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A. MINUTES OF THE PRECEDING MEETING 

 
 Minutes of the March 17, 2015, Meeting in The Senate Record 48:5 

 
B. COMMUNICATIONS TO THE SENATE 

 
Senate Curriculum Report of April 14, 2015                                                                                Appendix A 
 

C. REPORT OF SENATE COUNCIL – Meeting of April 14, 2015 
 

D. ANNOUNCEMENTS BY THE CHAIR 
 

E. COMMENTS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVERSITY 
 

F. NEW BUSINESS  
  

G. FORENSIC BUSINESS 
  

H. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

I. LEGISLATIVE REPORTS 
 

            General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force 
  

 Revision to General Education Curriculum         Appendix B       
  

            Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid 
   

 Revisions to Senate Policy 42-82 (Acquisition of Credits) Accredited U.S.  Appendix C 
                        Institutions 
  

 Revisions to Senate Policy 05-80, 05-81, 05-82 (Admission)    Appendix D 
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             Undergraduate Education 

 
 Changes to Senate Policy 42-27 Class Attendance                   Appendix E 
 
 Libraries, Information Systems, and Technology  

   
 Resolution on Open Access to Scholarly Publications    Appendix F    
 
          
J. ADVISORY/CONSULTATIVE REPORTS 
 
 Faculty Benefits 
 
 Employee Life Insurance Policy       Appendix G 
 
K.  INFORMATIONAL REPORTS  

    
 Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid     
   

 Annual Report on the High School Students Enrolled Nondegree in Credit  Appendix H 
   Courses * 

 
 Faculty Affairs 

 
 Faculty Tenure Rates 2014-15 Annual Report*     Appendix I 

 
 Report on Faculty Teaching Workloads      Appendix J 
 [10 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 

  
 Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force 
 

 Progress to Date and Steps for Moving Forward     Appendix K 
  [15 minutes allocated for presentation and discussion] 
 
 Research and University Planning 
 
  Overview of the Facilities and Administrative Rate Distribution by Colleges,  Appendix L 
   Administrative Units and Commonwealth Campuses*  
 
 

Report of Senate Elections        Appendix M 
  Senate Council 

 Senate Committee on Committees and Rules 
 Faculty Rights and Responsibilities 
 Standing Joint Committee on Tenure 
 University Promotion and Tenure Review Committee 
 Faculty Advisory Committee to the President 
 Senate Secretary for 2015-2016 
 Senate Chair-Elect for 2015-2016 
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 Comments by Outgoing Chair Kulikowich 
 
 Seating of the New Officers 
 
 Comments by Incoming Chair Ansari 
 
 *No presentation of reports marked with an asterisk. 
 
 
L   NEW LEGISLATIVE BUSINESS 
 
M.  COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE GOOD OF THE UNIVERSITY 
 
 
The next meeting of the University Faculty Senate will be held on Tuesday, September 15, 2015, 1:30 p.m., Room 112 
Kern Graduate Building.   
 
All members of the University Faculty Senate are asked to sit in their assigned seats for each Senate meeting.  The 
assignment of seats is made to enable the Senate Chair to distinguish members from visitors and to be able to recognize 
members appropriately.  Senators are reminded to wait for the microphone and identify themselves and their voting unit 
before speaking on the floor Members of the University community, who are not Senators, may not speak at a Senate 
meeting unless they request and are granted the privilege of the floor from the Senate Chair at least five days in advance of 
the meeting.  
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COMMUNICATION TO THE SENATE 
 
 

DATE: April 15, 2015 
 
TO: Jonna M. Kulikowich, Chair, University Faculty Senate 
 
FROM: Judy Ozment, Chair, Senate Committee on Curricular Affairs 
  
 
The Senate Curriculum Report dated April 14, 2015 has been circulated throughout the 
University. Objections to any of the items in the report must be submitted to Kadi 
Corter, curriculum coordinator, 101 Kern Graduate Building, 814-863-0996, 
kkw2@psu.edu, on or before May 15, 2015. 
 
The Senate Curriculum Report is available on the web and may be found at: 
http://senate.psu.edu/curriculum/senate-curriculum-reports/ 

 

 

   
 
  An Equal Opportunity University 
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GENERAL EDUCATION PLANNING AND OVERSIGHT TASK FORCE 

Revision to General Education Curriculum 

(Legislative) 

Implementation: Variable timetables (see below) 
 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force was jointly charged by the Faculty 
Senate and Provost in March 2013 to revisit and propose updates to General Education. In 
addition to studying current research on General Education and our current program, the General 
Education Task Force widely solicited student, faculty, and stakeholder engagement through a 
series of Senate reports, multiple retreats, campus and college visits, and web-based public forum 
(gened.psu.edu). This open and deliberative process generated multiple ideas, culminating in the 
recommendations presented in this report. 
 
The process was guided by a commitment to a General Education curriculum that embraces 
breadth of knowledge and facilitates intellectual engagement and flexibility. It was also guided 
by a commitment to framing the curriculum by a set of contemporary learning objectives that 
reflect the mission and values of Penn State and enable assessment of the General Education 
program. Finally, this process was balanced with the understanding that all change requires time 
and resources. 
 
This report is presented in three sections. The first two sections present recommendations for 
Senate approval. The third section presents areas where the General Education Task Force 
suggests further consultation and collaboration with appropriate Senate committees. 
 
The individual recommendations presented in this report are intended to each stand on their own: 
no recommendation depends on acceptance of another. Each recommendation presents an 
opportunity to enhance student learning in General Education in complementary ways. A cost 
estimate, as required by Senate procedures in a legislative proposal, is included with each 
recommendation. This Summary offers an overview of the recommendations presented later in 
the report. 
 
Part I. Recommendations on the Learning Objectives and Curricular Assessment  

• Recommendation 1: Revise the current statement on General Education goals1 to include 
updated Learning Objectives as presented. 

 

1 Appendix VII: Final Report and Recommendations of The Special Committee on General Education to the 
University Faculty Senate (December 2, 1997) Goals. 
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• Recommendation 2: A regular and ongoing assessment plan for General Education 

should be developed by the Faculty Senate and University bodies assigned to program 
assessment, following the principles described in this report. The plan should be 
approved by Faculty Senate, and findings should be used by the appropriate Senate 
committees to address areas for refinement and improvement. 

 
Part II. Recommendations on Revisions to the General Education Curricular 
Structure  

• Recommendation 3: Rename Health and Physical Activity (GHA) to Health and 
Wellness (GHW) 

 
• Recommendation 4: (a) Rename the “Skills” component of General Education to 

“Foundations” and (b) rename the “Knowledge Domains” component of General 
Education to “Breadth Across Knowledge Domains”. 

 
• Recommendation 5: (a) Require a C or better in GWS (Writing and Speaking) courses, 

and (b) require a C or better in GQ (Quantification) courses. 
 

• Recommendation 6: (a) Require 6 credits of Integrative Studies as part of the General 
Education Baccalaureate requirements; (b) create inter-domain courses as a way for 
students to accomplish the Integrative Studies requirement; (c) create linked courses as a 
way to offer the Integrative Studies component; (d) replace the “9-6-3” substitution with 
the more flexible “Move 3” substitution; and (e) allow an Integrative Studies course to 
satisfy the flexible 3 credits of exploration within the Associate Degree General 
Education curriculum. 

 
 
Part III. Topics for Further Consideration 
The General Education Task Force has identified a number of other areas for refinement of 
General Education that require further consultation and collaboration with Senate committees:  
 

• Review the Domain criteria and establish regular cycles of course reviews;  
• Strengthen the global and cultural component of General Education by updating the 

criteria for US Cultures (US) and International Cultures (IL);  
• Strengthen the global component of General Education by developing a new category of 

Global Inquiry (GI) courses;  
• Consider developing a Distinction track, whereby students can pursue an ambitious set of 

choices within General Education;  
• Consider whether revision to present policies would encourage student intellectual risk-

taking within General Education.  
  
These topics are suggested in this report in the hopes that further refinement to General 
Education will be supported. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
Guiding Principles 
The General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force upheld the following principles as 
they developed these recommendations.  
 

A revised curriculum should embrace breadth of knowledge as a central goal, 
consistent with our current program (Recommendations 1, 4, & 6). Exposing students 
to breadth is a hallmark of General Education at Penn State that should be preserved. The 
existing General Education Knowledge Domains have served this purpose for decades, 
and have become deeply woven into the organization of the University. Because of the 
importance of the domains, the integrity of the domains is preserved. 
 
The curriculum should present students with the opportunity to meet curricular-level 
goals and learning objectives, not only goals and objectives within individual courses 
or domains; and the General Education curriculum should be evaluated continuously 
(Recommendations 1, 2, & 5). Learning objectives frame the overarching purposes of the 
General Education curriculum. The proposed updated learning objectives reflect the 
mission and values of Penn State, are based on contemporary scholarship on general 
education and assessment, and were refined through widely solicited feedback from the 
University community, including at the Faculty Senate’s January 27, 2015 meeting. 
 
The curriculum should retain flexibility that enables students to make timely progress 
toward degree completion, and should ideally increase the flexibility students have to 
choose courses they find intellectually engaging (Recommendation 6). The 
recommended structural changes preserve existing flexibility, and present new areas for 
flexibility including an expanded substitution option. Because students should be 
encouraged to use the full range of the curriculum, the General Education Task Force 
does not support or encourage courses that simultaneously satisfy an excessive number of 
requirements, because such courses (“super courses”) too easily become default choices 
for students, a situation that is undesirable. It should be noted that while the Task Force 
investigated reducing the number of credits required in General Education, changes to the 
overall credits in General Education are not recommended. The value of each skill and 
knowledge domain was affirmed, although the flexibility introduced in Recommendation 
6 does change the way individual students may distribute credits among domains. 
 
Any proposed revision should be informed by contemporary scholarship on General 
Education, and should bring Penn State into alignment with recognized principles of 
excellence in General Education. Excellent curricula make learning objectives 
transparent, emphasize integrative learning among other characteristics, and 
encourage students to increase their engagement with issues that span borders. Each 
recommendation contributes to this principle in some way. The proposed curricular 
structure explicitly introduces Integrative Studies as a component of Breadth Across 
Knowledge Domains. Learning objectives make the purposes of General Education clear 
and assessment allows the University to make timely adjustments. Additional topics for 
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consideration to University-wide requirements suggested in Part III would provide 
additional opportunities for students to engage with complex topics. 
 
Acknowledging that all change comes with costs, the benefits of change to student 
learning should be balanced with the costs of implementing and delivering those 
revisions. The Task Force’s recommendations are informed by the realities of Penn 
State’s campus and college structures, and needs of our students. The recommendations: 

• encourage explicit integrative thinking: while providing students with 
opportunities to learn in contextualized ways, connections between domains are 
made explicit; 

• increase flexibility for students who take inter-domain courses with up to 6 credits 
of exploration among the Knowledge Domains; 

• potentially scaffold learning to higher than the 100 level; 
• create additional flexibility with the Move 3 substitution; 
• emphasize competence in foundational skills; 
• provide opportunities for faculty collaboration without requiring team teaching; 
• include two Integrative Studies options to allow flexibility in accommodating the 

different needs of colleges and campuses. 
 
Estimated costs are elaborated with each recommendation, and include: 

• A possible 2-3% increase in the direct instructional cost of delivering the Integrative 
Studies component of General Education, if credits are taken at higher levels than 
currently offered. If 30% of the Integrative Studies courses are team-taught, there would 
be additional increase in delivery cost of less than 2%. 

• Initial costs for implementation and ongoing costs for instructor collaboration are not 
included, as these depend heavily on the implementation plan, the Integrative Studies 
method(s) implemented, and on the support available to faculty. The support body 
recommended by Faculty Senate at the January 27, 2015 meeting will play an important 
role in this area; 

• A 1-2% increase in the direct institutional cost of delivering repeat Foundations courses 
for the relatively small number of students who earn lower than C; 

• Fewer transfer credits might be used toward General Education requirements if inter-
domain or linked courses do not correspond with courses at other institutions. 

 
The recommendations in this report reflect the Task Force’s effort to balance the costs of change 
with recommendations that contemporary scholarship in General Education strongly suggests 
will enhance student learning. 
 
This report is presented in three parts:  

• Part I, Recommendations on the learning objectives and curricular assessment;  
• Part II, Recommendations on revisions to the General Education curricular structure; 
• Part III, Topics for further consideration.  
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A cost estimate, as required by Senate procedures when a legislative proposal is likely to entail 
significant costs, is included with each recommendation. Appendix E provides detail on 
estimated costs of the proposed revisions. 
 
 
Implementation 
The Logistics Subcommittee of the General Education Task Force has considered the many 
needed steps for implementation throughout the Task Force’s deliberation. Senate officers will 
identify groups or individuals to develop an effective and consultative implementation plan for 
approved recommendations. The timeline for implementation will need to be carefully 
considered and is not determined or prescribed at this time. Some changes, such as name changes 
to categories, might be implemented almost immediately. For other changes, factors such as the 
incorporation of requirements into LionPATH and degree audits; support and education for 
instructors, advisers, and other staff; the number of proposals required for course-creation, 
revision, and review; and publicity informing students and other stakeholders will need to be 
considered in determining an implementation timeline.  
 
 
 
PART I.  RECOMMENDATIONS on the LEARNING OBJECTIVES and CURRICULAR 
ASSESSMENT  
 
Studies of General Education nationally and at Penn State suggest that student learning is 
enhanced by a coherent General Education curriculum with a clearly defined purpose.2 Without 
this, General Education courses often appear to students and faculty as unrelated to each other or 
to a larger purpose. A curriculum framed by measurable learning objectives allows the 
University to assess the efficacy of the General Education curriculum on an ongoing basis. 
 
The General Education Task Force recommends modifications to the stated General Education 
program learning objectives to 1) reflect Penn State’s educational mission through contemporary 
General Education learning objectives and 2) to enable comprehensive, curriculum-level 

2 A General Education Conversation (August 28, 2012) discussed during a forensic session during the Faculty 
Senate plenary meeting October 16, 2012; A Progress Report to the University Faculty Senate (October 21, 2014) 
contains a summary of key references: http://senate.psu.edu/senators/special-committees/general-education-
planning-and-oversight-task-force/reports-and-resources/. Key studies include: Gaston, Paul L. et al. General 
Education & Liberal Learning: Principles of Effective Practice. Association of American Colleges and Universities, 
2010.; Miller, Gary E. The Meaning of General Education: The Emergence of a Curriculum Paradigm. New York: 
Teachers College Press, Teachers College, Columbia University, 1988.; The National Leadership Council for 
Liberal Education & America’s Promise. College Learning for the New Global Century. Washington, D.C.: 
Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2007.; The National Task Force on Civic Learning and 
Democratic Engagement. A Crucible Moment: College Learning & Democracy’s Future. Washington, D.C.: 
Association of American Colleges and Universities, 2012. Print.; University of California Commission on General 
Education in the 21st Century. General Education in the 21st Century. Center for Studies in Higher Education, 
University of California, Berkeley, 2007. In addition, a substantial body of scholarship on General Education can be 
found through the Association of American Colleges & Universities (https://www.aacu.org/resources/general-
education/publications). 
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assessment that continually addresses the alignment between the General Education curriculum 
and the General Education learning objectives. 
 
Learning Objectives 
[Much of this section incorporates the Learning Objectives legislative report that the 
GETF brought to the Senate on January 27, 2015.  The point where that report is 
inserted is noted below.] 
 
For a course to meet General Education domain criteria, it must meet at least one of the 
recommended General Education learning objectives in addition to the domain criteria. Many 
existing courses likely already accomplish these objectives because they reflect contemporary 
educational priorities. In previous General Education Task Force reports, the term “objective” 
was used to describe the knowledge, skills, and thinking processes for which learners should be 
able to exhibit gains following instruction, and that terminology is continued here.3  
 
Like curricula for major degree programs, the General Education curriculum should be framed 
by a set of learning objectives and structured to afford every student the opportunity to gain 
mastery of them. As students gain expertise in course and domain content, they should have 
opportunities that will help them master the overarching learning objectives for the curriculum. 
In other words, learning objectives provide a frame around the General Education curriculum, 
while courses in domains lie within the General Education curriculum.  
 
The curricular learning objectives do not replace or supplant the criteria for the domains. 
Likewise, learning objectives for the General Education program do not replace or supplant 
specific content objectives of any course. No single General Education course is responsible for 
incorporating all of the General Education objectives; neither is a single skill or knowledge 
domain responsible for transmitting all of the knowledge required for any one specific objective. 
Rather, all domains contribute to student learning across all of these objectives. 
 
Adoption of Recommendation 1 would require review of all current and new General Education 
courses for alignment with the updated learning objectives. Other institutions that have adopted 
similar changes have implemented change through phased review, expedited processes, and 
incentives for early adopters. At Penn State, similar procedures have been used in past revisions 
of General Education or introduction of new course designations (e.g. US and IL), and the 
General Education Task Force encourages the implementation team to consider an expedited and 
phased review process. 
 
The recommended changes to update the Learning Objectives are identical to language presented 
to Faculty Senate on January 27, 2015 with two exceptions: 1) as voted during that Senate 
meeting, the words “linguistic (world languages)” are included in the Key Literacies objective, 
and 2) the word “include” has been replaced by “such as” in the Key Literacies objective to 
clarify that these are examples and not an exhaustive list. 
 

3 In some disciplines, the terms “goal” or “outcome” may be used to convey this concept. The term “objective” is 
used in this manner by the Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence at Penn State.  
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Recommendation 1: Revise the current statement on General Education goals4 to 
include updated Learning Objectives. 

 
[Existing Bulletin language is shown in regular font.  Deletions are marked by strike-through 
new language is in boldface.]  
The General Education curriculum will enable students to acquire skills, knowledge, 
and experiences for living in interconnected contexts, so they can contribute to 
making life better for others, themselves, and the larger world. General Education 
encompasses the breadth of knowledge involving the major intellectual and aesthetic skills and 
achievements of humanity. This must include understanding and appreciation of the pluralistic 
nature of knowledge epitomized by the natural sciences, quantitative skills, social and behavioral 
sciences, humanities, and arts. To achieve and share such an understanding and appreciation, 
skills in self-expression, quantitative analysis, information literacy, and collaborative interaction 
are necessary. General Education aids students in developing intellectual curiosity, a 
strengthened ability to think, and a deeper sense of aesthetic appreciation. General Education, in 
essence, aims to cultivate a knowledgeable, informed, literate human being. 
 
An effective general education program enables students to: 
 
a. acquire knowledge through critical information gathering—including reading, listening, 

computer-assisted searching, and scientific experimentation and observation;  
b. analyze and evaluate, where appropriate in a quantitative manner, the acquired knowledge; 
c. integrate knowledge from a variety of sources and fields; 
d. make critical judgments in a logical and rational manner; 
e. develop the skills to maintain health, and understand the factors that impinge upon it; 
f. communicate effectively, both in writing and orally, and using the accepted methods for 

presentation, organization and debate particular to their disciplines; 
g. proceed independently and in collaboration with others in seeking and sharing knowledge; 
h. gain understanding of international interdependence and cultural diversity, and develop 

consideration for values, lifestyles, and traditions that may differ from their own;  
i. comprehend the role of aesthetic and creative activities in expressing both imagination and 

experience. 
 
An effective General Education curriculum shall facilitate teaching and learning 
through seven key objectives: 
 
a. EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION – the ability to exchange information and ideas in 

oral, written, and visual form in ways that allow for informed and persuasive 
discourse that builds trust and respect among those engaged in that exchange, 
and helps create environments where creative ideas and problem-solving 
flourish.   
 

4 Appendix VII: Final Report and Recommendations of The Special Committee on General Education to the 
University Faculty Senate (December 2, 1997) Goals. 
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b. KEY LITERACIES – the ability to identify, interpret, create, communicate and 

compute using materials in a variety of media and contexts. Literacy acquired in 
multiple areas, such as textual, quantitative, information/technology, health, 
intercultural, historical, aesthetic, linguistic (world languages), and scientific, 
enables individuals to achieve their goals, to develop their knowledge and 
potential, to lead healthy and productive lives, and to participate fully in their 
community and wider society.   

 
c. CRITICAL AND ANALYTICAL THINKING – the habit of mind characterized by 

comprehensive exploration of issues, ideas, artifacts, and events before 
accepting or formulating a conclusion. It is the intellectually disciplined process 
of conceptualizing, applying, analyzing, synthesizing, and/or evaluating 
information gathered from, or generated by, observation, experience, 
reflection, reasoning, or communication, as a guide to belief and action.  

 
d. INTEGRATIVE THINKING – the ability to synthesize knowledge across multiple 

domains, modes of inquiry, historical periods, and perspectives, as well as the 
ability to identify linkages between existing knowledge and new information. 
Individuals who engage in integrative thinking are able to transfer knowledge 
within and beyond their current contexts. 

 
e. CREATIVE THINKING – the capacity to synthesize existing ideas, images, or 

expertise in original ways and the experience of performing, making, thinking, 
or acting in an imaginative way that may be characterized by innovation, 
divergent thinking, and intellectual risk taking. 

 
f. GLOBAL LEARNING – the intellectually disciplined abilities to analyze 

similarities and differences among cultures; evaluate natural, physical, social, 
cultural, historical, and economic legacies and hierarchies; and engage as 
community members and leaders who will continue to deal with the intricacies 
of an ever-changing world. Individuals should acquire the ability to analyze 
power; identify and critique interdependent global, regional, and local cultures 
and systems; and evaluate the implications for people's lives.  

 
g. SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND ETHICAL REASONING – the ability to assess one’s 

own values within the social context of problems, recognize ethical issues in a 
variety of settings, describe how different perspectives might be applied to 
ethical dilemmas, and consider the ramifications of alternative actions. 
Individuals should acquire the self-- knowledge and leadership skills needed to 
play a role in creating and maintaining healthy, civil, safe, and thriving 
communities.  
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Curricular Assessment at the General Education Program Level 
Assessment of the General Education curriculum, in addition to assessment of individual 
courses, academic majors, or minors provides the University and the Faculty Senate with data on 
the effectiveness of the curriculum. This allows for timely adjustments, and provides assurance 
to stakeholders and accreditors that we are aware of and responsive to strengths and areas for 
improvement. Such responsiveness allows the University to create, deliver, and demonstrate 
excellence in undergraduate education. 
 
Regular and ongoing assessment of General Education is an expectation of the Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education (www.msche.org), but is an area where Penn State is currently 
lacking. The General Education Task Force recommends that assessment of General Education 
follow a five-year model similar to the current University-wide assessment process for academic 
majors that is already conducted as required by the Middle States. One or two learning objectives 
should be assessed each year so that over each five-year period all seven learning objectives are 
assessed, and the cycle would then repeat. Each General Education learning objective will be 
assessed in summative form, which involves conducting assessment in both introductory and 
upper division classes (e.g., the performance of first-year and upper-class students around a 
learning objective). The assessment work would be guided by groups such as (a) the ACUE 
Assessment Coordinating Committee, (b) the Schreyer Institute for Teaching Excellence, and (c) 
the faculty support structure for General Education that has been recommended by Senate and 
acknowledged by President Barron.5,6  

Principles to be followed for the development of effective practices for assessing student 
achievement of the seven learning objectives, following the process described above, include: 

1. Data from selected courses will be used in aggregate for curriculum-level assessment; 
2. To the degree possible, data collection for assessment should be meaningfully integrated 

with the learning activities of a course; 
3. To the degree possible, instructors involved in the teaching of General Education courses 

should be involved in the design, analysis, and interpretation of assessments; 
4. Instructors should be provided opportunities to obtain formative assessment data that will 

enable improvements to the design and delivery of the course. Course-level data will not 
be used in any faculty evaluations, and will not be made public; 

5. Assessment practices must inform the effectiveness of the General Education program as 
a whole. These evaluations will use institutional level data, aggregated across courses, to 
evaluate student gains from the start to the end of their studies;  

5 Senate Record from January 27, 2015  http://senate.psu.edu/wp-
content/uploads/sites/13525/2014/06/012715record4pdf.pdf 
6 Letter from President Barron to Senate acknowledging receipt of the Advisory and Consultative Report from Jan 
27, 2015  (http://senate.psu.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/13525/2015/01/Inst.-Support-and-Resources-for-Gen-Ed-
Barron-letter.pdf) 

9 
 

                                                        



Appendix B 
4/28/15 

 
6. Assessment methods should be both reliable and valid measures of student performance 

in relation to the learning objective being assessed.  

