Faculty Senate Minute}» #343
Friday, May 8,2009 . _. 9:30 PM - Room 630 T

~ Present (37): Simon Baatz, Andrea Balis, Elton Beckett, Adam Berlin, Te.r‘esa Booker, Marvie
Brooks, Erica Burleigh, Elise Champeil, Shuki Cohen, Edward Davenport, JoEllen Delucia, Virginia
Diaz, DeeDee Falkenbach, Beverly Frazier, P. J. Gibson, Maki Haberfeld, Jay Hamilton, Richard
Haw, Heather Holtman, Ping Ji, Karen Kaplowitz, Ali Kocak, Tom-Litwack, Vincent Maiorino,
Evan Mandery, Mickey Melendez, Nicholas Petraco, Michael Pfeifer, Raul Romero, Francis
Sheehan, Richard Schwester, Staci Strobl, Robert Till, Shonna Trlnch Roberto Visani, Valerle
West, Joshua Wilson
Absent (13): Michael Alperstein, Janice Dunham, Joshua Freilich, Gail Garfield, Amy Green,
.Kimberly Helmer, Allison Kavey, Joseph King, Erica King-Toler, Tanya Rodriguez, Jodie Roure,
Arthur Sherman, Thalia Vrachopoulos . '

Guests: Professors Ned Benton, Marco Navarro A .

 Invited Guests: Professor George Andreopoulos, Provost Jane Bowers

‘ : Agenda’
Adoption of the agenda :
Approval of Minutes #342 of the April 20, 2009, meeting
Announcements & Reports
Approval of the calendar of 2009-10 Faculty Senate meetings _
Recommendation from the ad hoc Senate group regarding grades and academic standards
Review of the agenda of the May 11 College Council meeting -
Report of Keeling and Associates, Consultants, on‘Retention at John Jay
Consideration and vote on candidates for honorary degrees
. Proposal for student evaluation of online courses
10 Discussion about proposals for a community period
11. Proposed amend/ment of the CUNY Bylaws to establish term limits for department chairs
12. Invited Guest: Provost Jane Bowers

PPNOWAEWNE




1. Adoption of the agenda. Approved.

2. Adomon of Minutes #342 of the April 20, 2009Lmeet|ng Approved

3. Announcements & Reports [Attachment A]

-Attachment A is the relevant pages of the CUNY Performance Management Final Year-End
Report for 2007-8. It was provided by Director of OIR Gail Hauss in response to a request from
the President of the Senate for data about the graduation and retention rates of John Jay’s .
baccalaureate and master’s students and of the students at all the other CUNY colleges
[Attachment A]. This information was requested to help inform the Senate’s discussion of the
Retention Report by Keeling and Associates, the consultants who drafted the Report.

‘The three at-large members of the 2009-10 Coliege Faculty Personnel Committee who have just
been elected by the full-time faculty are Professors Anthony Carpi (Science), Janice Dunham
(Library), and Karen Terry {Criminal Justice). The three alternate at-large members are Todd
Clear (Criminal Justice), Bilal Khan (Mathematics), and Carmen Solis (SEEK).

4. Approval of the calendar of 2009-10 Faculty Senate meetings [Attachment B]

\

5. Recommendatlon from the Senate ad hoc Senate commlttee on student expectatlons of
grades and academic standards [Attachment C]

The Senate approved the letter to the faculty on “Grading and Definitions of Undergraduaté
Grades” drafted by an ad hoc Faculty Senate group: Erica Burleigh, Shuki Cohen, Kimberly
Helmer, Karen Kaplowitz, Tom Litwack, and Roberto Visani [Attachment C].

The Senate authorized President Kaplowitz to send the letter to all full-time and adjunct faculty
each semester; to recommend to the Undergraduate Curriculum & Academic Standards ‘
Committee that all faculty be required to include the official definition of undergraduate grades
in their course syllabi; and to inform the administration that the Undergraduate Bulletin has.a
serious error, that of including the definitions of graduate course grades in the Undergraduate
Bulletin, on the same page as the definitions of undergraduate course grades and with no
explanation that one set of definitions is for graduate course grades erroneously making it
seem that the graduate definitions pertain to undergraduate course grades.

N




6. Review of the agenda of the May 11 College Council meeting [Attachﬁ\ent D]

The agenda of the May 11 College Council meetihg includes: a letter of intent for a B.A. Degree
in Law and Society; a letter of intent for a B.A. Degree in Philosophy; a 2+2 Joint Degree
Program with BMCC for an A.A. Degree in Criminal Justice/B.A. Degree in Criminal Justice; two
course revisions in history and economics; four new history courses; two new courses in
Government; a new Literature course; a new English/Anthropology course; a new PED course; .
a proposal to revise the B.A. Degree in Government; a proposal for a new minor in Health and
Physical Education; proposed Learning Objectives and Principles for the Revision of the General
- Education Program; and a proposal for a New Honors Program. l
President Kaplowitz distributed the proposal for a new Undergraduate Honors Program
[Attachment D] and explained that the Council of Chairs has just-expressed unease about the
proposal, asking the Provost to delay consideration of the proposal until next semester.
Provost Bowers wrote a blistering reply, criticizing the Chairs for bringing their concerns to the
table so late in a discussion which has been going on all year. :

Senator Evan Mandery expressed his opposition to the Honors Program proposal. He said he
has participated in John Jay’s Honors Program for several years and that it has experienced a
tremendously high rate of aftrition, as high as 90%. He said the Honors Program as proposed
will be very expensive and added that there is no evidence that such a program will help John
Jay get into the CUNY Honors College, which requires that we enroll more students with higher
SAT scores. Senator Mandery spoke against the proposed program, saying that we could offer
fellowships that would attract more students with high SAT scores to John Jay, without running
this expensive program. ' :

VP Francis Sheehan said he likes the concept of taking the best students from each depaftmeht
and getting them together in an honors program but he does not think this.is part of the
proposal before us. He recomménded that Senators go to College Council and vote to table this
proposal. ' ) ’

Senator Litwack said he is not on the College Council and cannot attend the College Council
meeting at which this proposal will be voted on. However, his recommendation is that this
proposal be approved only with the proviso that full outside funding must be achieved. He said
the college is already running an annual deficit of more than $2 million and cannot afford to .
take on a new and expensive program without a clear budget plan.

Senator Ping Ji said she agrees with Senator Litwack that it would be really helpful to have a
more detailed budget report. Senator Heather Holtman said that the College has many areas
where more money is needed, such as are outlined in the Retention Report, so it might not
make sense to devote efforts to raising furids for this new program when we have more

- pressing needs.




~

Senator Mandery said he is all in favor of an honors program but he thinks thereis a much
more cost-effective way to run such a program. He said the bottom line problem with this
program is that science students who are the largest group of honors students we have cannot
participate init. } J ‘

Senator Litwack suggested that having a really good honors program will attract especially good
students. Not having a good program will impede progress to gaining the kind of academically
well prepared students that we want. He added that haste would not be in the best interest of
the College. Others senators were concerned_ that the Honors Program proposal is a shell with
little substantive information and that such a proposal would ultimately not belattractive to
philanthropic funding. A

Senator Andrea Balis said she has been following this proposal for a long time and she has
never heard the issue of funding discussed before, which she finds surprising.

