimental basis some years ago; while we were confident of
its value, we were unable to continue it because of resource constraints. Similarly, we
wonder if a within-major capstone course would be possible for us. We have never had
the faculty time to devote to a LBST 499 course. These limitations existed before the
current fiscal crisis.

We also see the value of oral communications as an across-the-curriculum requirement.
The need for a separate oral/technical communication course (listed under the learning
skills) is less clear. Is this a course that can be offered in a variety of departments or is
this an English class?
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Finally, we are concerned because the plans for funding course development and
revision seem inadequate, and the timeline appears ambitious. Our reading of the
proposal is that it will be a challenge to get this revision up and running particularly
given the current resource restrictions and attendant university-wide overload on faculty
members.

| would be happy to discuss any of these issues with you, or to arrange a meeting with
the department Undergraduate Committee (Kate Hanrahan, chair, Erika Frenzel, John
Lewis, and Jamie Martin).

Regards,
Randy
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Date: January 14, 2009

Subject: Department Support for Revised LS Program
To: Dr. Mary Sadler,

Director of Liberal Studies
From: Dr. Carmy Carranza,

Chairperson/Director,

Developmental Studies/LEC/Act 101

The Department of Developmental Studies looks forward to participating in the development and
delivery of courses for the proposed Liberal Studies Curriculum.

In particular, we expect to submit proposals for courses that support the proposed First Year
Experience plans. As a department that has offered a comprehensive First Year Experience
model for the past 30 years, we are eager to translate our experience and expertise in this area of
first year college success and engagement into specific courses designed for liberal studies
approval under the proposed criteria. In addition, we look forward to sharing our experience
with linked courses and clustered courses by increasing collaboration with other departments
interested in arranging such models.

In conclusion, the Department of Developmental Studies strongly supports the approval of the
revised Liberal Studies Curriculum.
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February 2, 2009
Dear Dr. Sadler:

As Interim Chair of the Department of Economics, it is my understanding that you are seeking
departmental responses to the latest draft of the Liberal Studies proposal. There has been much
discussion of the proposal among colleagues. What follows is not an endorsement of the Liberal Studies
proposal. What follows is a summary of the extensive discussion and analysis conducted by my
colleagues that breaks into two parts. The first 5 items relate to how the Department of Economics
might support the articulated goals of the proposal you have sent, if and when it passes. The items
beyond the first 5 relate to some of the deficiencies and shortcomings noted in the document that is
presented.

1) Economic and financial literacy is not given a role commensurate with its 21% Century
importance. The LS proposal suggests that financial literacy will be wrapped into “Wellness”
courses to be taught by “weliness” professors from the fields of Nursing, Food and Nutrition,
and Physical Education, ignoring the fact that there are disciplines in the university whose
primary expertise is in the areas of economic and financial literacy. A January 14, 2009, email
from Robert Duvall, Chair of the President’s Advisory Council on Financial Literacy, states that
“college students should be required to take a course in financial literacy in order to receive
federal student loans.” In a report from Mr. Duvall on the 3™ National Summit on Economic and
Financial Literacy convened by the National Council on Economic Education, he stated that “our
ability to be competitive in the global economy” is dependent on “the ways and means for
developing the economic and financial understanding of all Americans through education.”
Patrick R. Gaston, President of the Verizon Foundation, noted that “American high school
seniors only got 52% of the answers right on the last national financial survey conducted by the
JumpStart Coalition for Personal Finance in 2006.” Mr. Gaston further notes that “we have all
come to the sobering realization that a huge and growing portion of the population is untrained
and uneducated in practical and applied Economics .... Economic and financial literacy is
fundamental not only to success, but to survival in the 21* century.”

2) Iknow assessment is a key element in the Liberal Studies reform proposed. The economics
profession already has in place assessment measures at all levels for economic and financial
literacy. Atthe national level there is “The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP)” test in economics which became the basis for the “The Nation’s Report Card:
Economics 2006.” The next national assessment will be done in 2012. The National Council on
Economic Education makes available assessment tests on all levels: Test of Economic Literacy
(secondary); Test of Economic Knowledge (Middle School); Basic Economics Test (elementary);
Test of Understanding of College-level Economics (university and adult).

3) I1UP’s Department of Economics has four faculty members whose specialty is economic
education including two who are members and participants in the National Council on Economic
Education. Existing “wellness” teachers are not going to have sufficient expertise to fully



4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

prepare students in all aspects of economic and financial literacy. Moreover, the “wellness”
teachers who would be instructing in subject matter outside their field would not have the
direct connections to national assessment tools already in place that are familiar to economics
faculty members.