A principal contemporary assessment method involves collecting a sample of student work from 
courses across domains that address the same learning objective. The work is then evaluated 
based on a validated rubric (e.g., AAC&U Value rubrics) or other psychometrically tested 
instrument (e.g. Critical Thinking Assessment Test). Success of the General Education program 
is shown through gains in performance in learning objectives from the start to the end of 
students' careers. Through this process, it cannot be guaranteed that General Education is the sole 
or primary contributor to gains, but if gains are NOT seen then it is clear that General Education 
is not having a positive contribution, or that its positive contribution is being offset by other 
negative factors. If gains for students in some colleges and not others are observed, then we may 
be able to differentiate major-related gains from General Education-related gains. Furthermore, 
the assessment instruments should provide the detail necessary to identify specific areas in which 
modifications to General Education might improve student learning. 
 
General Education at Penn State has not been systematically assessed. However, a second pilot 
of the nationally validated Critical Thinking Assessment Test (CAT) is currently underway at the 
University Park, Greater Allegheny, and Abington campuses. Critical thinking is one of the 
proposed updated learning objectives, and it is currently being assessed in a pre/post modality by 
administering nationally validated instruments in English 015 and English 202. Score gains 
across the undergraduate career are sought. The first pilot revealed the instrument to be an 
appropriate measure of critical thinking for Penn State students.7 
 
Baccalaureate program assessment is coordinated and facilitated university-wide by the ACUE 
Assessment Coordinating Committee, in partnership with the Schreyer Institute for Teaching 
Excellence. The General Education support structure that was recommended at the January 27, 
2015 Senate meeting will likely play a role in supporting faculty to develop assignments that 
meet both course objectives and General Education learning objectives in meaningful ways. As 
indicated below in Recommendation 2, the General Education Task Force recommends that the 
assessment plan be reviewed by appropriate Senate bodies before implementation takes place. 
The General Education Task Force also recommends that assessment data be shared with 
appropriate Senate committees regularly so they may respond to areas for improvement. 
 
Regular and ongoing assessment of General Education is an expectation of the Middle States 
Commission on Higher Education, but is an area where Penn State is currently lacking. Some 
investment in meeting this accreditation requirement is expected, and has been made through the 
pilot of the CAT assessment. The current CAT assessment employs faculty at $300 each to score 
the assessment. If the same method were used annually for assessing two learning objectives, 
involving 30 faculty from five units, the estimated cost of appropriate compensation for faculty 
scorers is about $90,000. There will be additional costs for instrument development and 
overhead for the coordinating support.  

7 Report to the Assessment Coordinating Committee of the Administrative Council on Undergraduate 
Education (ACUE) on the Pilot Test Administration of the Critical Thinking Assessment Test. Report 
submitted to ACUE, October 3, 2012. 
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Each General Education objective will be assessed every five years, involving participation from 
several courses. This effort will involve varying amounts of time from assessment coordinators 
and participating faculty, depending on the measurement technique selected by the faculty 
members. The budget for this assessment process will be developed by the body responsible for 
the assessment plan and coordination, and will vary depending on the particular details of the 
assessment plan.  
 
Recommendation 2: A regular and ongoing assessment plan for General Education 
should be developed by the Faculty Senate and University bodies assigned to 
program assessment, following the principles described in this report. The plan 
should be approved by Faculty Senate, and findings should be used by the 
appropriate Senate committees to address areas for refinement and improvement.  
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PART II.  RECOMMENDATIONS on REVISIONS to the GENERAL EDUCATION 
CURRICULAR STRUCTURE 
 
The Task Force recommends four changes to the General Education program structure 
summarized in Tables 1 and 2: 

• Rename several components to make their curricular roles more apparent 
(Recommendations 3 and 4) 

• Emphasize the role of foundation courses in Writing and Speaking (GWS) and 
Quantification (GQ) by requiring students to earn a C or better (Recommendation 5) 

• Create an explicit Integrative Studies component (Recommendation 6) 
• Increase flexibility for students by expanding the 9-6-3 substitution (Recommendation 6) 

 
Table 1: Recommended revisions to the current Baccalaureate Degree General Education 
program are shown in regular font.  Deletions are marked by crossing-out; new language is in 
boldface.  
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Table 2: Recommended revisions to the current Associate Degree General Education program 
are shown in regular font.  Deletions are marked by crossing-out; new language is in boldface. 
 

  
 
Appendix A shows how Recommendations 3-6 would alter the University Bulletin’s entry for 
the Baccalaureate Degree General Education program. 
 
Appendix B shows how Recommendations 3-6 would alter the University Bulletin’s entry for the 
Associate Degree General Education program. 
 
 
 
Rename the Domain Title Health and Physical Activity (GHA) to Health and Wellness 
(GHW) 
Faculty who participated in retreat and college discussions have strongly recommended updates 
to the language used to describe the Health and Physical Activity knowledge domain to better 
reflect the domain’s focus on theory and practice of life span health and wellness. Currently, 
fewer than one-third of this requirement is met through physical activity courses.8 Moreover, 
many courses thought of as physical activity courses include knowledge and theory elements. 
The current labeling does not reflect the fact that most GHA courses involve a combination of 
knowledge/theory/classroom and practice/activity, and those that emphasize practice may be 
analogous to studio or lab courses offered within other domains. 
 
This change will require editing of all web sites that refer to Health and Physical Activity or 
GHA, including the University Bulletin and Recommended Academic Plans. This is a non-trivial 
number of sites, but this could be implemented in a similar manner as other name changes in the 
past (e.g. Foreign Language to World Language; PSY 002 to PSYCH 100, etc.). 
 

Recommendation 3: Rename Health and Physical Activity (GHA) to Health and 
Wellness (GHW) 

 

8 Health and Wellness—Retreat Report. http://gened.psu.edu/2015/01/18/health-and-wellness-retreat-
report/ 
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Rename General Education Components  
(a) “Foundations” are the central skill courses in writing, communication (GWS) and 
quantification (GQ) which are important for all students. The name Foundations indicates that 
these are areas for continued growth and makes clearer the relationship to the Knowledge 
Domains and other parts of the undergraduate curriculum. 
 
(b) “Breadth Across Knowledge Domains” courses expose students to all the General Education 
Knowledge Domains (GA, GH, GS, GN, and GHA/GHW). The revised name emphasizes the 
importance of the broad exposure to disciplinary and domain-based ways of thinking that 
students acquire through General Education. 
 
This change will require editing of all web sites and current documents that refer to Skills and 
Knowledge Domains categories of General Education. The majority of changes will be in the 
University Bulletin, the Policies and Rules for Undergraduate Students website, the 
Undergraduate Advising Handbook, and documents created to support New Student Orientation. 
 

Recommendation 4: (a) Rename the “Skills” component of General Education 
to “Foundations” and (b) rename the “Knowledge Domains” component of 
General Education to “Breadth Across Knowledge Domains.” 

 
 
Reinforce Role of Foundation Courses 
The Writing and Speaking (GWS) and Quantification (GQ) categories of General Education, 
historically referred to as “Skills” components, are both areas of key literacies, preferably taken 
relatively early in a student’s program of study, that subsequent courses draw upon and refine. 
Faculty who participated in retreats and online discussion strongly supported requiring a C 
(“satisfactory”) grade in these courses for them to satisfy General Education requirements. 
Currently, a D (“poor”) grade is sufficient to satisfy General Education requirements. 
 
Moreover, many students transfer credit to Penn State and apply those credits to General 
Education; students need to have earned a C or higher for the credits to be accepted by Penn 
State. Requiring a C minimum brings these Foundation courses at Penn State into alignment with 
courses transferred from other institutions. Moreover, all baccalaureate degree programs require 
a minimum of 15 credits of C or better course work in the major. Requiring 15 credits of C or 
better in the General Education curriculum aligns General Education with other portions of the 
student’s academic experience. 
 
Requiring a C or better in GWS and GQ courses may impact degree progress for some students. 
From fall 2009 to spring 2013, 3.2% of students enrolled in ENGL 015 or ESL 015 earned a D 
while 1.5% of students taking ENGL 202A-D earned a D.9 During the 2013-2014 academic year, 
5.4% of GQ courses used by graduating students to complete General Education requirements 
were completed with a grade of D.10 

9 Data supplied by College of Liberal Arts, Dept. of English, Padma Patil, Memo dated August 5, 2014. 
10 Data supplied by the Registrar’s office February 2015. 
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To provide an estimate of the cost of this recommendation, the Budget Subcommittee focused on 
the total number of students who received a “D” in a GQ or GWS course during the 2013-4 
academic year, since students who currently withdraw or earn an F already retake the course and 
the University absorbs the cost. Under this proposed change, only those receiving a “D” would 
require additional instruction, so the subcommittee calculated the cost of delivering an additional 
3-credit course for each of these students. 
 
University wide, 5.7% of the students enrolled in GWS or GQ courses in 2012-3 earned a D. 
Assuming an extra 3-credit course would need to be delivered to these students and assuming no 
additional revenue from tuition would be received, it would cost an additional 1-2% to deliver 
General Education.  
 
There are a number of limitations to these estimations that need to be held in mind. First, because 
it is based on 2012-3 data, the estimate does not take into account the reductions in GQ D/F/WN 
rates with the implementation of the ALEKS placement process. According to the ALEKS 
report, there was a 3% decline in D/F/WN in fall 2014, with a 2% decline in late drops (WN), 
and a 1% decline in D grades (with no change in F grades).11 Second, the model assumes that all 
students receiving a D will retake the course as an overload, thus returning no revenue to the 
University. However, it is likely that some costs would be recovered when some students retake 
the courses over the summer or as part of their regular load. 
 

Recommendation 5: (a) Require a C or better in GWS (Writing and Speaking) 
courses for the Baccalaureate and Associate Degree General Education 
programs, and (b) require a C or better in GQ (Quantification) courses for the 
Baccalaureate and Associates Degree General Education programs. 

 
 
 
Make Curricular Changes to Facilitate Student Learning and Flexibility 
Explicit integrative experiences are a hallmark of contemporary General Education programs,12 
and seeking improvement in this area was a priority for the Task Force’s efforts. In facilitating 
student learning, however, we also prioritized the preservation or increase of student flexibility 
to tailor General Education in ways that are individually meaningful.  
 
The Task Force recommends (a) the creation of an Integrative Studies requirement, which may 
be delivered in ways that honor campus and college strengths via (b) inter-domain courses and/or 
(c) linked courses. Providing two options to meet the Integrative Studies requirement 
acknowledges the flexibility needed by campuses and colleges to deliver this component of the 
curriculum. An expansion of the existing substitution rule that allows flexibility among 
Knowledge Domains is recommended with (d) the Move 3 substitution. The Move 3 substitution 

11 Fall 2014 ALEKS Math Placement: Implementation, Outcomes, and Recommendations, Report submitted to 
ACUE, March 5, 2015. 
12 The National Leadership Council for Liberal Education & America’s Promise. College Learning for the New 
Global Century. Washington, D.C.; The National Task Force on Civic Learning and Democratic Engagement. A 
Crucible Moment: College Learning & Democracy’s Future. 

15 
 

                                                        



Appendix B 
4/28/15 

 
expands substitutions to include all Knowledge Domains, increasing students’ flexibility, and 
allows all domains to participate fully in inter-domain courses, particularly the GHA/GHW 
domain. Inter-domain courses further increase student flexibility, creating space for students to 
explore more freely, incorporate minors, or include upper-level courses or world languages. 
Finally, in part (e) Integrative Studies courses would be allowed in the flexible 3 credits of the 
associates degree program. 
 
(a) Develop an Integrative Studies component  
 
The General Education Task Force explored multiple ways to make integration an explicit part of 
the General Education curriculum. Several possibilities were presented in prototype curricula, 
including thematic pathways, interdisciplinary courses, and combinations of the two. The 
proposed revision represents the Task Force’s balance between the ideals of integration and the 
realities of a large, complex institution such as Penn State with campuses of differing needs and 
strengths. 
 
The Task Force recommends the creation of an explicit integration component in General 
Education to require 6 credits of Integrative Studies. There are two proposed ways for campuses 
and colleges to deliver Integrative Studies: inter-domain courses and linked courses. To the 
degree possible, units are encouraged to develop both modes of delivering Integrative Studies 
courses to give students the maximum amount of flexibility and opportunity in their General 
Education experience. 
 
(b) Create inter-domain courses as one way for students to accomplish the 
Integrative Studies component  
 
Campuses or colleges may deliver the Integrative Studies component of General Education via 
inter-domain courses. Under this model, students will take 6 credits of inter-domain courses to 
satisfy the Integrative Studies requirement.  
 
An inter-domain course will meet the criteria of two knowledge domains. As such, students will 
need to understand and practice intellectual frameworks and ways of thinking promoted by both 
knowledge domains. Other characteristics include: 

• Each inter-domain course will meet at least one General Education learning objective as 
well as the criteria of two knowledge domains. Credits will be applied in both domains 
(i.e. double counted) towards fulfilling the Breadth Across Knowledge Domains 
requirement. However, the total number of credits associated with the course will remain 
the same (that is, a 3-credit course will not fulfill 6 credits).  

• Students may not fulfill all of the required work in any single domain with inter-domain 
courses. 

• Together, the 6 credits of inter-domain courses must span at least three of the Knowledge 
Domains. 

• Inter-domain courses should be at the 200-level and carry a prerequisite (e.g. minimum 
semester standing of third semester, or 3 credits of coursework in one of the two relevant 
Knowledge Domains) to provide the necessary background for a 200-level university 
course.  
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• Inter-domain courses may be used to fulfill both General Education and major degree 

requirements as long as there is compliance with the current “firewall” policy (See 
Appendix A), which ensures that General Education is broader than the student’s major 
by not allowing courses with the same prefix as the student’s primary major to count as 
General Education. 

• Inter-domain courses will be reviewed and approved by the Faculty Senate using the 
procedures of the Senate Committee on Curricular Affairs, which are the current 
processes for approving General Education courses. As is now the case, proposals would 
originate within academic departments and programs. Inter-domain courses would be 
listed with both relevant Knowledge Domains and would, in addition, carry an Integrative 
Studies designation. 

 
The Task Force identified this strategy for initiating an Integrative Studies component for 
multiple reasons:  

• The curriculum needs to structure opportunities for students to practice integrative 
thinking across fields of knowledge;   

• A single course-based experience makes integration explicit to students and provides 
incentive and support for students to engage in integrative thinking;  

• This strategy preserves the current knowledge domains, but creates an incentive for 
academic units to participate in this type of innovative course development because there 
will be student demand for courses; 

• This strategy allows modest scaffolding of the General Education curriculum;  
• Faculty with current inter-domain expertise, or those wishing to develop this expertise or 

to team-teach, can choose to participate. However, at least half of the courses in the 
General Education Knowledge Domains will remain as they currently are, as students 
must take the majority of General Education courses in single Knowledge Domains.  

 
The use of inter-domain courses to complete the Integrative Studies requirement increases 
student flexibility, as illustrated through examples in Appendix C, and permits broader 
participation by faculty working in the domains. It also reflects contemporary trends in 
interdisciplinary faculty research and scholarship, which often crosses domain boundaries. The 
extent of the flexibility will depend on the array of inter-domain courses available at a student’s 
campus, but each inter-domain course a student takes enables the student to take an additional 
exploration course from any Knowledge Domain.  
 
Because inter-domain courses will count in two domains, students will have between 3 and 6 
credits of General Education courses that can be spent in any General Education Knowledge 
Domain, (see Appendix C for examples), bearing in mind the current “firewall” restrictions 
(Appendix A details those restrictions). These courses are considered “Exploration” within 
Breadth Across Knowledge Domains to emphasize the role General Education plays in 
expanding students’ intellectual horizons and the intentionality that should underlie their 
selection of courses. Thus, using inter-domain courses for Integrative Studies provides students 
with an increased ability to incorporate World Language courses, to sample an unfamiliar field, 
or to complete a minor. 
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There are currently only four distinct General Education courses designated with multiple 
domains (with a total of eight course listings when including cross-listed and honors versions), 
all at the 200-level. The University Bulletin currently lists about 100 other General Education 
courses that appear to address a topic from perspectives grounded in multiple domains. Of these, 
almost half are at the 200-level or above. All knowledge domains have an array of courses that, 
if departments and faculty choose to request course approval, could potentially meet the inter-
domain criteria. These figures are not intended to imply that little work is needed, or that these 
courses currently meet the requirements, but rather to illustrate that inter-domain perspectives are 
not foreign to current General Education courses. 
 
 
(c) Create linked courses as a way to deliver the Integrative Studies component  
  
An alternative way students may meet the Integrative Studies component of General Education is 
to take a pair of linked courses. Linked courses are those from different knowledge domains that 
demonstrate a substantive connection to one another, through sharing a culminating project, 
reading assignments, a topic/subject-matter, etc. Clusters may include more than two courses 
linked together, and students can choose two or more of them, and in principle a student might 
build multiple courses toward a broadly integrative minor by taking several linked courses.  
Other characteristics of linked courses include:  

• Each set of linked courses course will meet at least one common General Education 
learning objective; 

• Each course in the set of linked courses will satisfy the criteria for a different knowledge 
domain (e.g. one GA course and one GH course); 

• At least one of the linked courses should carry the other course(s) as a prerequisite or 
concurrent course requirement; 

• The integrative studies requirement would be fulfilled only when students have 
completed both courses of a linked pair; 

• Linked Courses may be at any level in the curriculum, which could encourage scaffolding 
General Education beyond the introductory levels and could facilitate integration into 
minors; 

• Linked courses may be used to fulfill both General Education and major degree 
requirements as long as there is compliance with the current “firewall” policy (see 
Appendix A), which ensures that General Education is broader than the student’s major 
by not allowing courses with the same prefix as the student’s primary major to count as 
General Education. 

• Linked courses will be reviewed and approved by the Faculty Senate using the processes 
and procedures of the Senate Committee on Curricular Affairs, which are the current 
processes for approving General Education courses. As is now the case, proposals would 
originate within academic departments and programs. Linked courses would each be 
listed in their own knowledge domain and would, in addition, carry an Integrative Studies 
designation. 
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The Task Force identified this strategy for initiating an Integrative Studies component for 
multiple reasons:  

• The curriculum needs to structure opportunities for students to practice integrative 
thinking across fields of knowledge;   

• This strategy preserves the current knowledge domains and allows campuses who already 
employ this model to continue to do so; 

• This approach to integration takes advantage of domain area expertise by encouraging 
faculty collaboration across knowledge domains; 

• This approach invites courses to be linked in various ways.   
• Courses focusing on common topics or emerging areas of interest and scholarship can be 

linked to enable students to learn from faculty examining topics from multiple 
disciplinary perspectives 

 
Example schedules of students using the linked course model for their Integrative Studies 
requirement are shown in Appendix C. 
 
The existing LEAP (Learning Edge Advantage Program) at University Park provides logistical 
precedent for linked pairs of courses. Some campuses already offer linked courses through 
learning communities and other strategies. For example, one campus chooses an annual theme 
and offers multiple courses associated with it (e.g., Greater Allegheny’s Teaching International 
program). Local initiatives should be preserved, and including linked courses as an Integrative 
Studies option would help to foster community-building and integrated programming at those 
locations. The linked course model is meant to encourage the continuation and growth of such 
innovations. 
 
Implementation considerations of (a-c) 
If approved as a curricular component, the implementation of Integrative Studies courses should 
not necessarily be tied to the implementation of other portions of the General Education revision. 
The implementation team for Integrative Studies should consider the timeline in which the 
University could require this portion of the curriculum. This consideration would include factors 
such as the availability of faculty who wish to teach inter-domain courses; and time to develop, 
approve, and offer enough inter-domain and linked courses for students to have appropriate 
choices.  
 
If accepted, The General Education Task Force recommends that roll-out of this requirement be 
phased. The implementation team could consider making the requirement optional for some 
amount of time while course development and faculty collaboration are underway. Additionally, 
the implementation team may consider offering incentives, such as expedited and streamlined 
review of courses for early adopters/creators.  
 
Once fully implemented, the Integrative Studies courses will account for about 13% of each 
student’s General Education course work (at least 6 credits out of 45), so the University will 
need to provide approximately 13% of the General Education curriculum as Integrative Studies 
courses. During the Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 semesters, all Penn State campuses offer a total of 
3672 General Education courses with 11,452 sections. If similar numbers of courses and sections 
are offered in the future, the university, across all campuses, will need to offer a total of about 
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1488 sections of Integrative Studies courses each academic year. Depending on how many 
sections were offered in each course, the number of distinct courses could vary. If the same 
proportion of courses to sections is preserved for Integrative Studies courses, then the University 
will need to offer 477 Integrative Studies courses among the 3672 General Education courses 
offered each academic year. 
 
 
(d) Increase Student Flexibility by replacing the “9-6-3” substitution with the more 
flexible “Move 3” substitution 
 
Currently, students may “substitute a third course in one of the Knowledge Domains areas of 
Arts, Humanities, or Social and Behavioral Sciences for a second course in one of the other 
areas. For example, a student might take 3 courses in the Arts, two courses in the Humanities, 
and only one course in the Social and Behavioral Sciences. This substitution is often referred 
to as the 9-6-3 sequence, representing the 9 credits, 6 credits, and 3 credits completed in place 
of the specified 6-6-6.… The use of these two substitutions [World Language and 9-6-3], either 
alone or in combination, may not lead to the complete elimination of any area in the skills or 
knowledge domains categories in the student's general education program.”13 This is a 
distinctively attractive source of flexibility for students that should be retained or enhanced. 
Acquiring firm data on the specific numbers of students who have used this substitution is not 
feasible with the current student information system, but several data sources affirm the 
information reported by advisers about the prevalence of this substitution. For example, over the 
2013-2014 academic year, 892 “9-6-3” substitutions were recorded in the Course Substitution 
and Request system, representing more than 40% of the substitutions made to General Education 
requirements. This figure reflects only five academic units who participated in this system for 
one year or less, so underrepresents the prevalence of the use of this substitution. 
 
The Task Force recommends expanding this flexibility to GN and GHW, allowing students to 
develop a sequence of credits in any of the knowledge domains (GA, GH, GS, GN, GHW) by 
substituting 3 credits from one of the other areas (GA, GH, GS, GN), provided no knowledge 
domain is eliminated. This substitution is referred to as the Move 3 substitution. As with the 
current 9-6-3 substitution, students are not permitted to eliminate any domain or reduce a domain 
to only inter-domain courses, and are not permitted to use World Language and Move 3 in the 
same domain. Appendix D shows examples of how the Move 3 substitution allows students 
flexibility in completing their General Education requirements. 
 
Aside from expansion of 9-6-3 to additional Knowledge Domains, the Task Force affirms the 
remaining flexibility provisions for Baccalaureate Degree General Education requirements, and 
does not recommend other changes. The existing flexibility rules allow students to substitute a 
World Language course or upper level course for a course within a knowledge domain, provided 
the domain is not eliminated from a student’s program. In the Task Force’s recommendations as 
a whole, regardless of substitutions or other means of flexibility—including inter-domain 

13 Flexibility in the Baccalaureate Degree General Education Requirements. 
http://bulletins.psu.edu/undergrad/generaleducation/generalEd5 
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courses—each Knowledge Domain would be fulfilled by at least three credits within that 
Knowledge Domain itself.  
 
(e) Allow an Integrative Studies course to satisfy the flexible 3 credits of exploration 
within the Associate Degree General Education curriculum 
 
Students earning Associate Degrees should have the opportunity to participate in Integrative 
Studies. The current Associate General Education Program is 21 credits, distributed as 6 credits 
of Foundations/Skills and 15 credits of Breadth Across Knowledge Domains. Within the 
Knowledge Domains, students must take one course each in GN, GA, GH, and GS (12 credits 
total), and may select a course in any Knowledge Domain for their final Breadth course (the final 
3 credits). The General Education Task Force recommends that Integrative Studies courses be 
included as an allowable choice for the flexible Breadth requirement.  
 
Summary of Projected Costs  
Estimated additional costs due to the proposed General Education revisions are listed in 
Appendix E. Delivery of the Integrative Studies curricular component is estimated to potentially 
increase the cost of General Education by 2-3% over the current General Education program. 
Implementation costs will depend on the needs of faculty to support course development, and the 
needs of Senate committees to provide timely review of proposed courses. There are likely to be 
professional development costs for those who teach inter-domain courses, particularly if 
instructors need to gain expertise in an unfamiliar domain. 
 
In making projections about the cost of this package of proposed changes to General Education, 
the General Education Budget subcommittee calculated the direct institutional cost per student to 
deliver the current 45-credit General Education curriculum. To do this, the total Student Credit 
Hours (SCHs) for all courses with a “Gx” designation (“GWS,” “GS,” “GN,” “GH,” and 
“GHA”) were determined. The 2012-13 cost/SCH tables were then used to calculate the cost of 
the current curriculum by campus and by course level. 
 
This analysis assumed that the total number of Gen Ed course sections would remain unchanged 
and that students would complete their Gen Ed coursework in four years. The cost/SCH was 
inflated to take into account the 2013-14 and 2014-15 general salary increases. 
 