Senator Ping Ji said she had written and obtained funding for many programs in the Suences
and she sees the lack of a budget document as crucial.

. Senator Mandery said he is surprised at the direction the discussion has taken. He does not f

think this proposal was designed primarily to apply to potential funders. )
Senator Adam Berlin said that it was his sense when this proposal was brought to the Senate at
an earlier point that the Honors Program Ad Hoc Committee had not done its homework. There
were so many holes to be filled that he is not surprised that many people still have questions
about the substance of this proposal. Senator Beverly Frazier said we need to have our
questions answered before we vote. '

7. Report of Keeling and Associates, Consultants, on Retention at John Jay [Attachment E]

During a discussion of the Retention Report [Attachment E] there was general disagreement -
with the assumption in the report that facuity who have attended elite colleges are probably
not able to serve John Jay's student populatlon All agreed that this is an msult to both our
students and faculty.

Senator Valerie West asked that we be given an explanation of what is meant by a "change in
the culture of the institution” which is called for in the report. Senator Shuki Cohen reported
that at a CUNY faculty development workshop he attended, junior faculty were told that
research and grant applications are much more important than teaching. Senator West said
she also attended this workshop and heard the same message. She said the charitable
interpretation is that junior faculty were being advised how to manage the impossible workload
they are given; the message is that faculty have too many jobs to do, all of which are important,

’




but seIf-preservation does not lead to the same set of priorities as does attempting to provide a
good liberal education or attempting to remedy social injustices. Senator West said that she
found the Retention Report upsetting. :

L

8. Consnderatlon and vote on candidates for honorary degrees: Professor Georg
' Andreogoulos, Chair, Commlttee on Honorarv Degree

v

By'secret ballot, the Senate approved four candidates by at least the 75% affirmative vote of
those Senators present and voting: Taylor Branch, Denis Mukwege, Suzan Lori-Park, and Scott
Turow. Because only 3 honorary degrees may be conferred, a rule recently established by the
Chancellor, by secret ballot the Senate rank-ordered the four. The three hlghest ranked
candldates were Taylor Branch, Denis Mukwege, and Suzan Lori-Parks.

9. Proposal for student evaluation of online courses [Attachment F]

The Senate voted unanimously to recommend to the Provost that the proposed pilot of online
courses [Attachment F] be revised to include questions about the students’ experience of
taking the course online; to remove the N/A option because it implies that the qualities and
experiences being assessed might not be applicable and, rather, to remove any questions that
are, in fact, not applicable; to include fully the Student Evaluation of the Faculty C{ommittee in
the process because it is the appropriate committee and because it includes students. .

!

10. Discussion about proposals for a community period: Senators Karen Kaplowitz & Tom
Litwack [Attachment G]

Senator Litwack explained that he and Karen Kaplowitz represented the Faculty Senate on a
task force appointed by President Travis and chaired by VP Richard Saulnier whose charge was
to develop possible proposals for a community period during which time during which no
classes would be scheduled. The task force recommended five possible class grids and
community periods for consideration by the College communlty However only four proposals
are included in VP Saulnier’'s memo [Attachment G] '

A N . .
The Senate unanimously voted that the community period must be at the same time every day,
rather than at different times on different days as two of the options call for. The Senate .
declined to further review the remaining proposals unti! all the task force’s proposals are
transmitted for review. :




11. Discussion and vote on a resolution regarding the proposed amendment of the CUNY
' Bylaws establishing term limits for department chairs [Attachment H, I]

President Kaplowitz introduced a motion from the Executive Committee that the Faculty Senate
endorse a Resolution [Attachment H] adopted by the University Faculty Senate (UFS) opposing
the proposed amendment of the CUNY Bylaws that would establish term limits for chairs of
academic departments [Attachment{].

Senator Litwack said that the logic of the fifth “whereas” clause is flawed and, therefore, he
cannot vote to endorse the Resolution even though he opposes term limits for chairs. Several
other Senators agreed with Senator Litwack and said that they would also abstain although
they, too, oppose the proposed term limits.

C
President Kaplowitz said that she appreciates the criticism about the fifth “whereas” clause but
we are not free to alter the UFS Resolution; furthermore, she said; the most important aspect
of the Resolution, in her opinion, is the “resolved” clause: “Therefore, be it Resolved, that the
University Faculty Senate joins the Council of Faculty Governance Leaders in urging the Board of
Trustees to reject this proposal.” ' -

Senator Evan Mandery made an argument in favor of term limits for chairs.

President Kaplowitz responded that each academic department has the right to establish term
limits for itself and to incorporate such term limits in its department bylaws; indeed, an

- academic department at Baruch College has adopted term limits for the chair of its department.
The problem with the proposed amendment is that if approved term limits will be imposed on
all departments as if all departments in all the colleges are alike.

The motion to support the UFS resolution was adopted by a vote of 23 to 2, with 5 abstentions.

13. Invited Guest: Provost Jane Bowers [Attachment D]

Provost Jane Bowers was welcomed and was asked questions about the proposal for a new
honors program that is on the agenda of the May 11 meeting of the College Council

- [Attachment D] and especially about the budget for the proposed honors program. Provost
Bowers said the budget for the proposed program has not yet been worked out. Several
Senators said they do not see how faculty can be asked to vote for the proposal without
information about the budget for the program and several said that they cannot vote for such a
program if it is a truly expensive program. The Provost said she rejects the idea that we should
do without an honors program because there would be costs associated with it. She said the
decision to have an honors program at John Jay has already been made. ‘
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The Provost said that the decision to get John Jay admitted into the CUNY Honors College has
already been made, and one requirement of the CUNY Honors College is that we must have our
own honors program. She explained how desirable it would be for John Jay to be part of the
CUNY Honors College. ,
Senator Ping said that she understands the reasons for wanting John Jay to be in the CUNY
Honors College, and she also understands that there will be costs associated with this. She said
she cannot vote for such a program without knowing what the costs associated with it will be.
Also, she said, she might really, really want a BMW but she might have to accept that she
cannot afford one right now, and the same logic might restrict John Jay from adding every
educational program which might be advantageous to us or to 0ur students. Senator Ping Ji said
that if there were more details in the proposal it would be easier to caIcuIate how much the
program would cost. : -

~
\

Provost Bowers said that a fund-raising perso"n is being hired by the College and that when the -
person is hired this person can help us get a better idea about the costs of this proposal. She
explained that we need to have an honors program'in existence in order to raise funds to
support it. : !

Senator Tom Litwack pressed the Provost to expl:;in where the money would come from to,
support the program if the development officer could not raise enough funds to provide all the
student scholarships we will need. The Provost said that we will not take scholarship money
from the College’s operating budget; the honors program will be paid for entirely with outside
funding, she said. She added that she will pledge herself to this. Senator Tom Litwack said he is
satisfied with these assurances. N

Senator Evan Mandery said he has a different set of concerns and they are about the substance
rather than the costs of the proposal. He said he is going to say this at the College Council
meeting on May 11, and he does not want the Provost to be blindsided by his dissent. He said
the disproportionate share of students we have who are suitable for an Honors Program are
students in the sciences and an honors program as proposed will discourage participation in the
program by students in the sciences. He also spoke about the tremendously high attrition rate
‘of our current honors program, in which he teaches.

