
Illinois Wesleyan University 

Minutes of the November, 7 2016 Meeting of the General Faculty 

Memorial Center, Davidson Room  

 

 

1.  Call to Order 4:05 p.m. 

 

2. Minutes of the October 10, 2016 Faculty Meeting approved without correction. 

 

3. Curriculum Council Consent Agenda approved without comment. 

 

4.   Committee Reports 

A. CUPP report by Professor Sullivan  

Sullivan noted the availability of CUPP’s written report containing highlights from recent 

minutes and invited questions.  

 The report mentions a recent course unit banking discussion but does not include 

undersubscribed courses as discussed in the August 29, 2016 CUPP meeting. Also, a 2007 

proposal [by the Writing Study Group] suggested making banking possible for faculty who 

teach Gateway and Writing Intensive courses. The Provost indicated that the latter was not 

feasible at the September 28, 2015 CUPP meeting but a CUPP response was not noted. 

Response: The discussion of undersubscribed courses may have been left out unintentionally. 

CUPP did not have knowledge of the history of the Gateway and Writing Intensive question for 

banking but will look into this. Sullivan noted Provost Green could not be present today but was 

willing to continue the conversation at the next faculty meeting. 

 What is status of the work on RAG’s Four Propositions document?  

Response: CUPP is working on action items; an upcoming meeting with Provost is part of that. 

 

B. Curriculum Council report by Professor Anderson 

Anderson noted the availability of CC’s written report and invited questions. 

 What is status of the work on RAG’s Four Propositions document?  

Response: CC prioritized Strategic Curricular Planning (SCP). 

 Is there a deadline for this work?  

Response: There is no set timeline for this work. The document says each council determines its 

priority and CC is focusing on SCP. 

 

C. PAT Committee report by Professor Ferguson 

Ferguson provided an overview of the written proposals, noting this is a 30-day notice for 

votes that will be held at the December meeting, to change the Faculty Handbook for the 

following: terminal degree requirements for the English Dept., language changes from the Hiring 

for Diversity Task Force, and clarifying criteria for the Kemp Award for Teaching Excellence.  

The Kemp Award changes standardize language throughout the Handbook and place an 

emphasis on the Handbook’s criteria as the guiding authority. 

Questions: 

 Several members suggested wording changes to the Hiring for Diversity proposal; a member 

raised a question about the need for explicit language. 

Response: Research shows that a key factor in retention is inclusive language about mentoring 



for and by racial and ethnic minority faculty. Faculty are encouraged to send additional 

comments to the Task Force. 

 A member encouraged the committee to recall last spring’s discussion about the terminal 

degree in Accounting. Did that discussion come up with the English proposal and does the 

outcome match the Handbook change proposed here? 

 

D. Nominating Committee report by Professor Perera 

Perera stated that the committee is working to add a description of the Undergraduate 

Research Advisory Council (URAC) to the Faculty Handbook. This group replaced the John 

Wesley Powell Research Conference Committee but the change is not yet in the Handbook. They 

intend to bring this change to faculty for approval at the next meeting. 

 

E. Faculty Development Committee report by Professor Ponce 

Ponce commented on the written report, highlighting their discussion with International 

Office Director Stacey Shimizu, and invited questions. There were none. 

 

F. General Education Task Force report by Professor A. Schultz 

Schultz noted the availability of a written report and invited questions. There were none. She 

then led a discussion on the Task Force’s written addendum and invited comments in response to 

three questions about including a structured three-course sequence (aka Pathway) in General 

Education (Gen Ed): 

1) What are the curricular benefits of the Pathways model (e.g., scaffolded, integrative 

approach to Gen Ed; a cohesive Gen Ed program rather than checklist mentality; 

interdisciplinarity that mitigates curricular silos)? 

2) What are the curricular disadvantages of the Pathways model (e.g., more restrictive Gen 

Ed scheduling for students; impact on more intensively sequenced majors; less 

opportunity for breadth in remaining Gen Ed requirements)? 

3) Are the curricular benefits from such a model worth the curricular trade-offs it would 

involve? 

The Task Force recognizes that there are logistical problems, such as staffing, in the models 

proposed, but they want to gauge faculty interest before pursuing those further. The aim of each 

model is to integrate Gen Ed through three years for every student. What do we see as benefits 

and drawbacks, and how might they be weighed? If faculty find either model interesting, the 

Task Force will move forward with logistical discussions. 

Drawbacks:  

 Adding more to requirements, especially for majors that already offer breadth in the 

discipline.  

 Limiting student access to classes with faculty outside their discipline. 

 Students at the 100 level may not be ready to integrate their limited existing knowledge. 

 Scaffolding is happening in some departments with Signature Work. This plan seems to 

“silo” Gen Ed rather than integrate it. 

Benefits:  

 Adding Writing Intensive at another level would address problems revealed by 

assessment of students’ abilities over their academic careers. 

Schultz commented that the Task Force started with the idea that Gen Ed would lead to 

Signature Work and has a goal of making Gen Ed as important as the major. She asked for 



further reflection and encouraged faculty to send additional comments. They will release a final 

draft in January and will hold a retreat to discuss suggestions before calling for a vote.  

A faculty member initiated a round of applause in recognition of the group’s work. 

 

G. Council for Excellence in Teaching & Learning (CETAL) report by Professor Ferradáns 

Ferradáns noted the availability of a written report and invited questions. There were none. 

 

5. Administrative Reports  

A. Eric Jensen, President  

The President spoke about the common themes that emerged from recent meetings with the  

Board of Trustees (BOT), CUPP, and President’s Advisory Committee (PAC). 

1) We acquire co-located properties on the corner of Empire & Main as an alternative 

way of holding investments. This is a book keeping transfer and not an expenditure of 

funds that can be used for other purposes. 

2) The Faculty Advisor of the student-managed investment portfolio is an invited guest 

at BOT Investment Committee meetings. CUPP will be consulted on whether or not 

to formalize that position. 

3) Faculty presented some Signature Work proposals to the BOT and Provost Green 

outlined potential costs for these and course banking. These ideas were well-received. 

4) PAC is working on a gap-funding proposal for a February presentation. We have to 

show the BOT that we are working on increasing revenue and making progress. 

Advancement is part of these conversations. Current ideas: 

 Alumni are interested in supporting concrete ideas like the proposals coming from 

Educational Studies, Environmental Studies, ARC, and credit hour banking.  

 Admissions is increasing work in international areas and targeted areas of the U.S.  

5) We are working to make our quality known and our tuition model easy to understand.  

The President invited questions:  

 What kinds of resources will be available to Academic Affairs? What can we do to help? 

Response: Some of the projects being talked about would come to about a half of a faculty 

line and some travel. What we need now is “bridge,” or, startup funding to make staffing 

sustainable. The up-front work involves making hypothetical projects tangible. We need a 

“pitch book” filled with ideas to take to alumni and external funding sources. Student support 

should be the biggest dollar amount in a project because we have too many students in need. 

If what we are selling is specialness and quality, we need to show that. Faculty can submit 

any idea to the Provost, not just Signature Work proposals.  

 

6. Old Business 

None 

 

7.  New Business 

None 

  

8.  Adjournment, approved by consent, at 5:20 p.m. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  

Meg Miner, Secretary of the Day 