The current cost of 45 credits of Gen Ed distributed across all levels was compared to 39 credits 
proportioned at the current cost plus 6 credits at the 200-level to account for the inter-domain 
course requirement. Two main factors contribute to the slight increase in cost of 200-level 
courses over 000 or 100-level courses. On average, the class sizes are slightly smaller and 
instructional costs are slightly higher. 
 
Delivery Costs 
At University Park, the direct instructional cost per student of the current General Education 
program is $7,052. (This figure represents only instructional salaries and does not include the 
substantial other kinds of expenses associated with providing General Education). Over 4 years 
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with 39,847 FTE students, the total cost of the current General Education program at UP is 
$70.25M.14  
 
At University Park, the estimated direct instructional cost per student of the proposed curriculum 
is $7,256, an increase driven by the mandate to deliver 6 credits at the 200-level, assuming an 
average smaller class size for 200-level courses compared to 000 or 100-level class size. Over 4 
years with the same 39,847 students, the total estimated cost of the proposed curriculum is 
$72.3M,15 or approximately $2M more, an increase just under 3%. 
 
Because the direct instructional cost per student of the General Education program varies widely 
across the Commonwealth Campuses, the Budget subcommittee estimated the cost per student at 
the Altoona campus, which delivers the highest percentage of General Education SCHs among 
campuses other than University Park. 
 
At Altoona, the direct instructional cost per student of the current General Education program is 
$6,866. Over 4 years with 3,804 FTE students, the total cost of the current General Education 
program is $6,529,600.16  
 
The estimated direct instructional cost per student of the proposed curriculum at Altoona campus 
is $6,997. Over 4 years with the same 3,804 students, the total estimated cost of the proposed 
curriculum at Altoona is $6,654,100,17 or approximately $124,500 more, an increase just under 
2%. 
 
This analysis assumes the proportion and cost of Gen Ed courses by level do not change. By 
treating all direct instructional costs as additional, we do not capture or quantify any redirection 
of current resources or efficiencies gained by the flexibility the proposed curriculum introduces 
into the General Education program. 
 
Inter-domain courses provide an opportunity for team teaching, but at an increased cost to 
delivery. There is variability by unit on instructional costs, teaching loads, etc., but to provide a 
rough estimate: if 30% of Integrated Studies courses are team taught and using supplemental pay 
to replace instructors at $4000/course indicates there would be a $1.79M increase in direct 
instructional cost, less than 2% of the delivery cost of the current General Education program. 
 
Implementation and Ongoing Development Costs 
Implementation costs are an important consideration, as this innovation will require staff and 
faculty time to develop, propose, certify, and approve a sufficient number of courses over the 
implementation time period. The faculty support structure for General Education that has been 
recommended by Senate and acknowledged by President Barron could be leveraged to facilitate 
ongoing development of and innovation in gen Ed, with the approval and support of Senate. 
 
 

14 UP Current: ($7,052 x 39,847)/4yrs = $70.25M 
15 UP Estimated: ($7,256 x 39,847)/4yrs = $72.3M 
16 Altoona Current: ($6,866 x 3,804)/4yrs = $6,529,600 
17 Altoona Estimate: ($6,997 x 3,804)/4yrs = $6,654,100 
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Student Logistical Costs 
The Integrative Studies requirement creates the most significant area of potential concern for 
students. Under our current program, students can quite easily complete all 45 credits of General 
Education through transfer options. While there are a number of expected benefits for students, 
this requirement will create the likely need for students to complete six credits of General 
Education at Penn State. An identification of appropriate substitutions will be an important 
strategy for addressing this issue, as will be more flexible criteria for accepting transfer credits to 
meet General Education requirements even if courses are not identical. 
 

Recommendation 6: (a) Require 6 credits of Integrative Studies as part of the 
General Education Baccalaureate requirements; (b) create inter-domain 
courses as a way for students to accomplish the Integrative Studies 
requirement; (c) create linked courses as a way to offer the Integrative Studies 
component; (d) replace the “9-6-3” substitution with the more flexible “Move 
3” substitution; and (e) allow an Integrative Studies course to satisfy the 
flexible 3 credits of exploration within the Associate Degree General 
Education curriculum. 
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PART III.  TOPICS FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION  
 
The General Education Task Force has identified a number of other areas for the improvement of 
General Education. We provide the summary below to inform Senate of the Task Force’s 
findings about General Education revision and encourage further consideration by appropriate 
committees. Each presents further opportunities to enhance the General Education program and 
to promote student engagement with this portion of their undergraduate curriculum. 
 
Review the Domain Criteria and Establish Regular Cycles of Course Reviews 
The criteria for courses to receive the Skill and Knowledge Domain designations have been 
unchanged since the current domain structure was created in 1985. Faculty members who 
participated in General Education retreats and on working groups comprised of disciplinary 
experts from each domain have developed drafts of recommended changes to the criteria for the 
Skill (Foundations) and Knowledge Domains. The Task Force encourages further consultation 
and formal revision of the criteria.  
 
Once revised criteria are established, the Task Force encourages the regular review of these Skill 
(Foundations) and Knowledge Domain criteria, and the periodic review, with opportunities for 
updating, of all courses that have received any General Education designation. Further, domain 
experts should explicitly be included as members of the review committees for General 
Education courses. 
 
Strengthen the US Cultures (US) and International Cultures (IL) Requirement 
Several University requirements often overlap with General Education, including First-Year 
Engagement programs and the United States Cultures and International Cultures components. 
Although these are not part of General Education per se, the General Education Task Force was 
specifically asked to work with the Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force to consider the current 
United States Cultures (US) and International Cultures (IL) requirement.  
 
The Task Force strongly encourages that the US and IL criteria be reviewed and updated in a 
similar manner as the Skills (Foundations) and Knowledge Domain criteria. Drafts of these 
updates have been developed, and should be further discussed. Once revised criteria are 
established, the Task Force encourages the regular review of these US and IL criteria, and the 
periodic review, with opportunities for updating, of all courses that have received these 
University designation.  Further, domain experts should explicitly be included as members of the 
review committees. 
  
Strengthen Student Learning Around Global Issues  
The Task Force strongly endorses the addition of a third component to the University 
requirements, along with US and IL, to emphasize inquiry of global, interdependent, and 
integrated issues, such as economic, environmental, cultural, political, and technological trends.  
Understanding the complex dynamics of a globally integrated reality is a necessary prerequisite 
for the development of ethically competent and socially responsible attitudes, preparing students 
to lead fully productive lives as professionals, citizens, and humans in the global community. 
The Task Force offers the following description for this new component. 
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Global Inquiry courses focus on studying the integrated world, both in its present state and 
the historical origins of trends that make up its current landscape. They introduce and 
analyze major issues and challenges facing humanity, discuss strategies to deal with these, 
and invite students to actively seek solutions and apply their knowledge to real-life situations.  
 
Courses with the Global Inquiry designation focus primarily on three or more of the following: 

1. Enhance student knowledge of global dynamics: the key features, trends, and 
interconnections in one or more major global systems such as economic, political, 
cultural, ecological, and technological; 

2. Increase student understanding and knowledge of major global issues and persistent 
interconnected problems and concerns facing humanity, such as peace and security, 
human rights, economic development, as well as demographic, health, and ecological 
concerns; 

3. Foster student inquiry into the historical origins and development of modern global 
problems, achievements, systems and trends; 

4. Encourage students to consider, analyze, and discuss current and alternative 
strategies in tackling global challenges and future directions in global affairs. 

 
Consider Developing a Distinction Track 
A General Education Distinction track, open to all, would recognize students who take full 
advantage of the opportunities Penn State offers in General Education and complete an ambitious 
set of choices in fulfilling their requirements.   
 
Earning Distinction in General Education might include, for example, a specified number of 
credits in Engaged Scholarship (such as service learning, undergraduate research, study away, 
internships); additional engagement with diversity and with global and international learning; 
approved patterns of upper-level coursework; independent study; or completion of a portfolio 
structured around the General Education learning objectives, in which students would present 
evidence of their excellence in General Education.  
 
Consider Strategies to Encourage Student Intellectual Risk-taking Within General 
Education 
Taking intellectual risks, moving beyond one’s comfort zone, fostering curiosity, and learning to 
rebound from failure are all aspects of the educational process that can be of great benefit to 
students.  However, student anxieties over grades, or other pressures to show immediate success, 
sometimes lead to an undue preference for “safe” educational choices, the avoidance of risk, and 
the flattening of aspirations. The immense range of academic opportunities at Penn State, 
including in General Education, is one of our distinctive characteristics. Finding ways to 
encourage students to more fully take advantage of this richness can strengthen their educational 
outcomes. 
 
Consider Expanding the Pathways for Integrative Studies 
The proposal for inter-domain courses and linked courses is not intended to limit the ways in 
which Integrative Studies could be incorporated into our General Education curriculum. Other 
possible pathways, some relating to Engaged Scholarship initiatives (e.g., service learning, 
undergraduate research) that might serve to achieve this objective should be considered. 
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Appendix A: Revised University Bulletin listing for the Baccalaureate Degree General 
Education Program 
(http://bulletins.psu.edu/undergrad/generaleducation/generalEd5 ) 
 
[Existing Bulletin language is shown in regular font.  Deletions are marked by crossing-out; new 
language is in boldface.]   
 
 
 
 
THE BACCALAUREATE DEGREE GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

The baccalaureate degree General Education program consists of 45 credits that are distributed among 
two General Education components: (1) Foundations Skills (15 credits) and (2) Breadth Across 
Knowledge Domains (30 credits) in the Natural Sciences, Arts, Humanities, Social and Behavioral 
Sciences, and Health and Wellness Physical Activity. Every baccalaureate degree student also completes 
the First-Year Seminar, United States Cultures and International Cultures, and Writing Across the 
Curriculum requirements. 

A restriction is placed on students in majors that are closely linked to the Knowledge Domains of Natural 
Sciences, Arts, Humanities, and Social and Behavioral Sciences to ensure that they participate in the full 
breadth of General Education. These students may not use a course in their academic major to satisfy one 
of the Breadth Across Knowledge Domains requirements. For example, an Economics major may not 
use an economics course to fulfill his/her social and behavioral sciences requirement. Also, students may 
not count courses cross-listed with courses in their major to fulfill one of the General Education Breadth 
Across Knowledge Domain requirements, e.g., a Theatre major may not register for THEA 208 
(GA;US;IL) / AAAS 208 (GA;US;IL) and have it count in the Arts requirement. 

  

28 
 



Appendix B 
4/28/15 

 
BACCALAUREATE DEGREE REQUIREMENTS 
GENERAL EDUCATION 

 

 Flexibility of the Baccalaureate Degree General Education Requirements 

Penn State wants students to use General Education to experiment and explore, to take academic risks, to 
discover things they did not know before, and to learn to do things they have not done before. To that end, 
the General Education program extends the concept of flexibility to all aspects of the degree program. 
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Students may, with the permission of their adviser and dean's representative: 

1. Substitute a 200- to 499-level course in an area of General Education for a course found on the 
General Education list. For example, a student may take a 400-level course in history and use it to 
meet the General Education requirement satisfied by a comparable lower-level history course. 

2. Substitute a foreign language at the twelfth credit level of proficiency, as measured by the Penn 
State foreign language offerings, for 3 credits in any of the categories of General Education. 
Baccalaureate degree students may substitute study in a foreign/second language at the twelfth 
credit level of proficiency or higher for any three credits in any of the categories of general 
education only if those three credits are in language study beyond their degree requirements.* 

3. Substitute a third course in one of the Breadth Across Knowledge Domains areas of Arts, 
Humanities, or Social and Behavioral Sciences, Natural Sciences, or Health and Wellness 
for a second course in one of the other areas. For example, a student might take 3 courses in the 
Arts, two courses in the Humanities, and only one course in the Social and Behavioral Sciences. 
In another example, a student might take 2 courses in the Natural Sciences and 2 
courses in Health and Wellness; or a student might take 2 courses in the Natural 
Sciences and 3 courses in the Humanities. This substitution is often referred to as the Move 
3 substitution 9-6-3 sequence, representing the 9 credits, 6 credits, and 3 credits completed in 
place of the specified 6-6-6.* 

4. The use of these two substitutions (No. 2 and No. 3 above), either alone or in 
combination, may not lead to the complete elimination of any area in the Foundations 
skills or Breadth Across Knowledge Domains categories in the student's general 
education program, nor may they be applied to reduction of credits in the same 
domain.  

5. Meet the United States Cultures (US) and International Cultures (IL) requirement through 
completion of an experiential learning program or practicum (one-semester or year long) 
approved by their College Dean's Office. Approved Penn State Education Abroad Programs may 
be used to satisfy the International Cultures (IL) requirement. 

6. Meet First-Year Engagement Program requirements through completion of a First-Year 
Experience offered by any unit of the University. Thus, a student who successfully completes a 
First-Year Engagement Program in one college or campus, prior to transferring to another college 
or campus, will not be required to complete another First-Year Experience. However, since there 
are various modes of offering First-Year Seminars throughout the University, students 
transferring to a new college may find that a required course that is also a First-Year Seminar 
must still be taken. 
 
*The use of these two substitutions (No. 2 and No. 3 above), either alone or in combination, may 
not lead to the complete elimination of any area in the skills or knowledge domains categories in 
the student's general education program.  
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Appendix B: Revised University Bulletin listing for the Associate Degree General 
Education Program 
(http://bulletins.psu.edu/undergrad/generaleducation/generalEd6) 
 
[Existing Bulletin language is shown in regular font.  Deletions are marked by crossing-out; new 
language is in blue boldface.]   
 
THE ASSOCIATE DEGREE GENERAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 

The associate degree General Education program consists of 21 credits that are distributed among two 
General Education components: (1) Foundations Skills: 6 credits in courses that develop communicative 
and quantitative skills; and (2) Breadth Across Knowledge Domains: 12 credits in the Natural Sciences, 
Arts, Humanities, and Social and Behavioral Sciences, with an additional 3 credits in any General 
Education area. 

Associate degree students have a 3-credit requirement and may choose either a United States Cultures 
(US) course or an International Cultures (IL) course, and must complete a 3-credit writing intensive 
course (W). 

A restriction is placed on students in majors that are closely linked to the Knowledge Domains areas of 
Natural Sciences, Arts, Humanities, and Social and Behavioral Sciences, in order to ensure that they 
participate in the full breadth of General Education. These students may not use a course in their 
academic major to satisfy one of the Knowledge Domains area requirements. For example, an Economics 
major may not use an economics course to fulfill his/her social and behavioral sciences requirement. 
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ASSOCIATE DEGREE REQUIREMENTS 
GENERAL EDUCATION 

 
 
Flexibility of the Associate Degree General Education Requirements 

The General Education program extends the concept of flexibility to all aspects of the degree program. 
Penn State wants students to use General Education as an opportunity to experiment and explore, to take 
academic risks, to discover things they did not know before, and to learn to do things they have not done 
before. 

To these ends, students may, with the permission of their adviser and dean's representative: 

1. Substitute a 200- to 499-level course for an Arts, Humanities, Natural Sciences, or Social and 
Behavioral Sciences course found on the General Education list. For example, a student may take 
a 400-level course in history and use it to meet the General Education requirement satisfied by a 
comparable lower level history course. 

2. Meet the United States Cultures (US) and International Cultures (IL) requirement through 
completion of an experiential learning program or practicum (one-semester or year long) 
approved by their college dean's Office. Approved Penn State Education Abroad Programs may 
be used to satisfy the International Cultures (IL) requirement. 
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3. Three credits of the required 21 credits of General Education courses are to be selected from any 

of the following General Education areas: Writing/Speaking, Quantification, Natural Sciences, 
Arts, Humanities, or Social and Behavioral Sciences. 

 
Appendix C: Examples of course plans with the proposed General Education 
curriculum. 
 
In both the existing and proposed curricula, students take 30 credits within the Knowledge 
Domains. In the proposed curriculum, students will complete 6 credits of Integrative Studies, 
either thorough inter-domain courses or through linked courses. The proposed curriculum allows 
students additional flexibility in selecting courses among domains compared to the current 
program, but still exposes students to breadth across all knowledge domains. Shaded cells 
represent requirements met via Integrative Studies courses. 
 
 
Table C1: CURRENT General Education Program 
 

 
 

In the current General Education Program, students complete 30 credits in the Knowledge 
Domains, which are distributed as 9 credits of GN, 6 credits each of GA, GH, and GS, and 3 
credits of GHA. Students may use the 9-6-3 substitution among the GA, GH, and GS domains 
only. 
 
The proposed curriculum introduces a 6-credit Integrative Studies requirement, which can be 
completed in one of two ways: through two inter-domain courses or through two linked courses. 
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Table C2: PROPOSED General Education Curriculum, if completed with inter-domain 
courses. 

  

In this example, the student completed Integrative Studies with an inter-domain course in 
GN/GA and another inter-domain course in GH/GS. The additional 6 credits of Breadth Across 
Knowledge Domains can be taken in GN, GA, GH, GS, or GHW. 
 

Table C3: PROPOSED General Education Curriculum, if completed with linked 
courses.  
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In this example, the student completed Integrative Studies with linked courses in GS and GHW. 
 
Table C4: PROPOSED General Education Curriculum, if student used both course 
options for Integrative Studies.  
 

 
In this example, the student exceeded the Integrative Studies requirement by completing both 
linked courses and two inter-domain courses. The additional 6 credits of Breadth Across 
Knowledge Domains can be taken in GN, GA, GH, GS, or GHW. 
 
 
 
Examples of how students could complete General Education under the current and 
proposed General Education requirements 
 
Because adding a requirement seems counter-intuitive to increasing flexibility, the following 
three examples further illustrate how inter-domain courses could expand student choice. Linked 
courses are not illustrated further, because they do not change existing flexibility for students. 
Tables C5-C10 compare and contrast how students might complete General Education 
requirements under the current and proposed requirements. The first example shows a STEM 
student in a highly prescribed major, the second shows a Bachelor of Arts student, and the third 
shows a business major pursuing a cultural-area focused minor. 
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Table C5: Example of how the current General Education program may be completed 
by a STEM/Engineering Student in a program subject to ABET-like accreditation 
requirements  

 
 
 
Table C6: Example of how the proposed General Education curriculum may be 
completed by a STEM/Engineering Student in a program subject to ABET-like 
accreditation requirements 
In this example, the student completed Integrative Studies by taking courses that spanned GN/GS 
and GA/GS. This student used the World Language substitution in place of a GH course. 
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Table C7: Example of how the current General Education program may be completed 
by a student pursuing a Bachelor of Arts degree 

 
 
 

Table C8: Example of how the proposed General Education curriculum may be 
completed by a student pursuing a Bachelor of Arts degree  
In this example, the student completed Integrative Studies by taking courses that spanned GN/GS 
and GA/GHW. The student took two additional courses in the GH domain by using the Move 3 
substitution and Exploration credits. 
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Table C9: Example of how the current General Education program may be completed 
by a Business Student who is also pursuing an Asian Studies minor  

 
 
Table C10: Example of how the proposed General Education curriculum may be 
completed by a Business Student who is also pursuing an Asian Studies minor  
In this example, the student completed Integrative Studies by taking courses that spanned 
GN/GHW and GA/GS. The student used a World Language substitution, and took Exploration 
courses in the GH and GHW domains. 
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Appendix D: Examples of the Move 3 substitution. 
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Appendix E: Estimated ranges for the additional cost of the proposed General 
Education revisions beyond the cost of the current General Education program 
 

 
 
This cost estimate was presented to and discussed with Provost Jones on April 14, 2015. 
 

 

1UP delivered 650 General Education Courses in Fall 2012-13.  Assuming that campuses are delivering the same Gen Ed 
courses, course development/revision would be needed for the 13% of these courses that would need to be Integrative 
Studies (650 x 13% = 85 courses). 
 
2Faculty development for Integrative Studies is estimated at $4,000/section for 25% of Integrative course sections (low) 
and 75% of sections (high). 
 
3 On January 27th, the Faculty Senate voted to approve a standing General Education Support Structure  to function as an 
engine for collaboration, innovation, assessment, and research in General Education. This budget assumes a need for a 
faculty director and two staff members, one with significant experience in assessment, in addition to a standing budget to 
fund grants for faculty proposals to develop innovative curriculum. Funding priorities should be given to proposals that 
will significantly improve general education at Penn State, scale to the university level, and be competitive for funding 
from external sources. 
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4The current CAT assessment employs faculty at $300 each to score the assessment. If the same method were used 
annually for assessing two learning objectives, involving 30 faculty from five units, the estimated cost of appropriate 
compensation for faculty scorers is about $90,000. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON ADMISSIONS, RECORDS, SCHEDULING, AND STUDENT AID 

Revisions to Senate Policy 42-82 (Acquisition of Credits) Accredited U.S. Institutions 

(Legislative) 
 

Introduction & Rationale 

The Penn State University rules governing ‘Acquisition of Credits’ are described under the collected Faculty 
Senate policies 42-00 and include detailed statements about ‘transfer credits’ under Policy 42-82, describing 
how such credits from ‘Accredited U.S. Institutions’ are to be treated. That policy has not been revised since 
1982 and since then the role that transfer credits play in the undergraduate educational careers of Penn State 
students has changed dramatically. 

Two recent studies – the Prior Learning Assessment Task Force Final Report (Oct. 2013) and the Project 
LionPATH Steering Group Report on Transfer Credits (Fall 2014) have both emphasized the increasing number 
of credits that are transferred to Penn State by both new advanced standing students and admitted Penn State 
students who complete coursework at some point during their PSU undergraduate career. For example, 
approximately 260,000 transfer credits are entered onto Penn State undergraduate transcripts on an annual basis. 
Of those, roughly 65,000 are AP or similar ‘test-based’ coursework for which PSU gives credit, typically 
brought in by first-year students. But approximately 162,000 credits are brought in by ‘transfer students’ with 
another 35,000 taken by existing students who take classes elsewhere.  

Unfortunately, a very significant fraction of such transfer credits, 87% or 360,000 of 414,000 (as recorded on 
the current ISIS system) are listed as General Credits, instead of being identified as direct equivalents of Penn 
State classes. Current policy (42-82) notes that “When a candidate has satisfactorily completed, at another 
accredited institution, course work that is substantially equivalent to a specific course at this University, credit 
is granted in the University course, except for 400-series courses.” Thus, when courses are deemed to have such 
a sufficient overlap in coverage/content, Penn State policy is that a transfer course should be  deemed as directly 
equivalent to Penn State courses, i.e. as a ‘direct equivalent’, and listed as such on the students PSU transcript.  

The fact that so few transfer credits are listed as direct equivalents has a substantial impact on students, faculty, 
and staff in a variety of ways. Students wishing to transfer to Penn State do not see their coursework as 
‘counting’ in the PSU system towards degree requirements and so may be more reluctant to apply. If they do 
apply and are accepted, students often have to visit multiple offices to request course reviews, some of which 
have been done repeatedly in the past, but not entered into the Admissions ‘Transfer Credit Evaluation Tool’ for 
future reference by all involved. Faculty and professional advisers may have to petition the use of such courses 
(as outlined in Item (3) of current policy) which can place significant administrative burdens on both 
administrators (to approve) and staff (to document/implement such exceptions). Students can also find that they 
are denied entry to major (ETM) since their courses have been not been entered as direct equivalents to classes 
required by their majors for the ETM process. The current student information system provides pre-requisite 
information to faculty, but does not enforce it, but faculty are still allowed to dis-enroll students, if the system 
does not recognize the appropriate pre-requisite. With the initiation of the LionPATH system, such enrollment 
control capabilities will become easier to implement, so that pre-req checking will become an even more 
important issue. For all of these reasons, Penn State, as an institution (students, faculty, and staff alike) benefits 
from having transfer credits evaluated as direct equivalents of Penn State courses, as already suggested in 42-82, 
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consistent with the obvious need to have sufficient overlap in content to make this reasonable, namely that such 
classes be “…substantially equivalent to a specific course”.  

While the Faculty Senate has little sway over possible changes in the workflow required to encourage/expedite 
course evaluations, ARSSA has discussed steps which could be made in Senate Policy 42-82 which might make 
such credit evaluations more transparent and therefore hopefully easier for faculty disciplinary experts who are 
performing these course reviews. Specifically, the committee has discussed quantifying the notion of 
‘substantially equivalent’ to provide guidance on the appropriate extent of curricular overlap required to judge a 
course worthy of being a direct equivalent.  