The Provost said she can address all of his concerns. She said the question about attrition rates
in honors programs is an excellent question. She said honors programs often do have a high ’
attrition rate, but in the CUNY Honors Collegé, which she started 85% of the first class stayed in
. the program until graduation. ~

The Provost said that she cannot yet show a curriculum and that that is deliberate, because she
wants the faculty of the college involved in designing the curriculum of the new honors

. program. VP Sheehan suggested that choosing students for the program based on GPA is unfair
to science students because the grades in science courses are not as highas the grades in other




courses. He suggested taking the top 5% or 10% of students in each departrhent, rather than
- using GPA alone. The Provost said she believes she can support something along these lines.

Senator Valerie West said she wholeheartedly supports the idea of getting John Jay included in
the CUNY Honors College. She said that the honors program proposal has been discussed at
“the Senate at many meetings and she has expressed many reservations about the proposal in
each of its iterations at those meetings, but she has not seen her concerns addressed in
iteration after iteration of the proposal; she said she feels that her concerns and those of other
faculty are being ignored. The Provost asked what suggestions Senator West feels have been
ignored, and Senator West said she can provide an entire list. The Provost listed a series of
concerns which she has heard raised and which have resulted in changes in the proposal.

The Provost spoke about the work she has been doing to get the new honors program started. -
She conceded that at present we may have no students who qualify for the CUNY Honors
College, but she thinks that it is reasonable to expect that in a few years we might have 6 or 7
students who qualify, and then we would be in the same position that Lehman College and the
College of Staten Island were in when they were accepted into the CUNY Honors College.

Senator Erica Burleigh spoke about being a teacher in the John Jay Honors Program this year
and said that 25% of her students are leaving the program because the College cannot afford to
provide scholarships or other incentives that are provided at most colleges to students for
doing the additional amount of work which is demanded of the honors students.

The Provost agreed that we should try to get the money to provide incentives, but she said we
first have to have a program before we can raise money for it, and that is why she is putting this
proposal forward..

Senator Burleigh said she still does not see what is new and appealing in this proposal and she
does not see what will give donors the incentive to donate money now when they have not
done so before. Senator P. J. Gibson said she shares Senator Burleigh’s concern that the

- program as now envisaged does not offer students enough incentive to take partin it.

Senator Mandery said he thinks everyone in this room wants the same thing. Yet, he said, he
does not see how the problems causing attrition among students in the current honors
program are addressed by the proposal before us. He said we should have focus groups among
- students to find out why they did not stay in the present program and find out what it would
take to attract students to such a program, which has not been done to his best knowledge.

The meeting was adjourned at 5:15 PM.




ATTACHMENT A

The City
University
of

New York

University Performance Management Report

2007-08
Year-End University Report
(Final)

Office of Institutional Research and Assessment
July 29, 2008



University Performance Management Process
2007-08 Year-End Report

Goal: Improve Student Success
Objective 4: Increase retention and graduation rates

University Target: Graduation rates will progressively increase in baccalaureate/master's
programs and in associate programs.

Six-year Graduation Rate: Percentage of full-time first-time freshmen in baccalaureate programs
who graduated from the college of entry within six years

Baccalaureate Programs

Entering Entering Entering Entering
Class of Class of Class of Class of
Fall 1998 Fall 1999 Fall 2000 Fall 2001
Senior
Baruch 531 58.7 56.8 59.8
Brooklyn 437 39.4 443 46.9
City 30.9 34.8 30.3 36.2
Hunter 31.9 36.7 37.5 35.9
Lehman 35.1 33.9 30.4 33.6
Queens 51.1 50.5 52.6 527
York 28.3 29.9 23.8 27.6
Senior College Average 40.2 41.8 42.2 44,7
Comprehensive
John Jay 31.6 35.7 42.3 42 1
Medgar Evers 74 17.6* 20.0" 10.3
NYCCT 6.9 6.1 9.1* 111
Staten Island 36.8 50.8 514 44.3
Comprehensive College Average 31.7 38.3 43.5 39.3
University Average 38.6 41.2 42.3 43.9

Note: Students are counted as graduates from the college of entry in the cohort year if they earn the degree pursued (or higher) within six years from the
college of entry. Graduation rates reflect all degrees conferred through August 31 of the last year of the tracking period. Students who earn more than one
degree within the tracking period are counted only once.

*Based on fewer than 25 students.
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University Performance Management Process
2007-08 Year-End Report

Goal: Improve Student Success
Objective 4: Increase retention and graduation rates

University Target: Graduation rates will progressively increase in baccalaureate/master's
programs and in associate programs.

Four-year Graduation Rate: Percentage of master's students who graduated within four years of
entry into master's program

Master's Programs

Entering Entering Entering Entering
Class of Class of Class of Class of
Fall 2000 Fall 2001 Fall 2002 Fall 2003
Senior
Baruch 73.8 76.6 77.0 75.2
Brooklyn 61.9 60.3 67.6 70.0
City 54.9 58.0 53.2 60.4
Hunter 67.4 65.5 68.0 67.7
Lehman 68.0 - 67.9 68.5 73.9
Queens 69.6 67.9 70.0 70.6
Senijor College Average 67.3 67.2 - 687 69.4
Comprehensive
John Jay , 66.3 60.2 61.5 54.6
Staten Island 62.3 62.6 62.9 56.0
Comprehensive College Average 64.5 61.0 61.9 55.0
University Average 66.9 66.4 67.7 67.3

Note: Graduation rates reflect all degrees conferred through August 31 of the last year of the tracking period. This is a system rate reflecting graduation from
any CUNY college, which may not necessarily be the same college at which the student first entered the master's program.

29-Jul-08 CUNY Office of Institutional Research and Assessment Page 49



ATTACHMENT B

Proposed Faculty Sénate Calendar of Meetings for 2009-2010
~ Fall 2009

Thursday, September 10

Wednesday, September 23

Wednesday, October 7

Thursday, October 22

Tuesday, November 3

Wednesday, November 18

Friday, December 4 - all-day meeting 1

Spring 2010
Thursday, February 11
Monday, February 22
Thursday, March 11
Wednesday, March 24
Thursday, April 8
Wednesday, April 21
Friday, May 7 - all-day meeting

: First meeting of the 2010-2011 Senate"
Wednesday, May 19°

All meetings are at 3:15 pm in Room 630T.