If the Liberal Studies Proposal passes, the Department of Economics would expect to consider
revising the Economics 101 course, to explicitly document economic and financial literacy
development that already takes place in the course.

To meet the standards of national commissions that emphasize the importance of economic and
financial understanding in core general education requirements, we would expect that there will
be such a requirement in the Liberal Studies Proposal that passes. Then you could expect that
the Department of Economics would develop a new course in “Personal Economics” that could
be offered in the First Year Experience or as a comprehensive course taken by all students in
their second or third years.

On the cost side, savings are claimed from a 3% increase in retention tied to comprehensive
First-year Seminars with enroliment capped at 25. How much of the greater retention claimed
for Freshman seminar students is due to high grade distributions in those sections? If there is a
difference in the grade distributions from other courses that would be taken by first-year
students, has the effect of grade inflation in Freshmen experience courses been statistically
separated from any higher retention rate claimed?

The Liberal Studies Curriculum Revision specifically acknowledges the importance of economic
literacy, but there is no corresponding provision in the proposal to address it. For example, the
Global Citizenship item under the Competencies-across-the-Curriculum (CAC) heading
emphasizes that “global citizens” are supposed to possess an understanding of how the world
works economically. Plus, when answering the question, “Why do we need to revise the
current Liberal Studies curriculum?” the impact of global changes in the economic sphere of life
of students is identified. If the purpose of the Liberal Studies revision is to prepare 21* Century
students, how can it be considered complete without a requirement for an economics course?

By designating and requiring specific oral communication courses, we may trigger an
unintended consequence of reducing the amount of oral communication done by
undergraduates in all of their classes. Identifying classes that emphasize oral communications (a
time consuming and difficult endeavor) will result in those classes receiving special
consideration, such as smaller class sizes. While it will increase the incentive professors have to
offer classes which satisfy the oral communications requirement, it will also discourage
professors of classes that don’t satisfy the oral communications requirement from expecting or
developing oral communications skills. This happens for at least two reasons. The special limits
on class sizes in the officially designated classes will have the effect of increasing class sizes in
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those classes not officially designated to the point that the oral communication component will
be unsustainable. Also some students will complain that they shouldn’t be graded on their oral
communications skills in a class that doesn’t satisfy the oral communications requirement.

9) There is a contradiction between the waiver of first-year experience for students who transfer in
with 15 or more credits and the benefits touted for the first-year experience classes. If it is so
beneficial, then students with less than 46 credits should not be exempted.

10) (p. 15) How does the student skill set in the Pascarella & Terenzini research compare to the
average IUP student? (If not comparable, then we can’t evaluate the conclusions of the study.)
Also, what was standard deviation, sample size and control group in the study? The retention
rate increases claimed in LSCRP range all over the map from 3% to 17%. That suggests a high
degree of uncertainty that is not reflected in the policy recommendations.

11) (pp. 16 & 17) Many of the references do not appear to be published and do not appear to be
peer-reviewed. Are these genuine peer-reviewed academic articles?

12) (p. 18) Among the things attributed to Middle States mandates is oral communication. How is it
that technical communication is getting wrapped into that standard? Or is oral communication
not really something mandated by Middle States?

13) FYE costs are grossly underestimated. First year students are now in cost effective large sections
as they would be at any other public university. We are going to shift those students into FYE
classes capped at 25. If that results in higher retention, a larger proportion of our credit hour
production will be in upper-level classes with lower enroliments.

14) No provision has been made for transition costs. For 4 years we will be running both the new
FYE and the LS 499s. That means that any complement shift to finance the extraordinary
expense of FYE will have to come from somewhere other than LS 499. There is nowhere in the
current budget for the Academic Division for those costs to be financed.

15) (pp. 26 & 27) The Wellness category is way overloaded and includes the range from physical,
nutritional to emotional to financial literacy as all choice among the 3 credit requirement so
students appear to get only one of these.

16) Economic literacy is at least as important as geographic literacy in today’s world, but in LSCRP
economic literacy is given short shrift despite its appearance as a core requirement in almost
every 21* Century recommendation for curricular reform.

17) Economic literacy encompasses financial literacy, but it includes much more in the areas of

global citizenship and providing the basis for intelligent civic engagement. And despite its
crucial importance, the phrase “economic literacy” only appears once in LSCRP.
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