One of the earlier studies cited above (the PLA Task Force Final Report) included information obtained from 
queries made to CIC schools about their transfer credit policies, asking Admissions Officers in those schools the 
following question: “When evaluating transfer credit equivalency, do you have a metric that if a certain 
percentage of a course is comparable, you will award a direct course transfer? If 85% (or a percentage) of the 
course is comparable to the course content at your university, do you award a direct course number 
equivalency? Or does the course content based on the description need to be 100% comparable to the content at 
your university?” Of those schools that responded, the amount of required ‘numerical overlap’ ranged from 70% 
- 85%, with the most often received reply being 80%. 

A search of Faculty Senate records was made to try to see whether any policy about ‘curricular overlap’, even 
amongst Penn State courses offered at different times, different campus locations, or by different faculty at the 
same time existed. The only references that have been found are informal discussions mentioning an “80/20 
rule” (elsewhere described as an “80/20 guideline”) which seemed to be cited repeatedly as standard/current 
practice (if not policy) at the time.  

An example of such a discussion is found in an Advisory/Consultative ‘Report on Curricular Integration Across 
Locations’ submitted by the Senate Committee on Intra-University Relations at the March 16, 2004 meeting of 
the Faculty Senate – full report available at  

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/mar16-04agn/mar1604agn.htm#appendixi  

In that document, the “…80/20 rule…” is described as follows: “Eighty percent of the course was core material 
and 20% was from the faculty member’s unique expertise.” 

Discussion at the April 26, 2005 Senate Meeting, related to the then ongoing Uniform Course 
Abbreviation exercise (designed to rationalize the course naming/numbering system across the  Penn 
State system) mentions the ‘80/20 rule’ as well. The discussion notes that one of the many benefits of 
the legislation is “…that it may allow us to think more deeply about our curriculum in terms of courses 
that may appear to be similar – are these courses really similar in sense of the ephemeral 80-20 
rule…”. 
 
More recently, and in a different context, a Forensic Report entitled ‘Assessment Process for 
Baccaleaurate Programs at Penn State’ also submitted by The Senate Committee on Intra-University 
Relations at the March 18 2014 meeting discussed the extent to which program learning objectives 
should be consistent across different locations offering the same degree program. Here again an “80/20 
rule” is cited, with the report noting: 
 
    “Each individual program has about 20% of their program that is unique to their location and their 
faculty, and that uniqueness is balanced by each program at multiple locations sharing approximately 

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/mar16-04agn/mar1604agn.htm%23appendixi
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80% of their measures for program assessment in common. This is only an approximation (the 80/20), 
of course, but the underlying mechanism is of vast utility and resonates with Senate practice for 
implementation of courses by faculty members at different locations. Programs sharing 80% of 
common program assessment goals and reserving approximately 20% of their program assessment 
goals to reflect their local circumstances appears to be working at PSU. Thus, in our review of best 
practices for improving communication among program faculty at multiple locations, the 80/20 rule 
appears to be a common denominator for success.” 
 

This quote is taken from the text of the report, available at 

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2013-2014/mar2014/appd.htm  

So while there is clearly no formal application of mandated 80% similarity in course content or curricular 
learning goals/assessment, it is routinely cited as a standard practice, in several quite different academic 
contexts.  

Members of ARSSA also noted that this 80% rubric was relatively straightforward to conceptualize in terms of 
reviewing syllabi, since over a 15 week semester, having 12 weeks of material overlapping with a Penn State 
course (again, as determined by PSU disciplinary experts) constituted 80%. It was also noted that lower 
percentages of overlap could be problematic for several reasons. For example, a value of 75% might be 
construed by some to imply that a 3 credit course at another institution, which ‘covered’ 75% of the material of 
a 4 credit course here at Penn State, would therefore be acceptable. A number of foundational courses at Penn 
State in many disciplines are offered in four credit versions (MATH 140/141, PHYS 211/212, STAT 200, BIOL 
110, LANG 001/002/003, etc.) whereas at other institutions they are given as 3 credit classes.  Issues related to 
such credit mismatches are clearly already included in Item (3) of 42-82 as reasons why transfer credits would 
not be accepted as specific courses, and therefore a value as low as 75% was deemed in appropriate. 

Recommendations 

Based on benchmarked data from other institutions, citations from the Senate record (albeit, in informal 
practice/guideline contexts, not formalized in policy), and the other reasons noted above, we recommend that a 
small revision be made to Senate Policy 42-82, as indicated below, to provide a quantifiable measure of overlap 
to help define more robustly the degree to which transfer courses must be ‘substantially equivalent’ to an 
existing Penn State class in order to be evaluated as a direct transfer. The minimum amount of curricular overlap 
is recommended to be 80%, but we acknowledge that disciplinary experts conducting the course reviews may 
feel that a higher degree of congruence is necessary in some cases. This might occur, for example, when the 
class in question is a pre-requisite for higher level coursework and missing material might negatively affect 
student success in future classes. 

We note that no other changes in Policy 42-82 are suggested, so that course which cannot be so validated could 
still be used as General Credits, and allowed in students degree programs as currently allowed by the Colleges. 

We also recommend that if a disciplinary review is conducted which finds that a direct equivalence is 
appropriate, that this information be communicated to the student, advisor, and/or administrator initiating the 
course review (to the extent possible) as well as directly to the Undergraduate Admissions Office (so that the 
class can be entered into the appropriate transfer credit database as a direct equivalent.) 

 

 

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2013-2014/mar2014/appd.htm
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Revised Policy: 42-82 – (Acquisition of Credit) Accredited U.S. Institutions 

Credits may be accepted from colleges and universities that are accredited by any of the six regional 
accrediting commissions in the United States. 

1. Evaluation Criteria. Course work completed at an accredited college or university may 
be evaluated for transfer credit if passed with a grade equivalent to A, B, or C at this 
University and useful to the candidate's program of study at this University. Course 
work completed on a pass-fail or satisfactory/unsatisfactory basis normally cannot be 
evaluated for transfer credit.  

2. Specific Credits. When a candidate has satisfactorily completed, at another accredited 
institution, course work that is substantially equivalent (at least 80% the same) to a 
specific course at this University, credit is granted in the University course, except for 
400-series courses. For course work that is equivalent to 400-series courses, general 
credits, as described in item 3, below, may be granted. Credit granted for course work 
that is equivalent to 800-level courses may be applied only toward completion of 
requirements for a college or major in accordance with the policies established by that 
college, but not to General Education as defined in Appendix A.1.  

3. General Credits. When a candidate has satisfactorily completed, at another accredited 
institution, course work that is not substantially equivalent to a specific course at this 
University, general credits may be granted in the general field of study covered by that 
course. General credits may be assigned in cases where it is not possible to assign a 
University course number because of a difference in the number of credits involved. If 
appropriate, general credits may be used to fulfill degree requirements in any area. 
These general credits may be applied to the candidate's program of study in accordance 
with the policies established by the college of enrollment. Credit granted for course 
work that is equivalent to 800-level courses may be applied only toward completion of 
requirements for a college or major in accordance with the policies established by that 
college, but not to General Education as defined in Appendix A.1.  

4. Credit Conversion. Courses at this University carry semester hours of credit. Courses 
evaluated for transfer from colleges and universities with different credit systems, such 
as quarter hours of credit, units, and course units, are converted to semester hours of 
credit.  

5. Grades. Credits are transferred, but grade points are not. Grades earned at other colleges 
and universities are not used in calculating a candidate's grade-point average while 
attending this University. 

Effective Date: Upon approval by the Senate and revision of relevant AAPPM policies by the Administrative 
Council on Undergraduate Education for Fall 2016 
 

The committee wishes to thank the members of the Project LionPATH Steering Group Committee on 
Transfer Credits (R. Kubat, T. Miska, P. Carlson and D. Smith) as well as J. Edmondson for 
background material related to this Legislative Report. 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON ADMISSIONS, RECORDS, SCHEDULING, AND STUDENT AID 

Revisions to Senate Policies 05-80, 05-81, 05-82 (Admission) 

(Legislative) 
 

Introduction & Rationale 

In collaboration with the Office of Student Aid and Outreach and Online Education, the Office of 
Undergraduate Admissions recommends these revisions to Senate Policies 05-80, 05-81, 05-82.   

The intent of this proposal is not to alter Penn State standard undergraduate admission practices for 
traditional applicants, but instead to reduce the barriers to our adult learner (http://cal.psu.edu), or non-
traditional applicant, and align our policies with our everyday practices. The current Penn State policies 
require proof of graduation (e.g. high school transcript or diploma), or equivalent (e.g. GED diploma), from 
both first-year and advanced standing undergraduate applicants. However, this sometimes creates an artificial 
barrier to a non-traditional applicant that may have attended a high school that no longer exists, or some 
other unique situation. Undergraduate Admissions already addresses these unique applicants on a case-by-
case basis by using all of the information that is available. Some of these applicants are referred to degree-
seeking provisional or other options. At the same time, a potential non-traditional student may not even apply 
because s/he perceives the policy as a barrier and cannot obtain a required document.  

Adult learners should be allowed to apply and self-certify their graduation by exception without the normal 
documentation. Self-certification of high school completion is allowed under the regulations that govern 
Federal student aid eligibility. This proposed change to the following policies lays out the process and 
requirements for adult learners using appropriate validation that is acceptable by Penn State academic 
standards and is in line with Federal compliance standards. 

Recommendations 

Approve the revised policies as submitted to allow for self-certification of completion of high school when 
an applicant is unable to provide proof of high school completion. This involves changes to Senate Policies 
05-80, 05-81, 05-82 and ACUE A-1. 

Revised Policies: 05-80, 05-81, 05-82 (Admission) 
 
05-80 First-Year Admission as a Baccalaureate or an Associate Degree Candidate 

A Baccalaureate Degree Candidate–the applicant must meet both the minimum entrance requirements 
(Carnegie Units) and the minimum admission standards (prediction of academic performance–referred to as 
the evaluation index) for the college of enrollment or for the Division of Undergraduate Studies, whichever is 
appropriate. The minimum entrance requirements are specified in Senate Policy Policies 05-81 and 05-82, 
and the components of the evaluation index are specified in the Freshman Evaluation Procedure. 

Note a: Admissibility of an applicant formerly enrolled in courses at another accredited college or university 
is determined by the applicant’s academic performance in such courses as well as by the high school record 
and standardized test scores.Note b: An applicant who does not meet all the criteria specified in Sections 05-

http://cal.psu.edu/
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00 and 06-00 will be considered for admission as a degree seeking provisional student in accordance with the 
policies and procedures of Section 10-00. 

An Associate Degree Candidate–the applicant must meet both the minimum entrance requirements (Carnegie 
Units) and the minimum admission standards (prediction of academic performance—referred to as 
evaluation index) for the major or for the Division of Undergraduate Studies, whichever is appropriate. The 
minimum entrance requirements are specified in Senate Policy 05-82. Appendix D. (Notes a and b under the 
preceding paragraph also apply to this paragraph.) 

Note a: Admissibility to a baccalaureate or an associate degree for of an applicant formerly enrolled in 17 or 
fewer collegiate credits courses at another regionally accredited college or university is determined by the 
applicant’s academic performance in such courses as well as by the high school record and standardized test 
scores, with the exception of an adult learner as defined by the University. 

Note b: An applicant who does not meet all the criteria specified in Sections 05-00 and 06-00 will can be 
considered for admission as a degree seeking provisional student in accordance with the policies and 
procedures of Section 10-00. 

 

A-1 First-Year Student 

Initial Legislation: 6/5/73 (as Rule A-10; A-11) 

Revised: 10/9/73 (as Rule A-10; A-11) 

Revised: 3/2/76 

Revised: 3/14/95 

Revised Editorially: 6/6/12 

Revised: 4/29/14 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

05-81 Minimum Entrance Requirements for Admission to Baccalaureate Degree Programs 

To be eligible for admission consideration to the University as a Baccalaureate degree candidate, either as a 
beginning student or as a student with advanced standing, an applicant must meet the following minimum 
requirements: 

1. Penn State requires graduation from an accredited a recognized secondary high school program, 
home school program or equivalent. Penn State requires proof of graduation or a (e.g. GED), as 
reported on the application for undergraduate admission, for admission to four-year degree 
programs. 

2. Completion of the required units of preparatory work as indicated below under the heading 
Minimum Carnegie Units. 

A secondary school diploma issued by the Pennsylvania Department of Education, or appropriate authority in 
another state, may be accepted as equivalent to graduation from an accredited secondary school and as 
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equivalent to the minimum secondary school units required for admission, as indicated under the Minimum 
Carnegie Units heading, with the exception of math and world language. 

An adult learner, as defined by the University, may be considered for admission on an exception basis 
without a high school transcript by, at a minimum, self-certifying graduation. If an adult learner has 
completed 18 or more collegiate credits at an accredited university, successful collegiate level courses and 
secondary level Carnegie units as reported on the application will be considered for the admission decision. 
Adult learner applicants with 17 or fewer collegiate credits are strongly encouraged to provide a high school 
transcript for admission; however, if a high school transcript is not available, the applicant will be evaluated 
based on the available credentials and may be referred to degree-seeking provisional or other options. 

2. Completion of the required units of preparatory work as indicated below under the heading 
Minimum Carnegie Units. 

The University accepts the definition of a secondary school unit as established by the Carnegie Foundation. 
A unit represents a year of work in a subject in a preparatory school or secondary school, provided that the 
work done in that subject is approximately one-fourth of the total amount of work regularly required in a 
year in the school. 

The University reserves the right to deny admission to any applicant for admission for any reason the 
University determines to be material to the applicant’s qualifications to pursue higher education. 

Admission to degree candidacy is specified in terms of enrollment in a college or school of the University or 
in the Division of Undergraduate Studies. Entrance to a major is a subsequent step that normally occurs near 
the end of the second year of study. Both for admission to a college or school and for entrance to a major, a 
student must satisfy the requirements of the University, of the particular college or school, and of the major 
area. In special circumstances, the University may need to further restrict admissions to a college or school 
and entrance to majors because of space limitations. 

Minimum Carnegie Units 

English 
Four units, including one unit each in composition and literature, are required. 

Social Studies/Art/Humanities 
Three units in any combination of social studies, arts, and humanities are required. 

World Language 
Two units in a single world language other than English are required. However, a student may be admitted 
with fewer than two units in a world language other than English, but must correct this deficiency by the time 
he/she earns 60 credits or graduates from Penn State, whichever comes first. This deficiency may be 
corrected by passing one three- or four-credit college-level world language course or by demonstrating 
proficiency equivalent to two units of high school world language study. 

Either a third unit in the same language or an additional unit in a second world language other than English is 
recommended. 

Science 
Three units of science are required. 
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Math 
Three units of mathematics are required (four are recommended), selected from any combination of algebra, 
geometry, and trigonometry. 

Some specific programs may have additional entrance requirements. 

A-1 First-Year Student 

Initial Legislation: 3/15/11 (Previously Appendix C) 

 

05-82 Minimum Entrance Requirements for Admission to Associate Degree Programs 

To be eligible for admission consideration to the University as an Associate degree candidate, either as a 
beginning student or as a student with advanced standing, an applicant must meet the following minimum 
requirements: 

1. Penn State requires graduation from an accredited a recognized secondary high school program, 
home school program or equivalent. Penn State requires proof of graduation or a (e.g. GED), as 
reported on the application for undergraduate admission, for admission to two-year degree programs. 

2. Completion of the required units of preparatory work as indicated below under the heading 
Minimum Carnegie Units. 

A secondary school diploma issued by the Pennsylvania Department of Education, or appropriate authority in 
another state, may be accepted as equivalent to graduation from an accredited secondary school and as 
equivalent to the minimum secondary school units required for admission, as indicated under the Minimum 
Carnegie Units heading, with the exception of math and world language. 

An adult learner, as defined by the University, may be considered for admission on an exception basis 
without a high school transcript by, at a minimum, self-certifying graduation. If an adult learner has 
completed 18 or more collegiate credits at an accredited university, successful collegiate level courses and 
secondary level Carnegie units as reported on the application will be considered for the admission decision. 
Adult learner applicants with 17 or fewer collegiate credits are strongly encouraged to provide a high school 
transcript for admission; however, if a high school transcript is not available, the applicant will be evaluated 
based on the available credentials and may be referred to degree-seeking provisional or other options. 

2. Completion of the required units of preparatory work as indicated below under the heading 
Minimum Carnegie Units. 

The University accepts the definition of a secondary school unit as established by the Carnegie Foundation. 
A unit represents a year of work in a subject in a preparatory school or secondary school, provided that the 
work done in that subject is approximately one-fourth of the total amount of work regularly required in a 
year in the school. 

The University reserves the right to deny admission to any applicant for admission for any reason the 
University determines to be material to the applicant’s qualifications to pursue higher education. 

Both for admission to a college or school and for entrance to a major, a student must satisfy the requirements 
of the University, of the particular college or school, and of the major area. In special circumstances, the 

http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/A-1-first-year-student.html
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University may need to further restrict admissions to a college or school and entrance to majors because of 
space limitations. 

Minimum Carnegie Units 

English 
Four units, including one unit each in composition and literature, are required. 

World Language/Social Studies/Art/Humanities 
Five units in any combination of world language, social studies, arts, and humanities are required. These 
units may include advanced placement courses in the arts. 

Science 
Two units of science are required. 

Math 
Two units of mathematics are required. 

Some specific programs may have additional entrance requirements. 

A-1 First-Year Student 

Initial Legislation: 1/24/12 (Previously Appendix C) 

Effective Date: Upon approval by the Senate and revision of relevant ACUE A-1 policy by the 
Administrative Council on Undergraduate Education for Fall 2015. 
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http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/A-1-first-year-student.html
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Corrected Copy

(Shaded areas in [square brackets] reflect changes made at the Senate meeting.)

SENATE COMMITTEE ON UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION 

Changes to Senate Policy 42-27 Class Attendance 

(Legislative) Implementation: Upon Approval by the Senate 

Rationale 

The current policy on class attendance, Faculty Senate Policy 42-27, was last revised in 
2002. In reviewing this policy, the Committee found four primary aspects that are in need 
of revision:  

1. Strengthen the expectation that students attend class and follow the stated
attendance policy.

2. Broaden the scope of legitimate absences, while allowing instructors to require
documentation for such absences.

3. Maintain that the instructor must communicate directly with the student if
absences may cause them to earn a lower grade or run the risk of failing the
course.

4. Provide clarity to policy language.

In this legislative report, we are proposing revisions to Faculty Senate Policy 42-27 Class 
Attendance that will address each of these needs as described below. 

Strengthening Attendance Expectations 

The first set of revisions are recommended to strengthen the expectation that students 
attend class and that they follow the attendance policy in the syllabus, if one has been set 
by the instructor.  Additionally, the revised policy underscores that because not all work 
can be “made-up,” any absence, even those that are legitimately excused, can affect 
student performance in a class. 

Broadening the Scope of Legitimate Absences 

The current policy limits legitimate absences to regularly scheduled, University-approved 
curricular and extracurricular activities (such as Martin Luther King Day of Service, field 
trips, debate trips, choir trips, and athletic contests), as well as legitimate, unavoidable 
reasons such as illness, injury, military service, family emergency, or religious 
observance. The second set of revisions is recommended to broaden the types of absences 
that the University considers legitimate and unavoidable to include “post-graduate, 
career-related interviews when there is no opportunity for students to re-schedule these 
opportunities (such as employment and graduate school final interviews).” The revised 
policy also indicates that instructors may require documentation for such absences.  
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Broadening the range of legitimate absences included in the proposed policy reflects the 
value that the University places on students’ post-career opportunities and the fact that 
many second-round job interviews are conducted at off-campus locations, requiring 
students to travel and thus, miss class. The prospective employer typically schedules such 
interviews, and students have little or no opportunity to negotiate the date of the 
interview. One of Penn State’s top corporate recruiters, JP Morgan, schedules final 
interviews in this manner.1 Similarly, students who plan to continue their education often 
need to attend graduate, law, and medical school interviews. Students often must miss 
class to attend these mandatory interviews. According to Penn State’s Career Services, 
from 2014, 24% of undergraduates who graduated with a bachelor's degree 
planned to enroll in a graduate program.2

Maintaining Communication with Students Regarding the Impact of Absences 

Given that not all missed work can be “made-up,” the third set of revisions to the policy 
maintains that the instructor must communicate directly with the student if absences may 
cause them to earn a lower grade or run the risk of failing the course. The current policy 
on absences requires the instructor to inform the “the head of the department in which the 
course is offered and to the dean of the college in which the student is enrolled or to the 
Division of Undergraduate Studies if the student is enrolled in that division.”  The 
proposed revision removes this requirement and instead indicates that the student may 
appeal such a determination to the head of the department in which the course is offered. 

Providing Clarity 

Finally, we have worked to provide more clarity through an overall revision to the 
language of the policy and added a reference to the policy related to conflicts with non-
final examinations.  

Revised Policy 

42-27 Class Attendance (showing revisions) 

The faculty, staff, and other resources of the University are furnished for the education of 
students who attend the University. A class schedule is provided for students and faculty 
so that a reasonably orderly arrangement for instruction is facilitated. The fact that classes 
are scheduled is evidence that the faculty believes class instruction is important. 
Therefore, Regular class attendance is one of the most important ways that students 
learn and understand course materials. It is a critical element of student success. for 
the benefit of students.  

1  http://careers.jpmorgan.com/experienced/jpmorgan/jobs/search/faqs#interviews 
2  http://studentaffairs.psu.edu/career/postgrad.shtml 

http://studentaffairs.psu.edu/career/postgrad.shtml
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Accordingly, it is the policy of the University that class attendance is expected and that 
students should follow the attendance policy of the instructor, as outlined in the 
syllabus. by students be encouraged and that all instructors organize and conduct their 
courses with this policy in mind. A student should attend every scheduled class and 
should be held responsible for all work covered in the courses taken. In each case, the 
instructor should decide when the class absence constitutes a danger to the student’s 
scholastic attainment and should make this fact known to the student at once. A student 
whose irregular attendance causes him or her, in the judgment of the instructor, to 
become deficient scholastically, may run the risk of receiving a failing grade or receiving 
a lower grade than the student might have secured had the student been in regular 
attendance. 

Class attendance is expected regardless of the format of the course and this 
expectation applies equally to students in face-to-face, online, and hybrid 
courses. Attendance in online courses goes beyond course login and is based on 
documentable participation in class activities, such as interacting with the 
instructor, interacting with enrolled students, completing assignments with specific 
due dates, and/or participate in online discussions on a regular basis. It is the 
student’s responsibility to complete work early, or make alternate arrangements 
with the course instructor, if due dates or required work will be missed because of a 
University-approved absence as described in this policy.  

Instructors should provide, within reason, the opportunity to make up work for students 
who miss class for regularly scheduled, University-approved curricular and 
extracurricular activities (such as Martin Luther King Day of Service, field trips, debate 
trips, choir trips, and athletic contests). In addition, instructors should provide, within 
reason, the opportunity to make up work for students who miss class for post-
graduate, career-related interviews when there is no opportunity for students to re-
schedule these opportunities (such as employment and graduate school final 
interviews.) In both cases, students should inform instructors in advance and discuss 
the implications of any absence. Missing class, even for a legitimate purpose, may 
mean that there is work that cannot be made up, hurting the student's grade in the 
class. Likewise, students should be prepared to provide documentation for 
participation in University-approved activities, as well as for career-related 
interviews, when requested by the instructor. However, if such scheduled trips are 
considered by the instructor to be hurting the student’s scholastic performance, the 
instructor should present such evidence for necessary action to the head of the department 
in which the course is offered and to the dean of the college in which the student is 
enrolled or to the Division of Undergraduate Studies if the student is enrolled in that 
division. 

Instructors also should provide, within reason, the opportunity to make up work for 
student’s students who miss classes for other legitimate but unavoidable reasons. 
Legitimate, unavoidable reasons are those such as illness, injury, military service, family 
emergency, or religious observance. Again, it should be recognized that not all work 
can be “made-up” and that absences can affect student performance in a class. 
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Instructors can determine when irregular attendance negatively affects a student’s 
scholastic achievement, and thus grade, in the course, even to the point of failure. If 
class absence constitutes a danger to the student’s scholastic attainment, the 
instructor should make this fact known to the student [at once (deleted)]. The 
student may appeal this decision to the head of the department in which the course 
is offered. 
If an evaluative event will be missed due to an unavoidable absence, the student should 
contact the instructor as soon as the unavoidable absence is known to discuss ways to 
make up the work. An instructor might not consider an unavoidable absence legitimate if 
the student does not contact the instructor before the evaluative event. Students will be 
held responsible for using only legitimate, unavoidable reasons for requesting a make-up 
in the event of a missed class or evaluative event. (Conflicts with non-final 
examinations are covered the Policy 44-35.) Requests for missing class or an evaluative 
event due to reasons that are based on false claims may be considered violations of the 
policy on Academic Integrity (Policy 49-20). 