ATTACHMENT C
)

To: The Facult'y
From: The Faculty Senate

Re:  Grading and Definitions of Und'ergraduate Grades

The Faculty Senate believes it is critically irﬁportant to remind all faculty members of the official
definitions of the following Undergraduate grades, as established by the College Council:

A, A- | Ex‘ce//_ent |
~ B+,B,B- | .Very‘ Good )
C+C - Safisfactory
C-,D+,D,D- - Poor . -
F Failure |

It is the position of the Faculty Senate that giving grades to students who have not
demonstrated commensurate achievement and competénce/in their courses harms students in
at least four ways: ‘ ’

e . We send the wrong message to students that they need not work harder, nor improve
further, in order to achieve actual success both within the College and beyond.

e We devalue the work of other students receiving the same grade who in fact produce
superior work and achieve greater competency.

‘e We give students false expectations of success in advanced courses and in courses in
which grades are given commensurate with performancé and competence; in
obtaining admission to and being successful in graduate school, law school, or other
professional schools; and in their professional lives.



\
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o |f we reward with high grades something less than superior college level performance,
then in time we canexpect graduate schools, law schools and employers to devalue our
grades and degrees, and the grades and dégrees of our truly high performing students,
accordingly.

The Faculty Senate urges e‘very faculty member to adopt these official definitions, to include '
these definitions on every undergraduate course syllabus, and to provide specific guidance to
students regarding how high grades in the faculty member’s course can be achieved.

The Faculty Senate also invites you to share this letter with your undergraduate students. We
will be resending this letter to the entire faculty again at the beginning of the Fall semester and
subsequently. E ” ‘

N.B. These definitions of final grades appear-in the Undergraduate Bulletin. However, by
mistake, the very different definitions of grades for Graduate Program courées also appear on
the top of the same page and, furthéwrmo’re, they appear without an explanation that one set of-
definitions is for undergraduate grades and the other is for gradhate grades. This is important -
to know because students may be influenced erroneously by this mistake. The Faculty Senate
has notified the Administration of this error and has strongly requested that it be corrected as
quickly as possible‘. : ) a




ATTACHMENT D

Proposal for a New Undergraduate Honprs Program
~ at John Jay College ‘

Submitted by the Chair of the UCASC |
to the College Council for consideration at its May 11, 2009 meeting

1. Development Process

In fall 2007, the Provost charged a small faculty committee, chaired by Professor Sondra
Leftoff,' to develop a proposal for a new honors program for undergraduate students at John
Jay College. The College currently has an excellent honors program, which has graduated
several classes of high achieving students. That program is focused on the study of Criminal
Justice. The advent and growth of liberal arts majors at the college called for a more broadly-
based liberal arts honors program that would reflect the expansion of the John Jay curriculum
beyond the study of criminal justice and related fields. The committee was expected to propose
a program that would

e provide a four-year liberal arts course of study for exceptional undergraduates,

o reflect the highest standards and best practices of honors education nationally and in
CUNY,

o reflect the mission of the College,

e address the needs and goals of John Jay students, and

e serve as a faculty “laboratory” for the development of innovative curriculum and pedagogy

In developing the program described herein, the committee engaged in the following activities:

e gathered and evaluated information about existing honors programs at over twenty
colleges and universities, including the colleges of the City University of New York;

¢ gathered information from presentations and discussions at two annual conferences of
the National Collegiate Honors Council (2007 & 2008); ‘

¢ reviewed the literature about honors education, including Place as Text: Approaches to
Active Learning (Braid, Bernice, and Long, 2000) and Beginning in Honors: A Handbook
(Schulman, 2006), both published by the National Collegiate Honors Council;

e consulted with administrators of the Macaulay (CUNY) Honors College;

' Originally, the members were Professor Alisse Waterston (Anthropology) and Professor Judy-Lynne

Peters (Public Management). Professor Peters, who was unable to continue on the committee, was later
replaced by Professor Caroline Reitz (English)



consulted with administrators of honors program at several CUNY senior colleges that
are participants in the Macaulay (CUNY) Honors College (Brooklyn, Clty, Hunter &
Queens);

consulted with CUNY central Ofﬁce of Academic Affairs personnel_and ‘with the staff of
the CUNY Leadership Academy;

attended the November 2008 CUNY Honors Conference;

consulted with the faculty and administrators of the eX|st|ng John Jay CoIIege Honors
Program;

met with nearly all departments at the College, sharing draft versions of the proposal as
it developed and collecting feedback from faculty chosen to participaté by department
chairs; and

established an Honors Program Steering Committee, consisting of repfesentatives from
the UCASC, the Council of Chairs, and the Faculty Senate.

The development committee was guided by a set of principles in creating the proposed
program. According_to these principles, the Honors Program at John Jay College will

II.

maintain the student diversity that characterizes the College’s undergraduate student
population; :

meet the educational needs of academically outstanding students;

promote the core values of a liberal arts education with a design that is inclusive of aII
disciplines at the college;

embrace the college’s mission of broadly educating for justice and preparing students to
be responsible citizens in the global community; and

support a pedagogical approach emphasizing active learning and community building.
Benefits of the Proposed Program

A. For Students
e an enriched, challenging, interdisciplinary curriculum framed by an over-
arching theme;
e participation in an ongoing learning communlty,
opportunities for research with faculty, including participation in community-
based research projects relevant to the program theme;
opportunities for the presentation of research at national conferences;
close faculty interaction and supervision;
attentive advising and mentoring;
on-campus employment;
leadership opportunities;
strong preparation for graduate school and the professions;
recognition of excellence and accomplishment (on transcript/diploma); and
scholarships and other benefits as funding permits.

B. For the Institution



e an opportunity to recruit and retain high achieving and highly motivated
freshmen; _

e away to provide, through multiple entry points, an honors experience for
students already at the College and students transferring in;

e aprogram of study and a cadre of students that will qualify John Jay to
participate in the Macaulay Honors College; -

e a catalyst for curriculum development, pedagogical innovations, and faculty
collaborations across disciplines; and

e a program that will be attractive to donors and granting agencies.

. III. Mission Statement

The Honors Program at John Jay College reflects the unique mission of the college in its
academic focus on the liberal arts and the study of justice and in its goal to “inspire both
students and faculty to attain/maintain the highest ideals of citizenship and public service”
(John Jay College Mission Statement). The program will combine the rigors of a liberal arts
education with a commitment to exploring the idea of the common good both as the theme of
the program and as a basis for research projects by students. The program emphasizes critical
thinking, creativity, and ethical decision-making with attention to global concerns, community
responsibility, and civic mindedness. -

IV. Program Theme

The organizing theme of the John Jay College Honors Program curriculum is “the common
good.” This theme flows from our college mission statement and provides an intellectual frame
for the curriculum, Recognizing that the concept “the common good” represents a debate rather
than a definition, the program enables students to consider the varying disciplinary and
contextual factors relevant to understanding the concept of the common good and its
construction. It is broad enough to encompass a wide range of interests (from poetry to
politics) while providing an organizing principle around which students can develop a focused
learning community and can ask broader questions than their individual disciplines might
enable.

Students will be challenged to consider questions of the common good in an era of increasing
globalization. The program’s design asks students to explore the theme in relation to

e enduring questions of human existence;
e contemporary questions of social justice;
e perspectives from the humanities, social sciences, and sciences; and

e their own experiences in community building, both inside the classroom and beyond,
including the role of the citizen-academic-practitioner in establishing and maintaining
democratic societies.

V. The Proposed Program



A. Overview

The thematically-based curriculum is designed to promote academic excellence and to
be inclusive of students in all majors at the college. The proposal is for a four-year
program with multiple entry points. Students may enter as first semester freshmen or
as transfer students. A significant cohort will be recruited from within our own student
‘body, with entry possible at the upper-freshman/lower-sophomore level and at the
lower-junior level. The Honors Core Curriculum focuses in the first two years on the
concept of the common good, with a particular emphasis in the first year on the global
city as context. In the third and fourth years, the curriculum enables students to
emphasize either research in their chosen disciplines or research that addresses
contemporary community problems. The latter prepares students to consider how the
academy can effectively collaborate directly with communities in addressing the common
good through academic projects and discipline-based research. The final senior seminar
brings the entire graduating class of the program back together to present and discuss
their various senior projects and the relevance of these projects to the theme of the
program. The seminar provides an opportunity for students to reflect on how the
ongoing exploration of the idea of the common good has prepared them for their roles
as scholars, practitioners, and citizens of a global community. '

The curriculum combines Honors Core courses with disciplinary courses. Together,
these courses take students on a journey from exploration to expertise, while providing
the flexibility to respond both to individual student interests and faculty research
agendas. In its emphasis on writing, academic rigor and research, the program helps
students make creative and ethical connections in and between the many communities
of our city and world.

B. Overview of the Structure of the Program

The proposed Honors Program is comprised of two aspects: the "Honors Core” and the
“Disciplinary Component.” The Honors Core will involve a (maximum) sequence of
seven “core” courses within the Humanities, Social Sciences, and Sciences (see Course
Descriptions and Curriculum Template).

In the Disciplinary Component students will be required to take three courses from a list
of select courses offered by departments, chosen in consultation with a faculty advisor.
The courses in the Disciplinary Component will be selected for inclusion in the Honors
Program by the Program Director and the Honors Program Faculty Advisory Board,
based on a determination of their relevance to the goals of the program. The
Disciplinary Component might include a combination of existing courses and newly-
designed experimental courses.

The junior year methodologies course will prepare students to pursue Capstone Option A
or Option B in their senior year.

All students in the program will complete a capstone research experience. Students
may choose one of two options for this capstone experience. Each option requires a
research project. Option A enables students to design a research project exclusively




within their majors under the guidance of a faculty member in the major. Option B
enables students to design a research project that addresses and acts to solve a
community-based problem relevant to the theme of the common good (see below for
_ description). '

- Capstone Research Option B: Research in/for the Common Good:

The capstone research option to develop community-based projects addressing local
problems and concerns challenges students to apply their academic skills to the
concerns of the communities of our city and the problems we share in the global
community. Introducing students early in their careers to the significance of
collaboration between the academy and community in addressing social problems and -
issues of social justice will foster students’ ongoing commitment to public service and
civic engagement. Students may work in interdisciplinary research teams in Option B.
When working together to achieve mutually desired goals, students will understand the
complexities of leadership, community building, and collaboration. Projects may range
from subway poetry to crime prevention, but they will share the goal of addressing the
common good.

Credit requirements vary depending on point of entry: _
= Freshman entry: 30 credits to complete the Honors Program. (7 core courses, 3
disciplinary courses)

= Upper-Freshman or Sophomore entry: 24 credits. (5 core courses, 3 disciplinary
courses)

= Junior entry: 18 credits, including the Intellectual Foundations I course taken in the
junior year (4 core courses, 2 disciplinary courses).

Relationship of the Program to General Education Requirements and Majors

The College is presently considering the revision of its general education requirements.
When that process has been completed, the College will determine which general
education requirements can be satisfied by courses in the program. We anticipate most
courses in the program will satisfy general education requirements or credits in the major.

Admissions, Retention, and Graduation Policies
A. Size of Program Based on Multiple Entry Points

The program is predicted to enroll 25 freshmen, 30 sophomores, 20 juniors. We
will maintain our commitment to access for our working and non-traditional
students within our recruitment approaches.

B. Admissions

The purpose of the John Jay Honors Program admissions criteria and application
process is to ensure that only students who have the ability and the motivation to
succeed are accepted into the program. The John Jay Honors Program admissions
criteria reflect the National Collegiate Honors Council (NCHC) guidelines for
admissions: “What matters [in admissions] is where those students are positioned
in relationship to other students at that particular institution, not so much where



they rank natlonal|y What seems |mportant is the relative nature of academic
superiority.”

Accordingly, entering freshmen and freshmen in their first semester at the college
with a high school average and an SAT score that places the student in the top
10% of the (previous year’s) John Jay College freshman cohort will be invited to
apply to the program. The minimum cumulative GPA for students applying to the
program as sophomores and juniors is 3.3.

Consistent with admissions policies across CUNY campuses and the
recommendation of the NCHC, admission to the John Jay Honors Program will be
based on a portfolio not on a single criterion. This is consistent with admissions
policies across CUNY campuses and the recommendation of the NCHC.

Portfolio for entering freshmen and freshmen in their first semester at
the College:

e High School Average: Rank in top 10 percent of the (previous year s) John Jay
College freshman cohort.

e ACT Composite Score or SAT score: Rank in the top 10% of the (previous
~'year's) John Jay College freshman cohort.

e Two page biographical essay including an explanation of their interests in this
particular program

o Interview by Honors faEulty member

Portfolio for current John Jay students and transfer students
e GPA: 3.3 or higher _
o Writing Sample: approximately 500 words (previously graded work)

+ Two page biographical essay including an explanation of their interests in this
particular program

e Two letters of recommendation: at least one must be from a John Jay faculty
member ( transfer students need at least one letter from a faculty member at
their previous institution)

o Interview by Honors faculty member

¢ Interview by current or former student in the program (optional)

Applications will be reviewed by an admissions committee chaired by the Director
of the Honors Program and with members drawn from the Honors Program
Advisory Board.

The admissions criteria will be re-examined after two years. The Honors Program
Director will report to the UCASC Standards Subcommittee on the impact of the
criteria on the size, composition, and performance of the previous years’ cohorts.
A report regarding the students admitted to the program and any recommended
changes in admission criteria will go through the college governance process.



Retention

‘Students in the Honors Program will be expected to maintain outstanding

performance in order to be retained in the program. Studentslwill be evaluated
each semester, considering academic performance and commitment to the
learning community of which they are part. Students will be expected to maintain
a minimum overall GPA of 3.3 each semester. Students who do not maintain the
minimum GPA or who do not maintain an overall outstanding record will be placed
on probation for a semester and re-evaluated. They can be removed from the
program if their performance does not meet these criteria. The Director and
faculty in the program will collaboratively make this determination. 2

Graduating with Program Honors

To graduate with the designation of Member of the John Jay College Honors
Program on the transcript, freshmen and sophomore-entry students must
complete the program with an overall 3.3 GPA. Junior entry students who
maintain a 3.3 GPA will graduate with the designation of Member of the John Jay
College Junior-Senior Honors Program on the transcript.