Link to Holy Days Calendar 
E-11 Class Attendance 

Revised: 11/3/60 
Revised: 5/7/74 (as K Rules) 
Revised: 6/6/78 
Revised: 12/5/00 
Revised: 3/26/02 

42-27 Class Attendance (“clean” version, with changes incorporated) 

Regular class attendance is one of the most important ways that students learn and 
understand course materials. It is a critical element of student success. Accordingly, it is 
the policy of the University that class attendance is expected and that students should 
follow the attendance policy of the instructor, as outlined in the syllabus. A student 
should attend every scheduled class and should be held responsible for all work covered 
in the courses taken.  

Class attendance is expected regardless of the format of the course and this expectation 
applies equally to students in face-to-face, online, and hybrid courses. Attendance in 
online courses goes beyond course login and is based on documentable participation in 
class activities, such as interacting with the instructor, interacting with enrolled 
students, completing assignments with specific due dates, and/or participate in online 
discussions on a regular basis. It is the student’s responsibility to complete work early, or 
make alternate arrangements with the course instructor, if due dates or required work will 
be missed because of a University-approved absence as described in this policy.  

http://www.events.psu.edu/cgi-bin/cal/webevent.cgi?cmd=listyear&ncmd=startup&cal=cal42
http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/E-11-class-attendance.html
afb11
Highlight
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Instructors should provide, within reason, the opportunity to make up work for students 
who miss class for regularly scheduled, University-approved curricular and 
extracurricular activities (such as Martin Luther King Day of Service, field trips, debate 
trips, choir trips, and athletic contests). In addition, instructors should provide, within 
reason, the opportunity to make up work for students who miss class for post-graduate, 
career-related interviews when there is no opportunity for students to re-schedule these 
opportunities (such as employment and graduate school final interviews.) In both cases, 
students should inform instructors in advance and discuss the implications of any 
absence. Missing class, even for a legitimate purpose, may mean that there is work that 
cannot be made up, hurting the student's grade in the class. Likewise, students should be 
prepared to provide documentation for participation in University-approved activities, as 
well as for career-related interviews, when requested by the instructor.  

Instructors also should provide, within reason, the opportunity to make up work for 
students who miss classes for other legitimate but unavoidable reasons. Legitimate, 
unavoidable reasons are those such as illness, injury, military service, family emergency, 
or religious observance. Again, it should be recognized that not all work can be “made-
up” and that absences can affect student performance in a class. 

Instructors can determine when irregular attendance negatively affects a student’s 
scholastic achievement, and thus grade, in the course, even to the point of failure. If class 
absence constitutes a danger to the student’s scholastic attainment, the instructor should 
make this fact known to the student [at once (deleted)]. The student may appeal this 
decision to the head of the department in which the course is offered. 

If an evaluative event will be missed due to an unavoidable absence, the student should 
contact the instructor as soon as the unavoidable absence is known to discuss ways to 
make up the work. An instructor might not consider an unavoidable absence legitimate if 
the student does not contact the instructor before the evaluative event. Students will be 
held responsible for using only legitimate, unavoidable reasons for requesting a make-up 
in the event of a missed class or evaluative event. (Conflicts with non-final examinations 
are covered the Policy 44-35.) Requests for missing class or an evaluative event due to 
reasons that are based on false claims may be considered violations of the policy on 
Academic Integrity (Policy 49-20). 

Link to Holy Days Calendar 
E-11 Class Attendance 

Revised: 11/3/60 
Revised: 5/7/74 (as K Rules) 
Revised: 6/6/78 
Revised: 12/5/00 
Revised: 3/26/02 

http://www.events.psu.edu/cgi-bin/cal/webevent.cgi?cmd=listyear&ncmd=startup&cal=cal42
http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/E-11-class-attendance.html
afb11
Highlight
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RESOLUTION ON OPEN ACCESS TO SCHOLARLY PUBLICATIONS 

 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON LIBRARIES, INFORMATION SYSTEMS,  

AND TECHNOLOGY 
 

Rationale: Why Supporting Open Access Improves Access to Scholarship 
This resolution calls upon Penn State faculty authors to consider and utilize available options for 
sharing our scholarly work with a wider audience of readers (such as educators, students, 
citizens, and independent researchers) who may not have access to expensive journal 
subscriptions or a research library. This proposed resolution is not, in any way, intended to limit 
our venues of publication or require us to take any specific action. Taking advantage of open 
access opportunities when possible leads to ease of discovery and helps our scholarly 
contributions achieve greater recognition and impact through increased readership and citations. 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Faculty of the Pennsylvania State University are committed to producing 
and disseminating the results of our research and scholarship as broadly as possible in the 
public interest,  
 
WHEREAS, the research mission of the University depends on the ability of faculty, staff, 
and students to readily access scholarly work 
 
WHEREAS, publication of research in open access journals and repositories is now an 
increasingly effective option for disseminating and preserving scholarly communication 
 
WHEREAS, open access to research increases the visibility, accessibility, and impact of a 
faculty member’s scholarly work and advances the interests of the scholarly community 
 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT 
The Faculty Senate strongly urges all University Faculty to: 

• Deposit their scholarly work in Scholarsphere (scholarsphere.psu.edu) the 
University’s repository, and/or any other appropriate repository (e.g., arXiv, 
PubMed Central, SSRN) 

• Support the principle of open access to research results while upholding quality 
and prestige in scholarly publishing 

• Review publishing contracts carefully to understand which rights are retained by 
the author and which rights are transferred to the publisher, and recognize that 
opportunities may exist to negotiate for more favorable terms 

• Consider publishing in and serving as peer reviewers and editors for reputable 
open access journals which make their contents freely available online 
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History 
The topic of open access has been previously brought before the Faculty Senate:  

 
March 2007 - The Penn State Faculty Senate passed a resolution in support of the CIC Provosts’ 
Statement on authors’ rights. That statement called for authors to review publishing agreements 
carefully before committing, to negotiate as needed to retain the redistribution right to their 
work, and to support the principle of the value of open access publishing models.  It includes a 
sample author addendum to publisher agreements. (http://www.cic.net/docs/default-
source/library/authorsrights.pdf) 
 
April 2013 - The Senate Committee on Libraries, Information Systems, and Technology 
provided a detailed Informational Report on Open Access, including definitions, an 
environmental scan, a review of publishing funding models, and trends in federal agencies’ 
requiring authors receiving funding to make the results of their research readily available.  
(http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2012-2013/apr2013/appi.pdf) 

 
It is important to understand that: 

 
• While some open access journals require author publication fees, many do not. This 

resolution is not asking or expecting anyone to pay to publish in an open access 
journal since publication venue is an author’s decision to make. 

 
• Authors can often achieve open access by publishing in traditional (subscription-

based or non-open access) journals, and then making a version of that work available 
in a repository like ScholarSphere. 

 
• All open access journals are free to consult and do not charge any fees to readers.  

They rely on other sources of financial support. Again, while some charge author 
fees, many do not. 

 
• This resolution urges faculty authors to carefully examine the agreements we sign or 

negotiate with publishers to understand how we may or may not use and share our 
work.   

 
 

LIST Committee Members 2014-15:  
• Galen A. Grimes, Chair 
• Mahdi Nasereddin, Vice Chair 
• Jonathan Abel   
• Fred J. Aebli    
• Rose M. Baker    
• Rebecca Bascom    
• Daniel C. Beaver    

http://www.cic.net/docs/default-source/library/authorsrights.pdf
http://www.cic.net/docs/default-source/library/authorsrights.pdf
http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2012-2013/apr2013/appi.pdf
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• Gordon W. Blood    
• Ann C. Clements   
• Peter J. Dendle    
• Barbara I. Dewey   
• Joseph L. Enama  
• John T. Harwood 
• Becky Kang 
• Amir Khalilollahi 
• Anna L. Mazzucato 
• Kevin M. Morooney 
• Terry O’Heron 
• Ira J. Ropson 
• Jennifer Sparrow 
• Stormy Stark 
• Eric A. Walker 
 

 
Conclusion of Resolution Text 
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Accompanying Materials to Clarify Open Access Resolution 

Common Questions & Concerns 
 
 
Academic Freedom & Open Access  
Under typical Open Access resolutions or policies adopted by faculty, including the one 
proposed here, faculty may continue to publish wherever they choose. No one else can make this 
decision about where to publish - only the author. Open access is about taking advantage of 
opportunities to reach the widest possible audience. It is not about limiting options.  
 
Author Fees / Article Processing Charges (APC)  
Some Gold Open Access journals require a payment from the author to cover publishing costs. In 
return, the publisher makes the article available for free on their website. The proposed 
resolution takes no position on whether authors should or should not pay author fees or author 
publication charges requested by publishers. This decision remains with the author as has always 
been the case.  
 
“Quality” of Open Access Journals  
A common misconception is that “open access” equates to less quality or less rigor when it 
comes to peer review and academic publishing standards.  This is not the case. There are many 
well established and highly respected open access journals.   
 
It is true that some open access journals are of higher or lower quality than other journals. The 
same can be said of more traditional non-open access (subscription-based) journals. Authors and 
readers must exercise their best judgment when evaluating journal quality. This has always been 
the case. 
 
How does open access affect my copyright on my work?  
Distributing your work under an open access agreement generally does not require you to 
transfer or give away your full copyright or ownership. Authors will often grant an open access 
publisher a limited license to distribute the work, while retaining ownership and the ability to use 
the work in other ways. Refer to the individual publishers and their publishing policies for more 
specific details.  
 
Will a journal publisher refuse to publish my article because of the Open Access resolution? 
OR 
Will faculty be required to pursue Open Access options?   
 
This proposed resolution is not, in any way, intended to limit your venue of publication or 
require any specific action. It is a recommendation to consider all available opportunities for 
sharing your work with a wider audience of readers (such as educators, students, citizens, and 
independent researchers) who may not have access to expensive journal subscriptions or a 
research library.  Open access also has the potential to bring your scholarly contributions further 
recognition and impact via increased access and additional citations.   
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What if the National Institutes of Health (NIH) Public Access Policy applies to my article? 

This mandatory policy is designed to increase access to publicly funded research information 
(http://publicaccess.nih.gov/policy.htm ).  It applies to any peer-reviewed manuscript accepted 
for publication in a journal on or after April 7, 2008 whose content arises from NIH direct 
funding. It requires deposit of a copy if the final peer reviewed manuscript in the National 
Library of Medicine’s PubMed Central database within 12 months of the date of publication. 
This is a policy of the funding agency and complements this Resolution.   Penn State Hershey 
Library has additional information available at 
http://www.libraries.psu.edu/psul/hershey/resources/copyright/nihcomp.html  

 
Further Background on Open Access 

 
In traditional publishing, readers and libraries pay or subscribe to journals in order to view 
digitally published articles. As expressed by Peter Suber in his research monograph Open Access 
(2012), this publishing method is defined as “digital, online, free of charge, and free of most 
copyright and licensing restrictions." 
 
There are a variety of ways to achieve open access. 
 

• Gold Open Access - This is achieved through Open Access journals that make content 
freely available online. Some may charge an author fee or article processing charge, but 
many do not.  
 
Examples: 
• College & Research Libraries - a gold open access journal that does not charge author 

fees http://crl.acrl.org   
• Online Journal of Issues in Nursing - http://www.nursingworld.org 
• Cultural Anthropology http://www.culanth.org/articles/open_access   (charges a small 

submission fee for nonmembers, $21)    
• Higher Education in Review  http://www.higheredinreview.org  

 
• Green Open Access - This is accomplished by publishing in a closed access 

(subscription-based) journal, but then making a copy of the Author’s Final Version 
available in a repository like ScholarSphere. Many publisher agreements (including those 
from Elsevier, Wiley & Taylor & Francis) may allow authors to post the Author’s Final 
Version in an open access repository. Green Open Access involves no author fees or 
article processing charges. See an example of Green Open Access here: 
https://scholarsphere.psu.edu/files/r781wj485 

  

http://publicaccess.nih.gov/policy.htm
http://www.libraries.psu.edu/psul/hershey/resources/copyright/nihcomp.html
http://crl.acrl.org/
http://www.nursingworld.org/
http://www.culanth.org/articles/open_access
http://www.higheredinreview.org/
https://scholarsphere.psu.edu/files/r781wj485
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• Sharing a Version in a Repository or Personal Website 

 
Author’s Final Version - The final version of an article submitted by the author to the 
publisher after all revisions have been completed. This is not the Publisher’s Final 
Version, which is often a PDF file, typeset, edited, and formatted in a certain style. Many 
publisher agreements allow authors to post the author’s final version (but not the 
Publisher’s Final Version) in an open access repository.  Sometimes referred to as a 
Postprint.  

 
Publisher’s Final Version - Final or official version provided by a publisher. Often a PDF 
file, typeset, edited, and formatted in a certain style. Explicit permission is often needed 
to post this version in an open access repository.  

 
Preprint - a draft or incomplete version of scholarly work, generally a research paper, not 
peer reviewed or submitted for publication. It can be self-archived or submitted to a 
repository and is sometimes presented in multiple edited versions while working toward a 
final product. 

 
Postprint – draft of a research paper after peer review has happened.  Sometimes referred 
to as the Author’s Final Version. 
 
Self-archiving – making a copy of one’s scholarly research freely available on the web, 
often in a repository.  Generally used in relation to journal articles but could be data, 
conference presentations, etc. 

 
Repository - A digital collection or archive where documents or other data are collected, 
preserved, and made publicly available, often without charge. Examples include arXiv, 
ScholarSphere, GitHub, SSRN, and others. See http://www.opendoar.org/ .  An institutional 
repository generally collects, preserves and distributes the scholarly output of an institution’s 
members. 
 
ScholarSphere – Penn State’s institutional repository. The content in ScholarSphere represents 
the research, scholarship, and intellectual output of the Penn State community that researchers 
have chosen to share. Through ScholarSphere, the work of Penn State researchers gains broader 
visibility and impact, and is archived for the future.  ScholarSphere captures scholarly content in 
any digital format including data, curricular materials, and creative works. Anyone with a PSU 
Access ID is encouraged to upload scholarly material. See http://scholarsphere.psu.edu  
 
  

http://www.opendoar.org/
http://scholarsphere.psu.edu/
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Sherpa/RoMEO 
RoMEO is a searchable database of publishers' policies on self-archiving of journal articles and 
selected conference series.  Each entry attempts to summarize a publisher's or a journal’s 
standard policy, including what version of an article may be self-archived, and any conditions 
that are attached to that deposit. Almost 1,800 publishers are included to date, and about 75% 
allow some form of self-archiving.  RoMEO's own database covers over 22,000 journals and also 
searches the Zetoc, DOAJ, and Entrez databases for additional journals.  Individual publisher 
websites will have current and definitive information. The Sherpa service itself is located at the 
University of Nottingham.  http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/    
 
Directory of Open Access Publications (DOAJ) – one source of searchable information about 
journals that follow open access publishing principles.   http://doaj.org/  
 
 

The University Libraries has resources available to 
 support authors following this resolution and to supply further information. 

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.sherpa.ac.uk/romeo/
http://doaj.org/
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY BENEFITS 

Employee Life Insurance Policy 

(Advisory/Consultative) 

Implementation: Upon approval by the President 
 
Introduction 
 
The University provides life insurance benefits to employees through multiple options.  Regular 
full-time faculty and staff receive a University-paid group-term life insurance policy in the 
amount of $5,000 that continues in force after retirement.  Employees can also select employee 
paid Age-graded life insurance in varying amounts, with additional coverage options for 
spouse/partner, and dependent children.  Employees can also select Accidental Death and 
Dismemberment coverage for themselves, spouse/partner, and children.  Both of these employee 
paid policies can be converted and continued by employees at the end of their employment. 
 
The University proposes replacing the $5,000 University-paid group-term policy with a $50,000 
University-paid group-term life insurance policy for active employees only.  With the new 
policy, employees will receive a $50,000 death benefit from their date of appointment until date 
of termination or retirement with the ability to convert the life insurance when employment is 
discontinued.  The University also proposes to eliminate the $5000 life insurance for new retirees 
effective with the implementation date of the increase in active employee life insurance.  The 
Faculty Benefits committee supports the proposal with an additional provision to provide the 
$5,000 policy for retirees over a 10 year transitional period from the date the new policy takes 
effect. 
 
Rationale 
 
Penn State lags well behind other Big 10 Universities when it comes to university-paid life 
insurance coverage.  Ten Big 10 peers provide an amount of coverage that ranges between 
$50,000 and $500,000 based on a multiplier of salary.   The current $5,000 university-paid 
policy provides little assistance for the surviving family of an active employee, and the amount 
provides minimal value for a retiree.   
 
Based on the last five years, Penn State has paid $4.3 million in $5,000 amounts for 861 retiree 
deaths, or $861,000 per year.  Human Resources reports that over the next five years, a $50,000 
group term policy for active employees would cost the university $3.9 million or $792,558 per 
year.   Human Resources estimates 9,650 retirements over the next 10 years. To extend the 
$5,000 death benefit for those 10 years to retirees would cost an additional $48,250,000 in future 
payments. As these are death benefits, payments for those grandfathered into the existing system 
would be made over several decades.  
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Given a budgetary choice between the larger $50,000 policy for all active employees and 
continuing the $5,000 policy into retirement indefinitely for all employees, the greater value to 
those who survive an employee death would be given to active employee survivors receiving a 
$50,000 benefit.  The 10-year continuation of the additional $5,000 policy at retirement honors 
the expectations of those employees who retire during that time frame given that they have 
provided sufficient years of service to be benefits eligible at retirement.  
 
Recommendations 
 
• The University should replace the $5,000 University-paid group-term policy with a 

$50,000 University-paid group-term life insurance policy for active employees only. 
• At the date of this policy change, employees retiring within a 10-year window will 

remain eligible to receive the $5,000 life insurance policy at retirement, and have the 
$50,000 policy during their active service prior to retirement. 

 
 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY BENEFITS 
 
• Susan McGarry Basso, Vice President for Human Resources 
• Rebecca C. Craven 
• Amy R. Dietz 
• Robin L. Hass 
• Peter C. Jurs 
• Chris Muscarella 
• Jamie Myers 
• Willie K. Ofosu, Chair 
• Gregory W. Roth 
• Petra Tschakert 
• Nicholas D. Warcholak 
• Matthew Woessner, Vice Chair 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON ADMISSIONS, RECORDS, SCHEDULING, AND STUDENT AID 
 

Annual Report on the High School Students Enrolled Nondegree in Credit Courses 
 

(Informational) 
 
 

Attached is the annual report on High School Students Enrolled Nondegree in Credit Courses compiled by 
Clark V. Brigger, Executive Director for Undergraduate Admissions.  The ARSSA committee recommends that 
this report be posted to the Faculty Senate website without formal presentation on the Senate floor. 
 

 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON ADMISSIONS, RECORDS, SCHEDULING, AND STUDENT AID 

  
• Richard Robinett, Chair 
• David Han, Vice-Chair 
• Martha Aynardi 
• Albert Bartlett 
• Clark Brigger 
• Stephen Browne 
• Joseph Chletsos 
• Rachel Fore 
• Anna Griswold 
• Robert Kubat 
• Keefe Manning 
• John Marsh 
• Eugene McFeely 
• Richard Singer 
• Douglas Wolfe 
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 Date:  March 3, 2014 
 

 From:  Clark V. Brigger A 
 
 To:  Richard Robinett, Chair, Senate Committee on Admissions,  
   Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid 
 
 Subj:  High School Students Enrolled Nondegree in Credit Courses from 
   Summer 2011 through Spring 2014 
 
 

In accordance with 1974 Senate action and Academic Administrative Policy and Procedure (AAPPM) 
A-9 governing enrollment of high school students (http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/A-9-admission-
high-school-students-and-experimental-admissions.html)the attached tables and graphs provide the 
information the Senate requires annually from the Undergraduate Admissions Office and additional 
historical data from the two previous academic years. 
 
Table 1  Summary of high school students enrolled in nondegree credit courses 
Graphs A, B, C Grade point distributions 
Tables 2A, 2B, 2C Enrollment by high school level and admission status of senior level 
   students 
Tables 3A, 3B, 3C Enrollment by course description 
Table 4  Enrollment by ethnicity 
Table 5  Enrollment by gender 
 
Penn State encourages the enrollment of academically prepared students to study college-level 
coursework prior to high school graduation to begin the pathway to higher education.  Penn State’s 20 
undergraduate campuses across the commonwealth provide an excellent opportunity for students to 
connect with faculty and campus resources close to home.  Students who complete college courses at 
Penn State while in high school are likely to apply to the University and become full-time degree-
seeking students.  For students enrolled SU13-SP14, 216 seniors accepted offers of admission.  This 
represents a 59% yield based on the number of offers made to qualified seniors who applied to Penn 
State (Table 2A). 
 
The peak of high school student enrollment was during SU08-SP09 when 1,609 high school students 
were enrolled at all 20 undergraduate campuses.  The total number of high school students enrolled 
across the system has declined 38% (612 students) from SU08-SP09 to SU13-SP14.  In SU09-SP10 
there were 1,464 total high school students enrolled across the system, a decline of 145 students from 
SU08-SP09; in SU10-SP11 a total of 1,363 students enrolled, a decline of 101 students from SU09-
SP10; 1,134 students enrolled in SU11-SP12, 229 fewer than the prior year.  Compared to SU11-SP12 
there were 56 fewer students enrolled in SU12-SP13, and SU13-SP14 decreased by another 81 
students. 
  

 

  Executive Director for Undergraduate Admissions 

 2 

http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/A-9-admission-high-school-students-and-experimental-admissions.html
http://www.psu.edu/oue/aappm/A-9-admission-high-school-students-and-experimental-admissions.html
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Some of the enrollment decline can be attributed to the demographic decline in the number of students 
enrolled and graduating from Pennsylvania high schools.  In parts of the Commonwealth, high school 
graduates have decreased by as much as 20% from 2003 to 2013.   Another factor contributing to the 
decline in enrollments is the cost of attendance.  College-level courses taken during high school were 
an affordable opportunity for many in SU08-SP09 with state grant funding awarded to Pennsylvania 
school districts who met approved guidelines.  Commonwealth Campuses matched state grants for 
many students which contributed to a record number of high school student enrollments.  Students have 
found more affordable options either by attending community colleges or earning college credits in 
their high school through partnerships developed by competitor colleges in the area. 
  
Campuses have developed strong partnerships with service area schools and continue to attract and 
retain successful high school students.  Five campuses increased dual enrollment over the past year.  
Penn State Abington has added formal dual enrollment partnerships with area high schools; however 
the overall decline trend is based on ending a Continuing Education collaboration with Eastern School 
of Technology which funded 50 students per year.  Penn State York notes that their success in reaching 
146 enrolled students is attributed to demographic growth and support from neighboring school 
districts, an intentional and directed focus on customer service, and campus-wide support of the dual 
enrollment program (Table 1). 
 
Of the 997 high school students enrolled from SU13-SP14, 63.2% reported ethnicity as White; 4.7% 
reported ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino; 2.3% reported ethnicity as Black or African American; 3.7% 
reported ethnicity as Asian; 12.8% reported ethnicity as two or more races; 12.9% did not report 
ethnicity (Table 4). 
 
During SU13-SP14 female high school students represented 60.3% of the total enrollment compared to 
39.7% male high school students (Table 5). 
 
Students currently enrolled in high school who have completed their junior year or are in their senior 
year of high school are reviewed for nondegree enrollment by the Admissions Office at the campus of 
enrollment.  Students who are currently in their junior year or younger may be recommended by the 
Undergraduate Admissions Office for an exception to enroll nondegree through the Faculty Senate 
Committee on Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid. 
 
Application should be made at the Admissions Office at the campus the student plans to attend by 
completing a Nondegree Enrollment form.  Nondegree Enrollment forms can be accessed on the web:  
www.registrar.psu.edu/student_forms/nondgree_form.cfm or are available in some high school 
guidance offices.  The student’s high school guidance counselor must also submit an official high 
school transcript, SATI/ACT or PSAT/PLAN scores and a statement in support of the student’s 
enrollment at Penn State.  Students who are approved may register for 8 credits per semester or session. 