VII. Faculty Governance and Participation

A

Faculty Governance

The Honors Program Faculty Advisory Committee (presently the Faculty Steering
Committee) will become the faculty governance structure of the program, with an
ongoing role of reviewing and revising the program. It will collaborate with the
faculty administration of the program to address essential functions, such as

- reviewing admissions and retention criteria and assessment and learning outcomes

data, selecting courses for inclusion in the disciplinary component of the program,
and determining faculty participation in the program. The Advisory Committee will
be comprised of faculty representing the academic diversity of the college and the
various governance bodies of the faculty. It will include representatives from the
Council of Chairs, Faculty Senate, and Undergraduate Curriculum and Academic
Standards Committee (UCASC); two at large representatives; and the faculty

2 John Jay internal admissions and retention standard is consistent with the range of CUNY admissions and
retention criteria for honors, as indicated in the following chart:

CUNY College Admissions/Retention GPA » Additional info
Queens 3.0 GPA |
City College .1 3.0 GPA
York 3.25 GPA 4 semester program
Queensborough CC 3.4 GPA
Hunter 3.65 GPA Ju?ior—senior year program
only




- administrator of the program for a total of six members. One at-large member will
be recommended by the Faculty Senate and one by the UCASC. The composition
of the committee will be balanced to include representation from the humanities,
social sciences and sciences. It will hold regular meetings during each semester
and provide progress reports to the Provost and Dean of Undergrad'uate Studies on
an ongoing basis. Both may be |nV|ted to attend these meeting for discussion and
consultation,

The program will be administered by a director who is a full-time member of the
faculty. That person will be appropriately compensated for the position.

B. Faculty Participation

Teaching faculty for the program will be selected through self-referral and
recommendations by department chairs and by other faculty. Only full time faculty
will teach in this program. Faculty will rotate through the program in two year
terms. There will not be a permanent Honors Program faculty; rather, faculty
throughout the college will have an opportunity to participate.

VIII. Assessment Plan
Learning Objectives

Upon completion of the Honors Program:

"o Students will be able to demonstrate a critical understanding of the
concept of the common good, and its relation to issues of social justice.

e Students will integrate and communicate perspectives of the humanities,
social sciences and sciences in written and oral work, and in research
endeavors

e Students will apply leadership skills to their research projects, community
work and other professional endeavors.

¢ Students will write and speak with competence in appropriate academic
language

e Students will develop their own perspectives on ethical issues regarding
community, society and the common good *

Assessment Methodology

We will set up an assessment sub-committee for the Honors Program composed of faculty
“teaching in the program to carry out ongoing assessment. It will work closely with the college’s

Director of Academic Assessment. Student performance will be assessed throughout the

program. In the initial stages of the program, assessment will focus on the upper sophomore

leadership course and the senior capstone seminar. At the sophomore level this can include

evaluations of final projects or papers and/or evaluation of reflective journals that each student
- will keep. At the senior level, assessment may include evaluation of the final capstone seminar
paper and presentation using rubrics.
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Ongoing assessment methods can include (but will not be restricted to):

Evaluation of the program

A. Assessment through student data (examples)

Final papers
Class presentations ‘
Senior capstone reflective journal on ethical issues regarding community, society and

~ the common good

Student exit interviews on completing or leaving the program
Student focus groups regarding the learning experuence
Use of rubrics for evaluation

B. Assessment through institutional data

Graduation rate, retention at the college, retention in the honors program, time taken to
complete the undergraduate program

Placement in jobs, acceptance in graduate schools and professional schools

Number of undergraduate research experiences undertaken by honors students
Number and quality of student presentations at professional conferences

Student initiated community projects relevant to the theme of the program

Interviews with community organizations associated with the Honors Program
Leadership roles at the college undertaken by Honors Program students




IX. CURRICULUM }

FRESHMAN YEAR
Learning Objectives:
Engage in critical thinking
Develop student community
Appreciate the social fabric of the city
Understand relationship of globalization and NYC

Fall Semester h

Community and the Common Good: Exploration in the Global City, Part I (3 credits)
Writing Intensive -

Honors 1XX

Community and the Common Good: Exploration in the Global City, Part I

Concepts of “community” and the “common good” will be examined both in and out of the
classroom in a writing-intensive course taught by full-time faculty from different departments.
New York City will provide the context for this introduction to the Honors Program and to the
college. Students will use the city’s abundant resources to examine questions that are central
to the Honors experience. While syllabi for this course will change depending on the professor,
“Community and the Common Good” will allow students to begin the conversation about how
modernity, creativity, globalization, and mobility—hallmarks of New York life—impact how we
understand, experience and articulate who we are and what we have in common. The course
will emphasize community building within the classroom and community exploration outside of
it.

Spring Semester
Public Discourse and the Common Good: Exploration in the Global City, Part II1: (3
credits) Writing Intensive

Honors 2XX

Public Discourse and the Commoh Good: Exploration in the Global City, Part II

This is the second part of the two-semester introductory honors course, which will focus
attention on the ways in which writing shapes and is shaped by different disciplines and on the
role of public discourse in constructing our sense of community and the common good. It will
maintain the emphasis on student community building and on an interdisciplinary understanding
of what constitutes, threatens, and invigorates the common good.

> The curriculum presented here provides a framework. It is understood that course proposals will be
developed and presented for consideration to the UCASC.
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SOPHOMORE YEAR
Learning Objectives:
Develop deeper understanding of concepts of the common good within disciplines
Develop understanding of interdisciplinary models
Develop conceptual models of leadership
Develop student teamwork

Part 1. Fall or Spring Semester ,
Intellectual Foundations I: What is the Common Good? (3 credits)
Honors 2XX

" Intellectual Foundations I: What is the Common Good?

This course will emphasize how different disciplines frame seminal questions about the
historical, religious, scientific, and philosophical contexts that have shaped and continue to
shape questions of the common good. The course will address themes such as global-local
relations; power and hegemony; culture and diversity; individualism and collectivism; and
ethics. The course will emphasize writing, research and community experiences consistent with
the other offerings in the Honors Core.

Part I1. Fall or Spring Semester
Intellectual Foundations II: Leadership and the Common Good (3 credits)
Honors 2XX

Intellectual Foundations II: Leadership and the Common Good

This course will examine models and ideas of leadership across cultures and over time, keeping
in mind how questions of the common good shape such models and ideas. The course will
enable students to consider the relation between collective goals, individual needs, and the
challenges that leaders and communities face in promoting the common good The final project
for this course will use John Jay College as a case study.*

* Students can develop and implement this project for credit in the junior year.

11




JUNIOR YEAR
Learning Objectives:
Understand disciplinary epistemologies and methodologies
Develop conceptual frame for problem-solving research
Understand interdisciplinary research approaches

Fall or Spring Semester _
Comparative Epistemologies and Methodologies (3 credits).

Choose Option A or B Both options introduce students to disciplinary approaches to formulating research
questions and the underlying epistemologies that determine these approaches. Either course will function ¢
a pre-requisite for the senior capstone research options. Option B emphasizes research questions and
methodologies relevant to community-based research and social justice concerns.