  
  

 3 
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Table 1 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Enrollment by Campus 

Summer 2011 to Spring 2014 
by Academic Year (Summer to Spring) 

 
Campus SU11-SP12 SU12-SP13 SU13-SP14 

Abington 43 24 21 

Altoona 4 4 7 

Beaver 236 186 81 

Berks 37 37 41 

Brandywine 24 39 27 

DuBois 84 78 66 

Erie 95 101 88 

Fayette 38 42 78 

Greater Allegheny 11 46 15 

Harrisburg 38 55 31 

Hazleton 1 3 36 

Lehigh Valley 56 54 72 

Mont Alto 68 54 58 

New Kensington 26 11 38 

Schuylkill 34 24 9 

Shenango 38 37 27 

University Park 81 81 86 

SSPS* 71 39 42 

Wilkes-Barre 2 1 5 

World Campus 7 5 11 

Worthington 
Scranton 

13 13 12 

York 127 144 146 

- 1134 1078 997 
 

 
 

 
*Summer Study Penn State is a contracted program available only at University Park 
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Table 2A 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Admissions Status 

Summer 2013 to Spring 2014 
 

Campus 
Sophomore 

1 
Junior 

2 
Senior 

3 

Seniors 
Who 

Applied 
to PSU 

Seniors 
Offered 

Admission 

Seniors 
Accepted 

Offer Yield 

Abington 3 3 14 10 9 4 44% 

Altoona 3 1 3 4 4 2 50% 

Beaver 4 34 43 36 34 15 44% 

Berks - 4 37 23 22 12 55% 

Brandywine - 12 15 12 11 5 45% 

DuBois 6 19 41 18 17 14 82% 

Erie 2 18 68 33 32 20 63% 

Fayette 1 29 48 30 26 14 54% 

Greater Allegheny - 8 7 2 2 2 100% 

Harrisburg 2 9 20 8 8 4 50% 

Hazleton 2 15 19 12 11 8 73% 

Lehigh Valley - 12 60 32 26 14 54% 

Mont Alto 1 18 39 24 22 13 59% 

New Kensington 3 8 27 19 16 12 75% 

Schuylkill 1 4 4 2 1 0 0% 

Shenango - 2 25 13 13 8 62% 

University Park 12 29 43 36 36 21 58% 

SSPS 3 17 22 11 8 4 50% 

Wilkes-Barre - 2 3 2 2 2 100% 

World Campus 2 3 6 6 6 6 100% 

Worthington 
Scranton 

- 3 9 9 8 5 63% 

York 5 57 83 56 53 31 58% 

- 50 307 636 398 367 216 59% 
 

1 Completed freshman (9th) year in high school 
2 Completed sophomore (10th) year in high school 

3 Completed Junior (11th) year in high school 
*Summer Study Penn State is a contracted program available only at University Park 
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Table 2B 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Admissions Status 

Summer 2012 to Spring 2013 
 

Campus 
Sophomore 

1 
Junior 

2 
Senior 

3 

Seniors 
Who 

Applied 
to PSU 

Seniors 
Offered 

Admission 

Seniors 
Accepted 

Offer Yield 

Abington 1. 4 19 9 9 5 56% 

Altoona . . 4 2 2 2 100% 

Beaver 1 46 139 47 45 25 56% 

Berks 1 8 28 18 17 12 71% 

Brandywine - 18 21 14 11 5 45% 

DuBois 1 11 65 33 31 22 71% 

Erie - 15 85 40 38 27 71% 

Fayette 1 17 24 22 22 18 82% 

Greater Allegheny . 10 36 25 25 20 80% 

Harrisburg 4 22 27 19 19 10 53% 

Hazleton 1 - 2 2 2 1 50% 

Lehigh Valley - 8 46 21 15 10 67% 

Mont Alto 4 14 36 25 25 16 64% 

New Kensington . 1 10 8 8 5 63% 

Schuylkill 2 5 16 8 7 6 86% 

Shenango . 2 35 12 11 6 55% 

University Park 10 24 44 40 39 27 69% 

SSPS 4 17 18 10 10 6 60% 

Wilkes-Barre - 1 - - - - - 

World Campus - 3 1 2 2 2 100% 

Worthington 
Scranton 

1 5 7 6 6 5 83% 

York 8 50 86 55 51 34 67% 

- 39 281 749 418 395 264 67% 
 

1 Completed freshman (9th) year in high school 
2 Completed sophomore (10th) year in high school 

3 Completed Junior (11th) year in high school 
*Summer Study Penn State is a contracted program available only at University Park 
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Table 2C 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Admissions Status 

Summer 2011 to Spring 2012 
 

Campus 
Sophomore 

1 
Junior 

2 
Senior 

3 

Seniors 
Who 

Applied 
to PSU 

Seniors 
Offered 

Admission 

Seniors 
Accepted 

Offer Yield 

Abington 1 9 70 48 42 11 26% 

Altoona . - 4 2 2 1 50% 

Beaver 6 70 160 63 62 34 55% 

Berks - 6 31 16 14 7 50% 

Brandywine 1 13 10 9 6 2 33% 

DuBois 1 18 65 31 31 21 68% 

Erie 1 21 73 41 39 22 56% 

Fayette 1 10 27 19 18 11 61% 

Greater Allegheny - 3 8 6 6 5 83% 

Harrisburg 6 7 25 18 18 11 61% 

Hazleton . - 1 1 1 0 0% 

Lehigh Valley . 11 45 35 31 13 42% 

Mont Alto 5 25 38 16 15 12 80% 

New Kensington - 5 21 15 14 8 57% 

Schuylkill 1 9 24 16 14 9 64% 

Shenango . 4 34 18 15 5 33% 

University Park 11 24 43 33 33 24 73% 

SSPS 8 33 30 23 23 13 57% 

Wilkes-Barre . . 2 2 2 2 100% 

World Campus 1 3 3 4 4 3 75% 

Worthington 
Scranton 

- 7 6 5 5 4 80% 

York 5 37 85 62 59 34 58% 

- 47 314 770 454 431 246 57% 
 

1 Completed freshman (9th) year in high school 
2 Completed sophomore (10th) year in high school 

3 Completed Junior (11th) year in high school 
*Summer Study Penn State is a contracted program available only at University Park 
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Table 3A 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Courses Taken Summer 2013 - Spring 2014 

 

Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students 

ACCTG211 1 CHNS 002 1 HD FS249 1 MICRB106 1 -  

AFR 192 1 CMPSC101 4 HD FS297 6 MICRB107 1 - - 

AM ST100 2 CMPSC122 1 HD FS297A 9 MUSIC004 1 - - 

AM ST105 3 CMPSC201 1 HIST 001 9 MUSIC104 1 - - 

ANTH 001 3 COMM 100 3 HIST 002 1 NURS 115 1 - - 

ANTH 045 4 COMM 110 1 HIST 010 1 NUTR 251 7 - - 

ARAB 001 12 COMM 118 1 HIST 011 2 PHIL 001 1 - - 

ARAB 002 3 COMM 150 3 HIST 012 1 PHIL 006 1 - - 

ARAB 003 1 COMM 160 1 HIST 020 17 PHIL 010 1 - - 

ART  001 4 CRIM 012 4 HIST 021 17 PHIL 012 2 - - 

ART 003 1 CRIMJ012 8 HIST 117 2 PHIL 103 1 - - 

ART 020 14 CRIMJ100 3 HIST 121 5 PHIL 203 1 - - 

ART  397A 1 CRIMH113 1 HIST 143 1 PHOTO100 5 - - 

ART H100 1 CSD 218 1 HIST 144 1 PHYS 001 1 - - 

ASTRO001 4 CSD 269 1 HIST 174 1 PHYS 150 1 - - 

ASTRO006 1 EARTH002 2 INART010 1 PHYS 211 2 - - 

ASTRO296 2 EARTH111 3 INART115 5 PHYS 211L 3 - - 

B A  100 15 ECON 102 29 IST 110 11 PHYS 237 1 - - 

B A 250 1 ECON 104 15 IST 197 9 PL SC001 4 - - 

BB H 143 2 EDPSY010 1 KINES061 3 PL SC003 3 - - 

BB H 148S 11 EDSGN100 100 KINES081 1 PL SC017W 1 - - 

BI SC001 1 ENGL 004 2 KINES089 1 PSYCH100 134 - - 

BI SC002 6 ENGL 015 139 KINES141 1 PSYCH243 2 - - 

BI SC003 3 ENGL 015H 1 KINES202 1 PSYCH244 1 - - 

BI SC004 2 ENGL 030H 1 LING 001 1 RL ST001 1 - - 

BIOL 003 1 ENGL 050 26 LING 100 1 RUS 001 2 - - 

BIOL 011 2 ENGL 135 3 LL ED297A 21 RUS 002 1 - - 

BIOL 012 1 ENGL 135S 1 MATH 017 4 RUS 143 1 - - 

BIOL 110 3 ENGL 184U 2 MATH 021 16 SOC 001 34 - - 

BIOL 110S 7 ENGL 194 1 MATH 022 12 SOC 003 1 - - 

BIOL 120A 1 FR 001 1 MATH 026 4 SOC 005 9 - - 

BIOL 129 41 FR 002 1 MATH 036 2 SOC 030 15 - - 

BIOL 141 3 FR 003 2 MATH 041 3 SOC 110 1 - - 

BIOL 142 2 FR 139 1 MATH 110 9 SPAN 001 4 - - 

CAMS  045 1 GEOG 030 1 MATH 140 42 SPAN 002 2 - - 

CAS  100 8 GEOG 126 1 MATH 141 10 SPAN 003 5 - - 

CAS 100A 58 GEOG 128 1 MATH 210 1 SPAN 197 1 - - 

CAS 100B 18 GEOSC111 1 MATH 220 1 SRA 111 1 - - 

CHEM 001 1 GER 001 1 MATH 230 3 STAT 100 5 - - 

CHEM 101 1 GER 002 1 MATH 250 1 STAT 200 4 - - 

CHEM 110 27 HD FS129 31 MATH 251 3 SUST 200 1 - - 

CHEM 111 24 HD FS229 1 MATH 296 1 THEA 105 1 - - 

CHEM 112 1 HD FS239 4 METEO101 2 VOICE100J 1 - - 

- - - - - - - - - - 
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Table 3B 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Courses Taken Summer 2012 - Spring 2013 

 

Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students 

A&A 100 1 CHEM 110 30 GER 001 1 MATH 230 2 SOC 110 3 

ACCTG211 6 CHEM 111 23 GER 003 2 MATH 230H 1 SPAN 001 2 

AM ST100 1 CHEM 112 1 HD FS129 22 MATH 231 1 SPAN 002 3 

ANTH 001 5 CHEM 113 1 HD FS229 3 MATH 232 1 SPAN 003 5 

ANTH 021 1 CHEM 210 1 HD FS287W 1 MATH 250 1 SRA 111 1 

ANTH 022 4 CHNS 001 2 HD FS297 5 MATH 251 1 STAT 100 3 

ARAB 001 9 CHNS 002 1 HD FS297A 12 METEO003 4 STAT 200 8 

ARAB 002 2 CHNS 003 1 HIST 001 5 METEO101 1 WMNST001 1 

ARAB 003 1 CMLIT108 1 HIST 002 1 MUSIC005 2 - - 

ART  001 2 CMPSC101 8 HIST 010 1 MUSIC007 4 - - 

ART 020 2 CMPSC121 1 HIST 011 1 MUSIC008 2 - - 

ART 030 3 COMM 100 1 HIST 011U 1 MUSIC009 3 - - 

ART  050 1 COMM 150 2 HIST 012 3 MUSIC054 1 - - 

ART  080 1 CRIM 012 6 HIST 020 11 MUSIC079 1 - - 

ART  100 1 CRIM 100 1 HIST 021 10 MUSIC082 1 - - 

ART H100 3 CRIMJ013 2 HIST 143 1 MUSIC083 1 - - 

ASTRO001 4 CRIMJ100 4 HIST 152 1 NUTR 251 4 - - 

ASTRO005 1 CRIMJ113 1 HIST 153 2 PHIL 001 3 - - 

ASTRO011 1 DANCE281 1 HIST 155 2 PHIL 006 1 - - 

ASTRO296 1 ECON 102 30 HIST 173 1 PHIL 007 1 - - 

B A  100 27 ECON 104 12 IST 110 15 PHIL 010 1 - - 

B M B001 9 EDPSY014 2 JAPNS001 1 PHIL 014 2 - - 

BB H 101 2 EDSGN100 5 JAPNS002 1 PHIL 103 3 - - 

BB H 119 1 EDTHP115 1 KINES013 2 PHIL 105 1 - - 

BE T 197 17 EGEE 101 2 KINES072 1 PHOTO100 1 - - 

BE T 197A 7 ENGL 002 2 KINES077 1 PHYS 001 2 - - 

BI SC002 1 ENGL 015 266 KINES083 1 PHYS 297 8 - - 

BI SC003 2 ENGL 030 2 KINES089 2 PL SC001 5 - - 

BI SC004 5 ENGL 050 22 KINES091D 1 PL SC003 2 - - 

BIOL 011 1 ENGL 180 1 L A 197A 29 PL SC014 1 - - 

BIOL 110 3 ENGL 184 4 LANG 196A 2 PSYCH100 151 - - 

BIOL 110S 6 ENGL 192 1 LL ED 297A 14 PSYCH221 1 - - 

BIOL 129 45 ENGL 194 1 MATH 017 3 PSYCH243 1 - - 

BIOL 141 1 ENGL 200 1 MATH 021 30 RL ST001 2 - - 

BIOL 142 1 ENTR 300 1 MATH 022 10 RL ST004 1 - - 

BIOL 296 1 FR 001 1 MATH 026 3 RUS 001 3 - - 

CAMS  025 1 FR 002 1 MATH 034 2 RUS 002 1 - - 

CAS  100 4 FR 003 3 MATH 035 1 RUS 003 1 - - 

CAS 100A 29 FR 332 1 MATH 041 5 SOC 001 25 - - 

CAS 100B 13 GEOG 020 2 MATH 097A 1 SOC 003 2 - - 

CAS 100C 1 GEOG 122 1 MATH 110 8 SOC 005 19 - - 

CAS 203 8 GEOG 126 1 MATH 140 38 SOC 030 22 - - 

CHEM 101 1 GEOSC020 2 MATH 141 11 SOC 109 2 - - 

 - - - - - -  - - 
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Table 3C 

High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 
Courses Taken Summer 2011 - Spring 2012 

 

Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students Course 
No. of 

Students 

AAA S146 1 BIOL 142 2 ENGL 100 1 KINES048 1 PHYS 297 23 

AAA S191 1 CAMS  045 1 ENGL 104 1 KINES061 1 PL SC001 12 

ACCTG211 4 CAS  100 8 ENGL 135 1 KINES070 1 PL SC003 4 

AM ST083S 1 CAS 100A 70 ENGL 182C 1 KINES081 1 PL SC014 2 

AM ST100 2 CAS 100B 8 ENGL 184 2 KINES082 1 PL SC110 1 

ANTH 001 2 CAS 101 3 ENGL 202D 1 LANG 196A 1 PL SC130 2 

ANTH 011 1 CAS 203 3 FR 137 1 LANG 196B 1 PSYCH100 172 

ANTH 021 2 CHEM 101 3 FR 139 2 LL ED005 1 PSYCH268 1 

ANTH 022 8 CHEM 110 22 FR 331 1 LL ED297A 10 R SOC011 1 

ANTH 045 2 CHEM 111 21 FR 352 1 MATH 017 3 RL ST001 3 

ANTH 146 2 CHEM 112 1 GEOG 010 2 MATH 021 28 RL ST101 1 

ARAB 001 11 CHNS 001 2 GEOG 030 1 MATH 022 6 RUS 001 4 

ARAB 002 2 CHNS 002 2 GEOG 128 1 MATH 026 4 RUS 002 3 

ARAB 110 1 CMLIT108 1 GER 301 1 MATH 040 1 RUS 196 1 

ART  001 2 CMPSC101 12 H P A101 3 MATH 041 13 SOC 001 29 

ART  010 1 COMM 100 12 HD FS129 9 MATH 110 7 SOC 005 9 

ART  050 2 COMM 118 1 HD FS239 2 MATH 140 37 SOC 012 3 

ART  080 1 COMM 150 2 HD FS249 1 MATH 140H 2 SOC 030 1 

ART  100 1 COMM 160 1 HD FS297 10 MATH 141 13 SOC 035 1 

ART  101 1 CRIM 012 3 HD FS297A 6 MATH 220 1 SPAN 001 4 

ART 380 1 CRIM 100 1 HD FS297F 8 MATH 230 2 SPAN 002H 1 

ART H100 2 CRIMJ012 4 HIST 001 3 MATH 250 1 SPAN 020 1 

ART H112 1 CRIMJ 100 3 HIST 002 1 MATH 251 2 SPAN 110 1 

ART H202 1 E E 210 1 HIST 010 3 METEO003 1 SRA 111 1 

ART H307 1 EARTH100 1 HIST 011 1 MIS 204 3 STAT 100 5 

ASTRO001 3 EARTH 101 1 HIST 020 13 MUSIC005 4 STAT 200 7 

ASTRO296 1 EARTH 111 3 HIST 021 12 MUSIC007 2 THEA 102 1 

B A  100 14 ECON 102 26 HIST 120 1 MUSIC008 1 THEA 105 2 

B M B001 5 ECON 104 19 HIST 121 2 MUSIC009 3 WMNST001 1 

BB H 143 2 EDPSY010 1 HIST 130 2 MUSIC103 1 WMNST001S 1 

BB H 146 1 EDPSY014 1 HIST 153 1 NUTR 100 1 WMNST137 1 

BE T 197 7 EDSGN100 12 HIST 153Y 1 NUTR 251 12 WMNST205 1 

BE T 197A 6 EDTHP115 1 HIST 191 1 PHIL 001 8 - - 

BI SC002 1 EG T 114 2 HIST 192 1 PHIL 006 1 - - 

BI SC003 5 EG T 201 1 INART001 1 PHIL 012 16 - - 

BI SC004 6 EGEE 102 1 INTART205 1 PHIL 100 1 - - 

BIOL 011 5 EGEE 120 1 INTST100 1 PHIL 103 7 - - 

BIOL 110 13 ENGL 003 2 IST 110 4 PHIL 105 1 - - 

BIOL 120A 2 ENGL 004 4 IST 111S 1 PHOTO100 17 - - 

BIOL 127 1 ENGL 005 2 IST 311 2 PHYS 211H 1 - - 

BIOL 129 52 ENGL 015 263 JAPNS001 1 PHYS 237 1 - - 

BIOL 133 1 ENGL 030 2 JAPNS002 1 PHYS 250 1 - - 

BIOL 141 2 ENGL 050 2 KINES029 1 PHYS 250L 1 - - 

- - - - - - - - - - 
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Table 4 
High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 

Enrollment by Ethnicity  
Summer 2011 to Spring 2014 

by Academic Year (Summer to Spring) 
 
 

Ethnicity SU11-SP12 % SU12-SP13 % SU13-SP14 % 

Not Reported 316 27.8% 318 29.5% 129 12.9% 

American Indian 2 0.2% 0 -- 1 0.1% 

Asian 25 2.2% 31 2.9% 37 3.7% 

Black or African American 30 2.6% 28 2.6% 23 2.3% 

Foreign (In US on Student or 
Temporary Visa) 

3 0.3% 4 0.4% 3 0.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 20 1.8% 33 3.0% 47 4.7% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

1 0.1% 2 0.2% 0 -- 

Two or More Races 94 8.3% 63 5.8% 127 12.8% 

White 643 56.7% 599 55.6% 630 63.2% 

- 1134 - 1078 - 997 - 
 
Ethnicity collected and reported following federal requirements beginning in 2009. 
 
 
 
 

Table 5 
High School Students Enrolled Non-Degree in Credit Courses at Penn State 

Enrollment by Gender 
Summer 2011 to Spring 2014 

by Academic Year (Summer to Spring) 
 
 

Gender SU11-SP12 % SU12-SP13 % SU13-SP14 % 
F 695 61.3% 631 58.5% 602 60.3% 
M 439 38.7% 447 41.5% 395 39.7% 
- 1134 - 1078 - 997 - 
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 

Faculty Tenure Rates: 2014-15 Annual Report 

(Informational) 
 
 
Introduction  
 
For the past eighteen years, Penn State has analyzed the rates at which its provisionally 
appointed faculty members achieve tenure.  Tabulations are shared annually with Penn State’s 
deans and with the University Faculty Senate.  This report and an archive of prior years’ reports 
are available at http://www.opia.psu.edu/planning_research/reports/facultyexitsurvey.  
 
Distribution of Penn State Faculty 
 
Penn State employs 6,000 full-time faculty members, including lecturers, librarians and research 
faculty.  Of these, almost 2,900 are either tenured or on the tenure track.  The following data are 
University-wide counts for full-time faculty in fall 2014.1  
 

Tenured   2,239 (  37.3%) 
Tenure track-not tenured    640 (  10.7%) 
Other    3,121  (  52.0%) 
Total    6,000 (100.0%) 

 
Tenure-Track Progression of Assistant Professors 
 
In any given year, about 145 faculty members enter provisional status at Penn State.  Table 1 
shows the tenure achievement rates for entering cohorts for whom sufficient time has passed to 
allow outcomes to be observed. Specifically, tenure rates in Table 1 are calculated from the time 
of appointment through the seventh year (which allows for the handful of individuals who “stop 
the clock” during the provisional period).  For the last eighteen entering cohorts – that is, from 
those beginning in 1990 through those beginning in 2007 – 58% of new entrants had received 
tenure by the end of their seventh year. This does not mean that 42% were denied tenure, since 
assistant professors leave the tenure track for many reasons. 
 
Table 1 also shows tenure rates by gender and minority status. For the eighteen cohorts 
combined, tenure rates for minority faculty are lower than for non-minority faculty (55% 

 
1 The Pennsylvania State University. (2014). Fact Book: Faculty Distribution by Tenure. Retrieved from 
http://www.budget.psu.edu/factbook/HrDynamic/FacultyDistributionBytenure.aspx?ReportCode=Tenure&YearCod
e=2014humors&FBPlusIndc=N  
 
Questions about this report may be directed to Katryn Boynton (klb8@psu.edu), Office of the Executive Vice 
President and Provost, or Betty J. Harper (Bharper@psu.edu), Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment. 
 

 

                                            

http://www.opia.psu.edu/planning_research/reports/facultyexitsurvey
http://www.budget.psu.edu/factbook/HrDynamic/FacultyDistributionBytenure.aspx?ReportCode=Tenure&YearCode=2014humors&FBPlusIndc=N
http://www.budget.psu.edu/factbook/HrDynamic/FacultyDistributionBytenure.aspx?ReportCode=Tenure&YearCode=2014humors&FBPlusIndc=N
mailto:klb8@psu.edu
mailto:Bharper@psu.edu
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compared to 59%). Overall, tenure rates for females are lower than for males (52% compared to 
61%). The total number of entrants over the eighteen years tracked in this report is 611 minority 
faculty members, 2,021 non-minority faculty members, 1,009 females, and 1,623 males.  
 
As noted, Table 1 only indicates the percentage of those who began on the tenure track and 
received tenure. Table 2 provides information about subsequent Penn State employment status at 
the end of that seven-year period. As shown in Table 2, very small numbers (eight in 2007) of 
individuals not receiving tenure remain employed at the University in some full-time capacity; 
they are typically former faculty members who applied for and were hired into full-time staff 
positions at the University. The University does not, as a matter of general practice, retain an 
individual who has been denied tenure in a subsequent academic appointment.   
 
National higher education databases do not normally include tenure achievement rates 
comparable to the Penn State data shown in Tables 1 and 2.  Table 3 summarizes information 
collected in 2004-05 for the 1997-98 cohort, through a special one-time data exchange among 
ten peer universities that participate in the American Association of Universities Data Exchange 
(AAUDE). The institutions were Northwestern, Penn State, Rutgers, Michigan, and the 
universities of Florida, Illinois, Iowa, Maryland, Pittsburgh, and Wisconsin. In all cases except 
for Penn State, the data are for a single (main) campus.  As Table 3 shows, Penn State’s tenure 
rate of 54% (N=160) for the AAUDE cohort study was typical for this group of universities, for 
which the average rate was 53% (N=1,382). It is anticipated that AAUDE comparison data will 
again be collected in 2014-15 for inclusion in next year’s report. 
 
The different male-to-female and minority-to-non-minority patterns at Penn State were similar to 
the patterns reported by peer institutions in the AAUDE study (Table 3). Comparative data on 
this topic are very limited, but apparent disparities in tenure rates by gender and race/ethnicity 
probably reflect substantive differences across academic fields for two reasons. First, 
demographic groups are distributed differently across academic units, and second, tenure rates 
are substantially different by discipline. The 2008 version of this annual report to the University 
Faculty Senate placed Penn State’s data in the context of a 2007 survey of over 1,300 modern 
language departments in 734 colleges and universities conducted by the Modern Language 
Association (MLA). In brief, tenure rates were quite low, around 35%, in fields represented by 
the MLA – fields which include relatively large numbers of female faculty members. However, 
national data at the discipline-level are not available for comparison.  
 
Approval Percentages of Upper-Level Reviews 
 
Table 4 demonstrates that the large majority of upper-level reviews at Penn State are consistent 
with recommendations coming from departments and campuses.  Final outcomes have, likewise, 
historically been consistent with the recommendations that the University committee and the 
President receive. In fact, in six out of the last seven years the President approved 100% of the 
cases that came with positive recommendations from the University committee. 
 
As noted in Table 4, in 2013-14, 91 cases made it to the Dean/Vice President of Research level 
of review.  Five of those cases were denied at that level and 86 cases (including 9 early-tenure 
cases) continued to the University-level of review, although one faculty member resigned prior 

 -2- 
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to the committee’s review.  Of the 85 cases presented to the University-level of review, all 
carried positive recommendation from the respective dean. At the University-level of review 85 
cases were reviewed positively and all were approved by the President. This pattern is typical. 
Prior annual versions of this report have shown that the University-level approval percentage has 
almost always been over 90%.  
 
This report indicates whether faculty members received tenure; it does not explain why some 
faculty members do not receive tenure. Many individuals leave voluntarily, not necessarily 
because they were denied tenure.  Penn State has been exploring some of those matters via an 
annual faculty exit survey and interview process, conducted since 1997.  The most recent Faculty 
Study, as well as an archive of prior exit studies is available online at http://www.opia.psu.edu/ 
planning_research/reports/facultyexitsurvey.  
 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 

• Harold W. Aurand 
• David M. Babb 
• Michael Bérubé 
• Blannie E. Bowen 
• Thomas Brown 
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• William C. Lasher 
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Table 1 & 2 definitions.  
• Each cohort includes new entrants into provisional status.  So, for example, ABDs who may have been hired initially into a fixed-term position are included 

in a tenure cohort for the year in which they formally entered the tenure track. The cohorts also include library faculty of equivalent rank. As explained in the 
narrative, Tables 1 & 2 track cohorts through the seventh year – that is, one year past the normal tenure-decision point. Therefore, in Table 1, tenure rates 
include individuals who "stopped the clock" for one year. Typically, there are about 20 or so such cases, University-wide, in any year's cohort. Likewise, 
Table 2 shows Penn State employment status at the end of that seven-year period (in other words, representing a frozen snapshot at a point in time, not the 
individuals’ current status as of the semester this report is generated). 

• Prior to 1997, the cohorts included University Park, Behrend, Capital, and Hershey and excluded other locations. Beginning with the 1997 cohort, the table 
summarizes data for all of Penn State except for Penn College of Technology and Dickinson School of Law. 

• Minority faculty include all faculty members whose race/ethnicity is not White. This category includes all faculty whose race/ethnicity is reported as 
international.  

 
Table 1. Tracking Cohorts Entering the Tenure-Track through Seven Years at Penn State. 
 - All Entrants Female Male Minority Non-Minority 

Cohort 
Year Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate 
1990 121 70 58% 40 19 48% 81 51 63% 18 9 50% 103 61 59% 
1991 93 55 59% 30 15 50% 63 40 63% 8 5 63% 85 50 59% 
1992 151 89 59% 55 28 51% 96 61 64% 29 15 52% 122 74 61% 
1993 103 55 53% 31 12 39% 72 43 60% 17 8 47% 86 47 55% 
1994 134 63 47% 50 17 34% 84 46 55% 21 6 29% 113 57 50% 
1995 127 70 55% 53 30 57% 74 40 54% 23 17 74% 104 53 51% 
1996 91 45 49% 29 12 41% 62 33 53% 22 12 55% 69 33 48% 
1997 160 87 54% 52 25 48% 108 62 57% 28 15 54% 132 72 55% 

 1998 183 107 58% 75 38 51% 108 69 64% 44 21 49% 139 86 62% 
1999 178 113 63% 63 38 60% 115 75 65% 34 19 56% 144 94 65% 
2000 190 114 60% 72 36 50% 118 78 66% 31 16 52% 159 98 62% 
2001 183 106 58% 77 46 60% 106 60 57% 41 26 63% 142 80 56% 
2002 189 117 62% 76 44 58% 113 73 65% 56 30 54% 133 87 65% 
2003 158 95 60% 68 44 58% 90 51 57% 45 23 51% 113 72 64% 
2004 130 76 59% 42 21 50% 87 55 63% 30 19 63% 99 57 58% 
2005 147 83 56% 64 31 48% 83 52 63% 56 29 52% 91 54 59% 
2006 134 73 54% 64 31 48% 70 42 60% 46 27 59% 88 46 52% 
2007 160 101 63% 67 35 52% 93 66 71% 61 36 59% 99 65 66% 

1990-2007 
Cohorts  2,632 1,519 58% 1,009 522 52% 1,623 997 61% 611 333 55% 2,021 1,186 59% 

1998-2007 
Cohorts  1,652 985 60% 669 364 54% 983 621 63% 445 246 55% 1,207 739 61% 
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Table 2. Tenure Outcome and Subsequent Penn State Employment Status for the Past Five Cohorts.  

Cohort Year Entrants 
Tenured, 
employed Rate 

Not 
tenured, 

employed Rate 

Not 
tenured, 

not 
employed Rate 

Tenured, 
not 

employed Rate 
Total 

2003 158 89 56% 6 4% 57 36% 6 4% 
2004 129 74 57% 8 6% 45 35% 2 2% 
2005 147 79 54% 8 5% 56 38% 4 3% 
2006 134 71 53% 8 6% 53 40% 2 1% 
2007 160 98 61% 8 5% 51 32% 3 2% 

Female 
2003 68 42 62% 3 4% 21 31% 2 3% 
2004 42 21 50% 5 12% 16 38% 0 0% 
2005 64 30 47% 6 9% 27 42% 1 2% 
2006 64 29 45% 5 8% 28 44% 2 3% 
2007 67 34 51% 6 9% 26 39% 1 1% 

Male 
2003 90 47 52% 3 3% 36 40% 4 4% 
2004 87 53 61% 3 3% 29 33% 2 2% 
2005 83 49 59% 2 2% 29 35% 3 4% 
2006 70 42 60% 3 4% 25 36% 0 0% 
2007 93 64 69% 2 2% 25 27% 2 2% 

Minority 
2003 45 23 51% 2 4% 20 44% 0 0% 
2004 30 18 60% 0 0% 11 37% 1 3% 
2005 56 26 46% 2 4% 25 45% 3 5% 
2006 46 27 59% 2 4% 17 37% 0 0% 
2007 61 36 59% 2 3% 23 38% 0 0% 

Non-Minority 
2003 113 66 58% 4 4% 37 33% 6 5% 
2004 99 56 57% 8 8% 34 34% 1 1% 
2005 91 53 58% 6 7% 31 34% 1 1% 
2006 88 44 50% 6 7% 36 41% 2 2% 
2007 99 62 63% 6 6% 28 28% 3 3% 
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Table 3. Tenure Achievement Rates from Participating Association of American Universities Data Exchange Institutions 
1997-98 Tenure Track Entrants Achievement of Tenure by 2004-05 (except for Penn State, these are main campuses only and exclusive of medical schools)   
 - All Entrants Female Entrants Male Entrants Minority Non-Minority 
 Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate Entrants Tenured Rate 
Penn State 160 87 54% 52 25 48% 108 62 57% 28 15 54% 132 72 55% 
10 AAUDE1 1,382 737 53% 510 247 48% 829 465 56% 138 67 49% 573 293 51% 
1Counts and averages for 10 AAUDE universities are inclusive of Penn State data. 
 
 
Table 4. Second, Fourth and Sixth-Year Tenure Cases, 2013-14; Reviews and Recommendations at Selected Levels 

- 
Campus 

Chancellor 
Dept/Div/School 

Head 
College Dean/Sr 

VP Research 
University Final 

Decision 
Year 2 - - - - 
# of cases reviewed 10 70 82 - 
# of positive recs 9 70 81 - 
% positive recs 90% 100% 99% - 
- - - - - 
Year 4 - - - - 
# of cases reviewed 17 85 102 - 
# of positive recs 17 79 99 - 
% positive recs 100% 93% 97% - 
- - - - - 
Year 6 and early tenure - - - - 
# of cases reviewed 9 82 91 85 
# of positive recs 9 78 862 85 
% positive recs 100% 95% 95% 100% 

 
Table 4 summarizes data for Penn State including Hershey, but excluding the Pennsylvania College of Technology. This table presents data for the normally sequenced 
(second-, fourth-, and sixth-year) reviews. Usually only an additional 5-10 cases per year are dealt with out of the normal sequence (for example, as third- or fifth-year 
reviews). There are many possible paths through the review process (with campus committees, department, division, and school committees, college committees, and 
the University committee). Table 4 presents the most common decision points in the tenure review process. In brief, for Abington, Altoona, Berks, Erie, and Harrisburg, 
the respective chancellors sign off at the dean/VP level – that is, they are not tallied in the campus chancellor column. For the other 14 campuses comprising the 

2 In 2013-14 one tenure candidate resigned prior to the University-level review.  
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University College, there is a sign-off in both the campus chancellor and the dean/VP column.  Great Valley and the Applied Research Lab are special situations; for 
those small numbers of cases, the VP for Research signs off.  
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON FACULTY AFFAIRS 

Report on Faculty Teaching Workloads 

(Informational) 
 
 
Introduction/Rationale 

On January 26, 2010 in an Advisory and Consultative Report to the University Faculty Senate, on Faculty 
Workload Policy Development, the Committee on Faculty Affairs presented a report in which seven 
recommendations were proposed to guide development of “transparent workload policies,” which were 
then approved by the President (http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2009-2010/jan2010/appd.pdf). On 
December 4, 2012, a subsequent Faculty Affairs Informational Report, Unit Development of Faculty 
Workload Policies, reported to the extent to which the workload policies developed in each of the 
academic units complied with the recommendations (http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2012-
2013/dec2012/appi.pdf).      
 
In 2014, the Senate Committee on Faculty Affairs explored the content of the policies with a specific 
focus on teaching workload across colleges, campuses, and faculty appointment types for comparison 
purposes.  The college workload policies served as the basis for this analysis and are hosted on the 
website of the Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment 
(http://www.opia.psu.edu/progress/goal7/PerformanceMeasures/WorkloadPolicies).   
 
Discussion 
 
Our original goals were to: 1) summarize and document the teaching workloads specified in the college 
workload policies, and 2) provide ranges across academic units and categories of instructional personnel 
using comparable metrics, such as courses or credit hours for different categories of faculty (see Table 1).   
 
Confounding Factors 
 
We were able to extract teaching workload data from the college policies, but we also discovered a 
number of confounding factors that prevented comparison across academic units and faculty types.  These 
factors include: 
 

• Faculty Types 
Some teaching workload policies are reported only for tenure-line faculty.  Others differentiate 
between “research active” or “low productivity” faculty and other faculty.  Many units do not 
report any workload policies for full-time fixed-term faculty, while others differentiate the 
workloads of fixed-term 1 faculty from fixed-term multi-year faculty.  Finally, some units hire 
fixed-term faculty that focus primarily on research, while others are primarily teaching faculty. 
 

• Metrics 
The workload policies were highly variable in how they described teaching workloads.  Various 
academic units and campuses use courses, contact hours, credit hours, and equations that define 
distinct units in their workload descriptions.  Teaching workloads are also reported using varied 
time frames including: by the year, by the semester, and by fall and spring semesters.  
 

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2009-2010/jan2010/appd.pdf
http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2012-2013/dec2012/appi.pdf
http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2012-2013/dec2012/appi.pdf
http://www.opia.psu.edu/progress/goal7/PerformanceMeasures/WorkloadPolicies
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The use and definitions of contact and credit hours differed across units.  Some confusion 
surrounds the fact that credit hours reflect expectations of student workload rather than faculty 
workload (see Senate policy 42-20 Credit by Instruction). 
 

• Course Exclusions and Inclusions 
Some units specifically exclude under-enrolled courses and independent studies courses from 
calculations of teaching workloads, while others do not mention them.  Supervision of graduate 
students’ research or teaching is often excluded as well. 

 
• Additional Factors 

College teaching workload expectations also include a variety of factors including enrollment, 
availability/use of teaching assistants or learning assistants, whether courses were clinical, 
practicums, studio courses, or lectures.  Other variables used to adjust teaching workloads include 
whether courses involve travel, site preparation, or engaged scholarship.   
 

The committee attempted to obtain data comparing unit teaching workload policies with the reality of the 
courses taught (with the understanding that a unit’s immediate needs can supersede posted policies).  We 
were unable to compare teaching workloads across units because faculty members are not assigned to 
courses consistently across the university, nor even within a single college.  For example, some units list 
many faculty for each course section, even though only one faculty member is responsible for a particular 
section.  In other cases, one faculty member is listed, but the workload of the course is distributed across 
multiple instructors.   
 
Conclusions 
 
At present, due to the many differentials in the way teaching workload is reported, as described above, it 
is not possible to make accurate or meaningful comparisons regarding the expectations for and the 
assignments of teaching workloads across units/campuses. Such comparisons cannot be accomplished 
unless or until there is clarity and shared definitions (e.g regarding faculty and course types), as well as 
comparable metrics used to measure workloads across units/campuses.  
 
Therefore, we conclude that the following recommendations from the January 26, 2010 Faculty Senate 
Report, that were approved by the President, have not been fully implemented, including: 
 
• Recommendation #1: “Academic units must develop clearly articulated and easily accessed policies 

regarding faculty assignments and expectations. A unit’s policy must address faculty workload, 
including teaching, advising, research and creative activity, and service, and seek to ensure workload 
equity within the unit, while recognizing that equity does not always imply identical responsibilities 
assigned to all faculty members.” 
 

• Recommendation #3: “To ensure equity across academic units, the Executive Vice-President and 
Provost shall review and approve all workload policies.”  

 
It would seem that due to the variable ways that teaching workload policies are written, it is not 
possible for administrators or faculty to make comparisons across units in order to determine equity.    

 
• Recommendation #6: “There should be an established process by which individual faculty members 

may appeal their expectations under the unit’s workload policy.” 
 

http://senate.psu.edu/policies-and-rules-for-undergraduate-students/42-00-acquisition-of-credit/%2342-20
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Only two units identify an appeals process in the workload policies posted on-line. Such appeals 
processes need to be better described so that faculty members know where to take issues that could be 
dealt with more appropriately and beneficially than through Faculty Senate. 

 
• Recommendation #7: “Faculty workload policies should be reviewed no less frequently than every 

five years.” 
 
Many of the workload policies posted on-line have no date identifying when they had been approved, 
whereas approval dates for the other policies range from November, 2002 to April, 2012. Therefore, 
the majority of workload policies are in need of review. Since Recommendation #2 states “…the 
faculty of each academic unit must be consulted and encouraged to participate in the formulation and 
articulation of the workload policy for that unit,” review of unit policies should afford faculty an 
excellent opportunity to engage in dialogue with administrators regarding workload expectations and 
perceived inequities. 
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Teaching Workloads from College and Campus Workload Policies 

Academic Unit 
Appointment Type  

(Tenure-line, FTMY, FT1) Credit Hours 
Semester Load or  

# courses 
Abington Tenure-line 18/year  - 
Abington Fixed-term Multi-year 18-21/year  - 
Abington Fixed-term 1 24/year (min.) 4-4 
Abington, Kinesiology Fixed-term Multi-year 5-7.5/sem 5-5 
Altoona Basic teaching, 3 cr. courses 12/sem, 24/yr 4/4 
Altoona Research-active, standing, 3 cr. 9-12/sem, 18-21/yr 3-3 or 3-4 
Altoona Tenure-line, provisional, 3 cr. courses 9/sem 3-3 
Berks Tenure-line, active research 18/year  - 

Berks Tenure-line, non-active research 24/year  - 
Berks Fixed-term Multi-year 24/year -  
Erie, Behrend Fixed-term faculty 12 cr/sem 4-4 
Erie, Behrend Tenure-track 9/sem 3-3  
Erie, Behrend Tenured 9/sem 3-3  
Great Valley Tenured, pre-tenure, and fixed-term 9/sem 3-3 
Harrisburg, Capital Tenure-line, productive scholar 9/sem 3-3 
Harrisburg, Capital Tenured, low scholarly productivity 12/sem -  
Harrisburg, Capital Newly hired tenure-track (1st 2 years) 15/year 2-3 
Harrisburg, Capital Fixed-term 1/Fixed-term Multi-year 12/sem -  
University College Tenure-line 18/year 4-4 max. 
University College Fixed-term 1/Fixed-term Multi-year 24/year -  
Agricultural Sciences Tenure-line 50% RI apt. 12/year 2-2 
Agricultural Sciences Tenure-line 25% RI apt. 6/year 1-1 
Arts & Architecture Tenure-line 6-18/year (studio) 2-2 min. (lecture, seminar) 
Arts & Architecture Fixed-term 1 -  3-3 
Business Tenure-line 12/year -  
Business Clinical 18/year -  
Business Fixed-term 1 21/year -  
Communications Tenure-line  - 2-2 
Communications Fixed-term 1/Fixed-term Multi-year  - 3-3 
Communications Dept. Heads  - 2-1, 1-2/sem 
Communications Dean & Assoc. Deans  -- 1/year 
Earth and Mineral Sciences Tenure-line ~12/year 4/year 
Education Tenure-line 6/sem 2-2 
Engineering Tenure-line - 4/year 
Health and Human Development Tenure-line, productive research 6/sem 2-2 
Health and Human Development Tenure-line, non-productive research -  3-2, 2-3/sem 
Health and Human Development Tenure-line, clinical -  1/sem 
Health and Human Development Fixed-term 9-12/sem 3-3 or 4-3 
Information Sciences and Technology Tenure-track 6/sem 2-2 
Information Sciences and Technology Tenured or Tenure-track  - 3-3 
Information Sciences and Technology Non tenure-track  - 3-3 
Liberal Arts Tenure-line 6/sem 2-2 
Liberal Arts Tenure-line, named/Disting. Prof.  - 3/yr 
Nursing Tenure-line, active research 6/sem 2-2 
Nursing Tenure-line, non-active research 9/sem 3-3 
Nursing Fixed-term 12 cr hrs /sem 4-4 
Science Tenure-line -  4/yr 
http://www.opia.psu.edu/progress/goal7/PerformanceMeasures/WorkloadPolicies 

http://www.opia.psu.edu/progress/goal7/PerformanceMeasures/WorkloadPolicies
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JOINT DIVERSITY AWARENESS TASK FORCE 
 

Progress to Date and Steps for Moving Forward 
 

(Informational) 
 

Introduction 
 
At the January 29, 2013 University Faculty Senate meeting, then Chair Larry Catá 
Backer invited student representatives of the Penn State Student Diversity Awareness 
Task Force to address the University Faculty Senate in the wake of the nationally 
publicized Chi Omega Mexican theme party in the fall of 2012.  The resulting 
conversation provided a point of convergence with efforts among faculty and 
administration to focus more comprehensively on issues of diversity at the university, and 
the role of diversity education and practice at Penn State. “Penn State President Rodney 
Erickson and 2012-13 Senate Chair Larry Backer called for the formation of the joint task 
force following the Jan. 29 Senate meeting, in response to a request made by members of 
the Student Diversity Awareness Task Force.” (“Penn State forms Joint Diversity 
Awareness Task Force,” Penn State News, April 29, 2013, available 
http://news.psu.edu/story/275189/2013/04/29/impact/penn-state-forms-joint-diversity-
awareness-task-force).  The Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force (JDATF) was charged 
by then University Faculty Senate Chair Larry Catá Backer and then Interim Provost 
Robert Pangborn on April 16, 2013. The Charge is attached as Appendix A and is 
available at http://senate.psu.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/13525/2014/07/jdatf-
charge_041613.pdf. The JDATF was charged:  
 

to work collaboratively to engage in dialogue and provide recommendations to 
the University Faculty Senate and Administration to enhance diversity awareness 
in the University Community; thoroughly investigate practices that will be most 
effective to increase diversity understanding among the student body; and provide 
recommendations to the Faculty Senate committee charged with reforming the 
general education curriculum as a whole. 

 
The Task Force has prepared this Informational Report to (1) provide a record of the 
work of the JDTF since its formation, (2) describe ongoing work that ought to be 
addressed going forward, and (3) consider approaches that may be useful in enhancing 
the diversity mission of the University by a joint task force of this kind.  
 
 
 
 

http://news.psu.edu/story/275189/2013/04/29/impact/penn-state-forms-joint-diversity-awareness-task-force
http://news.psu.edu/story/275189/2013/04/29/impact/penn-state-forms-joint-diversity-awareness-task-force
http://senate.psu.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/13525/2014/07/jdatf-charge_041613.pdf
http://senate.psu.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/13525/2014/07/jdatf-charge_041613.pdf
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Information 
  
The Task Force worked diligently as a group, met with and presented to the Council on 
Engaged Scholarship, the General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force (GETF), 
CORED, and the Joint Commissions Collaboration. Chairs of the Task Force also 
discussed with the administration Commonwealth Campus involvement, as well as 
collaboration with the New Student Orientation (NSO) program. Members of the JDATF 
also had representation on several subcommittees of the General Education Task Force.  
 
After meetings and consultation with the aforementioned committees and groups, the 
JDATF provided the following recommendations in an informational report at the March 
18, 2014 Senate Meeting (the Informational Report may be accessed at 
http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2013-2014/mar2014/appl.htm):  
 

• Diversity should be a core element of the new general education curriculum. 
• Diversity should be considered by the GETF as a theme, if a thematic approach is 

implemented in general education reform. 
• A “Diversity Passport” program should be implemented. This program would be 

similar to programs to enhance diversity and inclusion at other CIC institutions, 
but would be a voluntary mechanism for engaged scholarship. The program 
would utilize opportunities that already exist at Penn State for students to be 
involved in lectures, engaged dialogues, guest speakers and civic engagement. 
Students that are interested in gaining further experiences would be able to 
participate in a tiered program. Participation in such a program could be noted on 
a student’s transcript. It would not be a reference for multicultural expertise, but 
rather a way for Penn State students to show their employers that they have 
chosen to use their time at Penn State to learn about other cultures. 

• The content and material in the US and IL designated courses should be enriched. 
Instead of requiring only 25% of the course material to focus on diversity, we 
recommend 50% of the material in a course designated as such be spent on 
diversity and inclusion. For a course to count as both a US and IL course, 100% 
of the material would need to focus on these concepts. Additionally, a new 
criterion to increase understanding of the nature of power, privilege and 
discrimination in the United States and abroad at the societal, institutional, and 
individual levels should be added to the list of criteria for a US/IL course 
designation. Furthermore, we recommend that over a period of three years, all 
courses currently designated as US and IL courses be reviewed to determine if the 
courses meet the criteria. 

• The current (and well received) New Student Orientation “We Are Penn State” 
diversity and inclusion program for incoming students should be enhanced based 
on the assessment of the needs of incoming students and the utility of the program 
so far. 

• Professional development activities for faculty and staff to increase cultural 
competence should be created. 

 

http://www.psu.edu/dept/ufs/agenda/2013-2014/mar2014/appl.htm
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As a result of our work, we can point to an increased awareness of the importance of 
diversity and inclusion in the goals and mission of the University among various 
administrative units, student organizations, and faculty committees.  Our work also 
continues to increase diversity understanding among the University student body in 
accordance with our charge. 
 
The JDATF has, in a short period of time, developed a number of recommendations to 
fulfill the charge given to the task force. Membership of the JDATF was prepared to 
assist in implementing a “Diversity Passport” program (a form of engaged scholarship), 
assist in reviewing US and IL cultures courses, provide material for faculty and staff 
development, and collaborate with leadership of the NSO.  
 
On February 23, 2015 the JDATF was directed to continue to follow through with the 
original charge of April 16, 2013, giving consideration to the following criteria: 
 

Identify cross-cultural learning opportunities to promote diversity awareness; 
identify opportunities for faculty and staff development; promote student 
engagement; and provide and receive input in a network to further the 
University’s commitment to diversity. 

 
The JDATF is grateful for the charge and the faith it evidences for the importance of its 
work. It reaffirms its conclusions from its Informational Report of March 18, 2015. 
Currently, the JDATF has communicated with student leaders, as well as the Deans and 
Chancellors, to solicit additional consultation as to what role students and faculty should 
have in promoting diversity and inclusion in the classroom, and to identify the kind and 
scope of resources needed by faculty and students to achieve this goal. 
 