Students will choose one of these two options in consultation with their major and honors
advisors :

Option A
Honors 3XX

Comparative Epistemologies and Methodologies A:
The Idea of the Common Good across Disciplines

Epistemologies and methodologies in the humanities, social sciences, and sciences will be
explored and compared as students develop expertise as researchers and come to understand
how each discipline contributes their methodologies to addressing issues of the common good.
Each student will develop a research proposal on an aspect of the common good, incorporating
at least two of the three areas of the liberal arts and sciences.

Option B
Honors 3XX

‘Comparative Epistemologies and Methodologies B:
Formulating Research Questions on the Common Good

This course focuses on questions of methodologies and epistemologies in considering
community-based research and collaborative models relevant to social justice concerns. The
course will enable students to appreciate the unique contributions of each of the liberal arts and
sciences in defining and addressing social issues for the common good. It will also address
issues of power and control in defining problems and constructing research agendas where
inequities of power and colonialist legacies are relevant concerns in such production of
knowledge. Students learn how to be observers, interviewers, researchers and members of
collaborative research teams. Students learn how to assess issues from the public’s perspective
and to critique constructions of social identity in developing relevant research models. Each
student will develop a research proposal that will address a community concern through designs
which are academically rigorous, theoretically based and geared toward social change and the
common/public good. This course is recommended for students who plan to take Option B,
Research in/for the Common Good: A New York Experience, as their senior capstone research
option. o

12



SENIOR YEAR
Learning Objectives:
Understand how to engage in research for the common good
Produce completed research project and present to colleagues and community
Learn to apply knowledge and academic resources to research questions in your field
(Options A & B)
Learn to apply knowledge and academic resources to address actual community concerns
(Option B)

Fall Semester

Capstone Research (Credits for Option A will be granted in the major department; Credits for
Option B will be determined by the Honors Program in consultation with the student’s major
advisor.) (3 credits) '

Option A

Capstone Research
Research in the Major

Students will complete their capstone project in their major. The major and honors advisors will
consult on the development of the project to determine how the idea of the common good will
be represented by the student in his/her final project.

Option B
Honors 4XX

Capstone Research
Research in/for the Common Good: A New York City Experience

Students will develop research projects in the common interest/for the common good focused
on New York City as “our global city.” The capstone will expose students to collaboration within
the academy and between the academy and the community as they collaboratively develop
research projects that address or reflect community concerns to promote the common good. It
emphasizes community building in promoting team-based research and collaboration on
projects across disciplines. It places importance on understanding diversity within the city and
the city within the global community. The projects will enable students to integrate disciplinary
perspectives with “real world” concerns. It will enable students to integrate the earlier
academic exploration of New York City with contemporary research agendas and to consider the
significance of an ongoing understanding of one’s community (however defined) in being able
 to contribute to its health and well being. :

The final project may be a form appropriate to its content and to its benefit to the academy and

community. That may include theatrical performance, community website, public lecture, etc.

13
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Spring Semester

Capstone Seminar: Research and the Theme of the Common Good. (required for all
students in the program) (3 credits)

Honors 4XX

Capstone Seminar: Research and the Theme of the Common Good

All honors students will take part in the senior honors seminar. They will present their senior
projects and discuss the relevance of the project to the core concepts of the four-year program.
Each student will develop a reflective paper or project on the relevance of the theme of the
program in their intellectual development and undergraduate experience.

ADDITIONAL COMPONENTS

The Disciplinary Component (3 courses, 2 must be taken at the 300 level or above)
These courses will be chosen by the student, in consultation with the faculty advisor. The
courses will be among the College’s existing course offerings and newly-designed, experimental
courses. Such courses can be tailored to the student’s interest and/or major, but will share with
the “core” courses an emphasis on research, writing, and “field work.”

14




JOHN JAY COLLEGE HONORS PROGRAM
TEMPLATE OF THE HONORS PROGRAM CURRICULUM

)

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Sprin Fall and Spring

FE FE | FE, SE FE, SE FE, SE, JE FE, SE, JE FE, SE, JE
Core Course Core Course Core Course Core Course Core Course A Core Course I

Community and the
Common Good:
Explorations in the Global

City L.

(3 credits)

Public Discourse
and the Common
Good: Explorations
in the Global City II

(3 credits)

~Comparative
Epistemologies &

Intellectual Intellectual
Foundations I Foundations
What is the II: Leadership
Common Good? and the
Common
(3 credits) Good
(3 credits)

Methodologies A:
The Idea of the
Common Good across
Disciplines

OR
Core Course B

Comparative
Epistemologies &

Methodologies B
Formulating Research
Questions on the
Common Good
(recommended for
those who will enroll in
the Senior Capstone
Research Option B)

(3 credits)

Capstone Research

Option A
Research in Major

(credit to be granted
in the major
department)

Option B
Research in/for the
Common Good: A New
York City Experience
(students may select
this option with approval
of their major advisor)

(3 credits).

Spring Semester
Core Course I1
Capstone Seminar:
Research and the
Theme of Common
Good
Required for all students

(3 credits)

R

15
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Disciplinary
component
200 level
(3 credits)

Disciplinary component | Disciplinary

300 level
(3 credits)

component
300 level
(3
credits)

Maximum Total Credits:

Freshman Entry: 21 Honors Core + 9 Disciplinary Component = Total 30 credits
Sophomore Entry: 15 Honors Core + 9 Disciplinary Component = Total 24 credits

Junior Entry: 12 Honors Core (junior entry students will be required to take Intellectual Foundations I in their junior

year) + 6 Disciplinary Component (may be satisfied by completion of courses prior to entering the Honors Program). ).

= Total 18 credits.

16




ATTACHMENT E

.J ;thh¥k£/  fWEﬂReDOﬁ
COH@Q@ of | “of Findings and

Cnmma\ Jushce Apri2s2oee

- KEEL'NG &ASSOC[ATES vision,. srrategy and resull‘s in hlgher educarmn S O .

wwwKeeImgAssocuates com . 453 Hudson St Suite 3  |; . New York, NY 10014 __| ; Phone 212 229 4750 O -

f-},Recommendatlonsf['f' R




B Jothay Oollege oanmmaI JUStICe - Final Report Findirigsénd Recommendations =+ - Apfil 28,2009 - .