 
Discussion and Conclusion 
 
“Diversity and demographics” is one of six focal areas of President Barron’s 
administration. In the future we expect that the JDATF will continue to be effective in 
accordance with its continued mandate, which we recommend remain broad enough to 
engage with events as they unfold. The University remains prepared to engage 
constructively with such events as student activities in the wake of the Ferguson Missouri 
protests, including with students at Penn State who participated in “die-in” protests, 
misconduct by student organizations, and other matters that may suggest the need for 
sensitivity and engagement in the context of diversity and university solidarity in positive 
and respectful ways. The JDATF might, along with administration officials, have been an 
additional resource for students to engage during a polarizing time at the University. With 
racial tensions increasingly prevalent in today’s society, including the fraternity fall-out 
at the University of Oklahoma, the JDATF needs to be a viable, effective, and supported 
group to provide educational and engagement recommendations and resources for all 
members of the University. We are encouraged by the move toward a greater focus on 
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embedded diversity and expect that the JDATF continues to receive effective and 
sustained support from the entire University community.  
 
The work of the current JDATF has proven to be useful.  Sustained support of the work 
of the JDATF from both the faculty and senior administrators will be necessary to move 
the work from conception to operationalization successfully. The lessons learned over the 
course of the last two years has suggested both the possibilities and challenges for any 
committee going forward that is charged with enhancing the diversity mission of the 
University. Our task force wishes to provide future members of the JDATF or 
committees working to enhance diversity and inclusion at the University with the 
following items for consideration: 
 

• Work closely with President Barron on our joint initiative for diversity.  We 
should fully embrace President Barron’s call, reported March 20, 2015, in which 
he stressed: “three imperatives: moral, educational and business. The University 
has a duty to teach all people, a diverse campus is a richer learning environment, 
and a welcoming and inclusive campus responding to changing demographics is 
crucial in attracting students. “At many universities, diversity is an assigned 
responsibility,” he said, “when in fact, we won’t be successful unless it is 
everybody’s job.” Penn State’s diversity will need to grow if the University is to 
mirror the racial makeup of Pennsylvania and beyond, according to Barron.”. 
(“Barron stresses demographics', diversity’s importance in future of Penn State,” 
Penn State News, March 20, 2015, available 
http://news.psu.edu/story/349208/2015/03/20/administration/barron-stresses-
demographics-diversity%E2%80%99s-importance-future).  

• Work closely with the University Faculty Senate Standing Committee on 
Educational Equity and Campus Environment (EECE), the Schreyer Institute of 
Teaching Excellence (SITE), the Office of Institutional Planning and Assessment 
on strengthening strategies for assessing diversity awareness and inclusion. 

• Working with appropriate leaders on a range of programs to deepen diversity 
embeddedness throughout the University from recruitment, to new student 
orientation, following through first year engagement, and lastly to retention, 
graduation, and placement. 

• We are mindful of the limitations of our own time and resources. The JDATF will 
have to choose carefully how to apply its efforts productively. We thoroughly 
believe that such focus ought to be developed in deep consultation with Senate 
leadership and our student and faculty stakeholders. Additional objectives for the 
future might include: 
 

o Review of our curriculum and establishment of criteria for US and IL 
courses. 

o Embedding diversity (moral, educational and business) in first year 
engagement. 

o Embedding diversity (moral, educational, and business) in engaged 
scholarship. 

http://news.psu.edu/story/349208/2015/03/20/administration/barron-stresses-demographics-diversity%E2%80%99s-importance-future
http://news.psu.edu/story/349208/2015/03/20/administration/barron-stresses-demographics-diversity%E2%80%99s-importance-future
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SENATE COMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND 

SENATE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING 
 

Overview of the Facilities and Administrative Rate Distribution by Colleges, Administrative 
Units and Commonwealth Campuses  

 
(Informational) 

  
Introduction 
The purpose of this informational report is to provide an overview of Penn State University’s 
Facilities and Administrative Rate (F&A Rate) distribution by Colleges, Administrative Units 
and Commonwealth Campuses. The F&A Rate is used to reimburse the University for Costs to 
support sponsored research. Part of these F&A funds charged by PSU’s administration is 
distributed to units across all the commonwealth campuses. The focus of this informational 
report is to provide an overview of how administrative units (colleges, administration units, 
campuses) further redistribute these funds recovered from PSU’s central administration. The 
information for this report was provided by the Pennsylvania State University Office of the 
Corporate Controller. 
 
The following information represents the distribution of the research incentive funds (RIF).  RIF 
represents 12% of the funds recovered centrally through the application of the University’s 
facilities and administrative rate(s) (F&A) to sponsored awards.  This 12% is distributed from 
central to the administrative areas.  Below is the detail on how the funding is distributed by each 
administrative area who received RIF - the percentage retained by the Dean (or 
Chancellor/Executive), the amount distributed to the Department and the amount distributed to 
the faculty and any distributed for other purposes. 
 
Information 
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UP Academic Colleges 

 

Area 
Retained by 

Dean 

Distributed  
to 

Department 
Distributed 
to Faculty 

Used for 
Other 
Purposes Additional Information 

Agricultural Sciences 17% 83% -  -  Of the RIF returned to the departments;  some 
retain all of the RIF at the departmental level with 
nothing going to PI, some keep anywhere from 
50% to 33% and return the balance to the PI, some 
departments do not retain any RIF for departmental 
use and give 100% back to PI. 

Arts & Architecture 100% -  -  -  Supports research activities; up to 50% RIF 
generated available upon request 

Business (Smeal) -  -  100% -  New plan to be implemented with the RIF 
generated in FY14/15 

Communications 100% -  -  -    
Dickinson School of Law 

School of International 
Affairs 

100% -  -  -  Dean and Department same for DSL and SIA 

Earth & Mineral Sciences 17% 83% -  -  Dean % supports match, departments reallocate 

Education 75%* -  25% -  *75% retained by the Dean, but the Associate Dean 
for Research distributes some of this funding back 
to Departments.  The allocation is based on their 
research levels to be used to support research 
initiatives within the department.  The breakdown 
is below:   
    Level 1:   Total RIF of PI’s in dept. below 
$10,000:  $5,000 
    Level 2:  Total RIF of PI’s in dept. above 
$10,000:  $ 10,000 
    Level 3:  Total RIF of PI’s in dept. above 
$30,000: $15,000 

Engineering 17% 83% * -  *Departments reallocate 25 - 50% of their portion 
to faculty 
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Area 
Retained by 

Dean 

Distributed  
to 

Department 
Distributed 
to Faculty 

Used for 
Other 
Purposes Additional Information 

IST 65% -  30% 5% 5% retained in Bad Debt Cost Center 

Health & Human 
Development 

40% 60% -  -  Dean's % subsidizes the College Research Office 
with 5% retained for Bad Debt; large research 
generating departments reallocate their portion to 
faculty. 

Liberal Arts Approx 60% -  Approx 
40% 

 - Awards given to faculty based on formula 
developed in the college (See text Box).  Balance is 
retained by the Associate Dean for Research to 
fund new grant initiatives 

Nursing -  -  50% 50% College of Health and Human Development keeps 
6 % and sends The College of Nursing 6%.  Of the 
6% - 50% goes to the PI and 50% goes to support 
the college research administration office. 

Science (Eberly) 17% 83% -  -  Most departments distribute a portion to faculty but 
amount varies by department 

 
 

UP Administrative Units 
 

Area 
Retained by 

Dean 

Distributed  
to 

Department 
Distributed 
to Faculty 

Used for 
Other 

Purposes Additional Information 
Graduate School -  100% -  -  Office of Graduate Educational Equity Programs 

uses all of funds for graduate diversity recruitment 
initiatives. 

University Libraries 100% -  -  -  Reallocated in the form of micro grants to Libraries 
Faculty & Staff 

VP Research -  100% -  -  Departments reallocate their portion to faculty 
Outreach -  100% -  -  Directors of units have discretion on funds 

World Campus -  100% -  -  Directors of units have discretion on funds 
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Campuses 

(NOTE:  Most campuses do not have departments, so DEPT is used to represent DAA or Assoc. Dean) 
 

Area 
Retained by 

Dean 

Distributed  
to 

Department 
Distributed 
to Faculty 

Used for 
Other 

Purposes Additional Information 
Abington -  50% 50% -  50% Associate Dean used for faculty research 

activities (no departments) 
Altoona -  25% 75% -  - 
Behrend 100% -  -  -  Funds are used to support undergraduate research 

and research travel 
Berks 35% 20% 45% -  - 

Brandywine -  100%     Retained by Director of Academic Affairs 
DuBois -  100% -  -  Chancellor serves as Director of Academic Affairs, 

so represented in Dept Column.   Supports faculty 
travel and research 

Fayette -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, who 
supports faculty travel and research 

Great Valley -  100% -  -  Retained and managed by the Director of Academic 
Affairs 

Greater Allegheny -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, who 
supports faculty travel and research 

Hazleton -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, supports 
faculty travel and research 

Harrisburg -  50% -  50% Dept 50% - Split evenly between five academic 
schools   Other 50% - Retained by Associate Dean 
for Research for internal research grants 

Lehigh Valley 15% -  85% -  - 
Mont Alto -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs 

New Kensington -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, who 
supports faculty travel and research 

Wilkes Barre -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, supports 
faculty travel and research 

Worthington Scranton -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs, supports 
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Area 
Retained by 

Dean 

Distributed  
to 

Department 
Distributed 
to Faculty 

Used for 
Other 

Purposes Additional Information 
faculty travel and research 

York -  100% -  -  Retained by Director of Academic Affairs- 
Individual faculty may submit a request to DAA to 
receive up to 50% of the funds. 

Behrend 100% -  -  -  Funds are used to support undergraduate research 
and research travel 

 
 
Additional Information (Continued) 
 
Liberal Arts Program: 
The award amount will be computed as 8% of the revenues generated by a grant in the form of (a) the indirect cost recovery that 
comes to the College (12% of indirect costs when they are charged at a rate in excess of 15%), (b) academic year salaries for faculty in 
Liberal Arts, and (c) academic year stipends for graduate students in Liberal Arts. The cap for the award for any grant is set at 
$15,000; competitive continuation awards will be considered as separate from the initial grant. 
The award takes the form of a flexible research fund.  The rest is retained by the Associate Dean for Research for use funding new 
grant initiatives. 
 
 
College of Medicine  
15% of overhead generated by the faculty is returned back to their home department’s general funds to cover research incentives, 
professional education, etc.  However if the faculty member has a membership in an institute, 8% is returned to the home department 
and 8% to the institute.  In this case the department and the institute negotiates who will cover the research incentive and professional 
education and move funds accordingly to each other. 
 
Defense Related Research Units (DRRU) - Applied Research Laboratory (ARL)/ Electro-Optics Center (EOC) 
Given that DRRU is funded entirely through sponsored awards, RIF does not apply.  Both ARL and EOC have an overhead cost rate 
which in theory allows them to recover 100% of their overhead costs.  As their operation in 100% sponsored awards, they retain their 
overhead.  As DRRU has expenditure fluctuations, they need to manage to their rate and make decisions related to their overhead 
costs accordingly.  
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Discussion and Conclusion 
This information could be useful for both faculty and unit administrators. This report aims to 
inform how the unit level distribution works in all units. The main highlight of this report is that 
the distribution process is varied, and likely determined by several factors specific to each unit. 
Future efforts could further look into the determination of RIF distribution, and the impact of 
these varied approaches. 
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• Benjamin Schreier 
• Neil A. Sharkey 
• Amit Sharma, Chair 
• Steinn Sigurdsson, Vice Chair 
• David B. Spencer 
• Ronald P. Wilson 
• Candice A. Yekel 
 

 
SENATE COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY PLANNING 

• Mark A. Brennan 
• Anthony M. Christina 
• Andy Dessel 
• Michael J. Dooris 
• Roger A. Egolf, Chair 
• Dennis L. Gingrich 
• David J. Gray 
• Kane M. High 
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• Joseph F. Horn 
• Rodney P. Kirsch 
• David J. Lieb 
• John Messner 
• Keith E. Nelson 
• W. Brian Reeves 
• Cynthia K. Robinson 
• Stephen C. Ross 
• Ira S. Saltz 
• Shuang Shen 
• Rachel E. Smith 
• H. Ford Stryker 
• Hemant P. Yennawar 
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REPORT OF 2015-2016 SENATE ELECTIONS* 

 

 Senate Council  

• Binh P. Le, Penn State Abington 
• Gretchen Kuldau, College of Agricultural Sciences 
• Victor W. Brunsden, Penn State Altoona  
• Bonj Szczygiel, College of Arts and Architecture 
• Martha W. Aynardi, Penn State Berks 
• James A. Miles, Smeal College of Business  
• Ann H. Taylor, College of Earth and Mineral Sciences 
• To be determined, College of Education 
• Peter Butler, College of Engineering 
• Sudarshan Nelatury, Penn State Erie 
• Matthew T. Wilson, Penn State Harrisburg 
• Patricia B. Koch, College of Health and Human Development  
• Caroline D. Eckhardt, College of the Liberal Arts 
• Rebecca Bascom, College of Medicine  
• John A. Nousek, Eberly College of Science 
• Kathryn W. Jablokow, Units with fewer than four senators: Communications, Great Valley, 

Information Sciences and Technology, International Affairs, Dickinson Law, Penn State 
Law, Libraries, Military Science, and Nursing 

• Galen A. Grimes, University College 

 

 Senate Committee on Committees and Rules Elected for two-year terms. 

• Dawn Blasko, Penn State Erie, the Behrend College 
• Pamela P. Hufnagel, Penn State Dubois 
• Christopher P. Long, College of the Liberal Arts 
• Richard W. Robinett, Eberly College of Science 
• Matthew Woessner, Penn State Harrisburg 
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Senate Committee on Faculty Rights and Responsibilities Elected for three-year terms. 

Faculty from University Park:  
 
• Jonna M. Kulikowich, Professor of Education, College of Education, member 
• Larry Cata Backer, W. Richard and Mary Eshelman Faculty Scholar, Professor of Law and 

International Affairs, Penn State Law, member 
• Kim C. Steiner, Professor of Forest Biology, College of Agricultural Sciences, alternate 

 

Deans/Chancellors: 

• Christian M. Brady, Dean, Schreyer Honors College, member 
• Marie Hardin, Dean, College of Communications, alternate 

Standing Joint Committee on Tenure  Elected for three-year terms. 

• Brenton M. Yarnal, E. Willard and Ruby S. Miller Professor of Physical Geography, College 
of Earth and Mineral Sciences, member 

• Patricia M. Hinchey, Professor of Education, Penn State Worthington-Scranton, alternate 

University Promotion and Tenure Review Committee  Elected for two-year terms. 

• **Jonna M. Kulikowich, Professor of Education, College of Education  
• Linda Miller, Professor of English, Penn State Abington 
• Deborah Eicher-Catt, Professor of Communication Arts & Sciences, Penn State York 
• ***Kathryn Willis Wolfe, Professor of French, Penn State Erie, the Behrend College 
• John E. Carlson, Professor of Molecular Genetics, College of Agricultural Sciences 

 
____________________ 
* Chair-Elect, Secretary, and Faculty Advisory Committee to the President election results  

will be announced at the Senate meeting on April 28, 2015. 
**   Resigned to accept elected seat on Faculty Rights and Responsibilities 
*** Resigned 
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MINUTES OF SENATE COUNCIL 
Tuesday, April 14, 2015 – 1:30 p.m. 

102 Kern Graduate Building 
 
 

Members Present: M. Ansari, M. Aynardi, R. Bascom, R. Belz, R. Bacsom, V. Brunsden, P. 
Butler, C. Eckhardt, R. Egolf, K. Jablokow, N. Jones, P. Koch, J. Kulikowich, B. Le, J. Miles,  
S. Nelatury, J. Nousek, R. Radhakrishna, K. Shapiro, J. Strauss, A. Taylor, M. Wilson, B. 
Yarnal 
 
Guests/Others: L. Backer, B. Bowen, W. Knight, R. Pangborn, M. Whitehurst, C. Weidemann, 
M. Slattery, J. Schulenberg, J. Williams, M. Williams, N. Schlegel, D. Hagen 
 
Absent: T. Beebee, W. Carlsen, M. Hanes, P. Koch 

 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair Kulikowich called the meeting to order at 1:35 p.m. on Tuesday, April 14, 2015, in 102 
Kern Graduate Building.  
 
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 24, 2015  
 
The minutes of the February 24, 2015, meeting were approved.   
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS AND REMARKS 
 
Chair Kulikowich welcomed new members and special guests. 
 
Additional announcements by Chair Kulikowich: 

• The Faculty Advisory Committee met this morning with President Barron and Provost 
Jones and discussed the following topics: Diversity and Demographics, Presidential 
Goals for the Year, General Education, Progress on Engaged Scholarship, Standing v. 
Contingent Faculty --- the Delphi Project Report, Update on Middle-States Visit, Update 
on Project LionPATH, Update on Strategic Planning, Update on Searches, Admissions 
Update. 

• Chair Kulikowich announced that there will be an FAC meeting and Senate 
Council meeting to be held on Tuesday, June 30.  

• The online Senate elections opened on March 30 and polls closed on April 10 at 5:00 
p.m.  The results will be announced at the April 28 Senate meeting. 
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• Committee preference forms have been submitted and Committees and Rules will 
meet in May to make committee assignments for 2015-16.  

• Jeff Laman’s term on FAC is ending this year. Some units have not yet submitted 
the name of their 2015-16 councilor, so other Senate councilors might not be 
returning.  Chair Kulikowich thanked all councilors who are not returning for their 
contributions.   

 
 
Executive Vice President and Provost Nick Jones reviewed the recommendations from the 
preliminary report of the review team from the Middle States Commission on Higher Education 
(MSCHE).  Assessment of programs is a key recommendation.  Several Councilors asked 
questions about assessment, with regard to programs, courses, and the proposed legislation on 
General Education.  An individual who reports directly to the provost will be identified to direct 
the assessment of programs throughout the university.  The University Strategic Planning 
Council met on April 12 and reviewed a working draft of the strategic plan.   
 
Vice Provost Blannie Bowen pointed out that the MSCHE review team had many positive 
comments about the university.  He reviewed the status of several searches.  A fourth candidate 
for the Dean of the Graduate School will be interviewed this week.  Four candidates for  
Dean of the Eberly College of Science have been identified for interviews.  The searches for the 
Executive Director of the Office of Planning and Institutional Assessment and the Vice Provost 
for Educational Equity are underway.  Searches for the Deans of the law schools and the College 
of Medicine will be launched later. 
 
Vice President Rob Pangborn reported that 11,000 students have been admitted for summer and 
fall.  Vice Provost Craig Weidemann reported that the Second Annual Conference on Engaged 
Scholarship drew 260 participants.  Acting Vice Provost Marcus Whitehurst had no updates. 
 
Chair-Elect Ansari expressed his deep appreciation to Chair Kulikowich for her dedication and 
service over the past  year.   
 
There were no councilor comments.  
 
ACTION ITEMS 
 
Revision to the Penn State Berks constitution.  Senate Council voted to approve the revisions. 
The chair of the unit faculty organization and the Abington chancellor will be notified. 
 
Revision to the Penn State Fayette constitution.  Senate Council voted to approve the revisions. 
The chair of the unit faculty organization and the Abington chancellor will be notified. 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
REPORT OF THE GRADUATE COUNCIL 
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Minutes from the February 18, 2015 and March 18, 2015, Graduate Council meetings are posted 
on the Graduate School website at http://www.gradschool.psu.edu/gradcouncil/2014-15-
graduate-council-meetings/.     
 
AGENDA ITEMS FOR APRIL 28, 2015 
 
Forensic Business 
 
Legislative Reports  

General Education Planning and Oversight Task Force— Revision to General Education 
Curriculum.  The Task Force Co-chairs provided an additional budget page to be added to the 
appendices for the report.   The report was placed on the Agenda on a Taylor/Wilson motion. 
 
Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid — Revisions to Senate Policy 42-82 (Acquisition of 
Credits) Accredited U.S. Institutions. This report was placed on the Agenda on a Belz/Taylor 
motion. 
 
Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid — Revisions to Senate Policy 05-80, 05-81, 05-82 
(Admission). This report was placed on the Agenda on a  Brunsden/Taylor motion. 
 
Libraries, Information Systems, and Technology — Motion/Resolution in Support of Open Access to 
Scholarly Publications.  Concerns were expressed about the format of the report, which consists of a 
resolution for Senate consideration.  The resolution was placed on the Agenda on an  Egolf/Taylor 
motion. 
 
Undergraduate Education — Changes to Senate Policy 42-27 Class Attendance.  R. Belz pointed out that 
the University Park Undergraduate Association supports the report.  This report was placed on the 
Agenda on a  Belz/Jablokow motion. 
 
Advisory/Consultative Reports 
 
Faculty Benefits— Employee Life Insurance Policy. This report was placed on the Agenda on a 
Wilson/Belz motion.  
 
 
Informational Reports  
 
Admissions, Records, Scheduling, and Student Aid — Annual Report on the High School Students 
Enrolled Nondegree in Credit Courses.  A typo on Table 2B will be corrected. This report was 
placed on the Agenda on a Wilson/Eckardt motion.  There will be no presentation.  Questions 
will be invited and may be submitted via email to senate@psu.edu.  
 
Faculty Affairs— Faculty Tenure Rates 2014-15 Annual Report.  This report was placed on the 
Agenda on a Brunsden/Taylor motion.  There will be no presentation.  Questions will be invited 
and may be submitted via email to senate@psu.edu.  
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 Faculty Affairs— Report on Faculty Teaching Workloads.  R. Pangborn will contact Committee 
Chair Koch about some edits on the report. This report was placed on the Agenda on a 
Ansari/Taylor motion.  Ten minutes was allocated for presentation and discussion. 
 
Joint Diversity Awareness Task Force— Progress to Date and Steps for Moving Forward . This report 
was placed on the Agenda on a Eckhardt/Taylor motion.  Fifteen minutes was allocated for 
presentation and discussion. 
 
Research and University Planning— Overview of the Facilities and Administrative Rate Distribution by 
Colleges, Administrative Units, and Commonwealth Campuses. This report was placed on the Agenda 
on a Brunsden/Wilson motion.  There will be no presentation.  Questions will be invited and may 
be submitted via email to senate@psu.edu.  
 
 
APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA FOR April 28, 2015 
 
The Agenda was approved on an Egolf/Wilson motion. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Chair Kulikowich thanked Council members for their attendance and participation.  The meeting 
was adjourned at 2:35 p.m.   
 
 
Daniel R. Hagen 
Executive Director 
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 Date:  April 16, 2015 
 
To:  All Senators and Committee Members  
 
From:  Daniel R. Hagen, Executive Director  
 
 
Following is the time and location of all Senate meetings for April 27 and 28.  Please notify 
the Senate office and committee chair if you are unable to attend.  
 
MONDAY, APRIL 27, 2015  
 
6:30 p.m.  Officers and Chairs Meeting  102 Kern Graduate Building 
 
8:15 p.m.  Commonwealth Caucus Meeting  102 Kern Graduate Building 
    
TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 2015 
 
8:00 a.m.  Intercollegiate Athletics  502 Keller Building 
  
8:30 a.m.  Admissions, Records, Scheduling,  112 Shields Building  
 and Student Aid 
 
 Committees and Rules  201 Kern Graduate Building  
 
 Curricular Affairs  102 Kern Graduate Building  
 
 Educational Equity and Campus  315 Grange Building  
 Environment   
 
 Faculty Affairs  118 Agricultural Sciences and Industries Building  
 
 Faculty Benefits  519 Elliott Building  
 
 Intra-University Relations  215 Business Building 
    
 Outreach  214 Business Building 
    
 Research  217 Business Building  
    
 Undergraduate Education  110C Chandlee Lab 
 
 University Planning 217 Forest Resources Building 
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9:00 a.m.  Global Programs 412 Boucke Building 
 
 Libraries, Information Systems  510A Paterno Library 
 and Technology 
 
 Student Life  409H Keller Building  
 
11:00 a.m. Student Senators Caucus  114 Kern Graduate Building 
 
11:15 a.m.  Commonwealth Caucus Meeting  Assembly Room, Nittany Lion Inn  
 
1:30 p.m.  University Faculty Senate  112 Kern Graduate Building 
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Date: April 16, 2015 
 
To: Commonwealth Caucus Senators (includes all elected campus senators) 
 
From: Roger Egolf and James Ruiz, Caucus Co-chairs 
 

 
MONDAY, APRIL 27, 2015 – 8:15 PM 

112 KERN BUILDING 
[*NOTE LOCATION CHANGE] 

 
Commonwealth Campuses:  Strategic Direction and Initiatives 
Dr. Nicholas Jones, Executive Vice President and Provost; and  

Dr. Madlyn Hanes, Vice President for Commonwealth Campuses  
 

TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 2015 – 11:15 AM 
NITTANY LION INN, ASSEMBLY ROOM 

 
A buffet luncheon will be provided at 12:15 p.m. 

 
 

Agenda 
 

I. Call to Order 
 
II. Announcements 
  
III. Committee Reports 
 
IV. Other Items of Concern/New Business 
 
V. Adjournment and Lunch 
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