Y e P S g AT e e
3

| TedConns

. |section . SubSections . . . . . Page

. Project Timelre .. 6 |

" ThePriority of Retenton” 7

.. . . Obstacles and Barriers to Retention -
: :Findingsan_dA.r.\a_lysis:‘ S atJOthay S Ca S
Major Themes ) . L e PEECRRRTTERPRY sesseceeas oo ceeaiicanaaan Peesseeneniatetieeane . ..I.T........-.......?-.j........ i

' Assessmentand Evaluaton =~ - 24

L R’ecdmmendatiOns-' S o

" 'KEELING & ASSOCIATES
S . .  Page2oi31




- . John Jay College oanmlnal JUvSJ[.ICG" . Fral Report: Flndllngs and Recornmendations . © - . April 28,2009, .
| lnt'rodu.cti'on o

| _ The purpose of thrs pro;ect was to assrst the John Jay ColIege of Crlmlnal Justlce of the

C|ty Unlversrty of New York (John Jay, the College) in developlng strategres to support

greater student retentlon especnally for undergraduates Keeling & Assocrates LLC (K&A) R
- provided. consultlng services, technical assistance, and. the customized application of
< proprietary intellectual assets, resources, and materials appropriate to the contentand . -
- purposes of the project. Addmonal mformatlon about K&A is avallable on our: Web snte
- (www keehngassocrates com)

| The‘ prlmary' prodUCt of' K-&A’s Work will be an institution-wide strategic retention plan that -

~ will provrde gurdance and direction through short- and fong-term goals and oblectlves and
- wrll include:- |mplementat|on and change management plans This document is the ﬁnal
.. report of K&A's. ﬁndnngs and recommendations; it will inform the development ofthe

v strateglc retentlon plan Wthh K&A wrll prepare foIlowmg rewew and approval of thls ‘
' report '

- Context

_ Factors usuaIly assocuated wrth student retentron are complex muItlpIe and lnterrelated
. Categones of those factors |nclude at mlnlmum a

e Personal/student charactenstrcs and challenges (|nclud|ng personal health and well— :

berng and socnal relatnonal and famlly concerns) o

. ' Ability. to pay the costs of educatron hardshlps caused by beanng or l'lnancung those
. costs on students and/or thelr famlltes and supporters

h f-"fLevels of student engagement wrth the lnstltutron and |ts educatronal programs (n o
.. intellectual, recreational, and social, or community domains) .

1 This revised final version of the report supersedes two prEViOUs drafts, which were'presen'ted toand .

 reviewed by the President, Provost,.and Vice Presidents for Enroliment Management and Student - -
. Development on March 5 and 31, 2009. it incorporates changes and clarifications discussed dunng those
) meettngs and others requested by the PreS|dent and Provost in subsequent emall correspondence o

Before developrng the first draft of the report, K&A presented both a summary of fi ndlngs (orgamzed E

. .+ primary themes) and our first set of preliminary recommendations to the Provost and Vice Presidents for
Enrollment Management and Student Development ina meetlng at John Jay on January 30, 2009

KEEI-lNG & ASSOCIATES'
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John Jay CO“GQG Ol CrlmlnalJustlce o l?inal_F'lepdrt:i Flndings and hecomme:rdatlons_; :,'._’Apn'l 28 2008 - o
o 0.'ilnstrtut|ona| engagement W|th or |nvestment in, students (|nclud|ng faculty attltudes
toward students and thelr potentual standards for serwces prowded to students levels B

of expectatrons and accountabnllty of students in academlc and non- academrc learnrng: o

: experlences accountab|l|ty for academ|c conduct and expectatlons for personaI
. iiconducD o PR e

¢ Elements of the lnstltutlonal Iearnlng enwronment (campus culture perce|ved
R encouragement to Iearn drstractors and the sense of connectedness or communnty
~-on- and off-campus) - ' ' ' '

e ; Learnlng support provrded to students (|nclud|ng academic adwsung personal and -
. ‘career counsehng, monitoring of academic achievement, tutorlng, mentorlng, and .
S teachung of cognltlve Skl"S) : - : '

. Fhe quallty of academic programs (currlculum general educatlon range and dwersnty
o of majors degree of coupllng of classroom and expenentlal Iearnlng)

e 'Quahty and effectlveness of teachlng, students access to and. ablllty to develop o
o meanlngful ongoung relatlonshlps with full time faculty members L

e 'Instrtutlonal pollcy and regulatlons

" J i_Features of the surroundlng communlty and the |nteract|ons of the communlty W|th the :_-:" .

7 'campus g

| _5 i_Access to the campus dlfﬁculty students face in gettlng from home or work to campus

- An effectiveapproach to retention at John Jay must take into account at least the major L

K pertlnent factors included in the list above. Determining which of those factors are most
~_ important and pressing for John Jay's students, and which may be suspected or

'v recognlzed as cntlcal retentlon concerns within the institution, is an essential |n|t|a| step
Once: probable key factors in retention at-John Jay are identified and pnontlzed it -

‘ becomes possble to develop an institution-wide approach to retention that responds
~ specifically to those factors using evrdence based analysis- and known best practices. .
- Recommended strategies will likely call for action from all parts of the College. -

" Since refention is a broad institutional responsibility, the goals and objectives developed

* must be infused in the work of faculty, studerit affairs staff, and administrators. Accordnngly, ;"':‘": :

~ implementation of the strategic retention plan will require effective. d|ssem|nat|on
communlcatlon professmnal development and change management act|V|t|es

' KEELING &ASSOCIATES: '
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- John ’Jay College of Gri'mlnal Ju'StiCe’ .. Final Report: Findings and Recommendations . * . Apiil 28,2009

- Frnally, a sound strateglc retentlon plan requlres evaluallon usmg effectlve evaluatlon
. methods the College can determine what aspects of the retentron plan are successfully _
, lmplemented (formatlve evaluatlon) and what the outcomes of those actlvrtles are (lmpact

’)

‘ evaluatlon)

" Even the richest research universities and most comprehensive state colleges and

- universities in-this country do not do fulljustice to undergraduate education -- and,.
- therefore, to support for student success and retentlon -- because the |ncent|ve and
- reward system for the faculty |s so skewed towards scholarshnp and research K&A

* understands that John Jay wishes to identify specific, short-term actions that the College o

can take to support greater ‘student retention, |nclud|ng, as possble examples better

* academic adwsung and further development of student affairs programs and services. We = -

' wnll consuder those short- term needs in developrng the. strategrc retentlon plan At the '

- same time, and as empha3|zed in this report, it is likely that actions necessary to |mprove _ L

retentlon wnll requrre more than mlnor or |solated and categoncal changes as would also
- be the in other |nst|tut|ons ' ‘

Méth'odvjl

B K&A consultants and consultlng assomates spent about six days on S|te2 at John Jay and .

. conducted 33 individual and group meetings with more than 115 students faculty staff, . |
_ and admlnlstrators At least one senlor consultant and one consultlng assocrate attended

and recorded notes at each meetlng After the meetlngs consultants and associates

i transcrlbed theur notes; all notes were collated aggregated edlted for clanty and read by

" at least two senior consultants. - '

- The consultants also reviewed reports and data provided by John Jay and available on the - -
~_ institution’s Web site. Key findings from those reports and data were integrated with notes
-. from the meetlngs and |nterV|ews Readers (both senior consultants and consultlng |
assocnates) identified and highlighted important themes in-the collated notes. One senior

B consultant then developed an initial list of: repeated and consistent themes; the other

~ senior consultants and associates: reVIewed -and aff rmed or challenged the: list. Senlor
. consultants discussed and resolved differences. The final consensus list of themes . .

2 Dates: October 31; November 7, 24, and 25 -De:ce‘.miber' Mand22.
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L prowded the basrs for the analyS|s prowded in the orrglnal thematlc summary from Wthh A
. the consultants developed thls report

" As hOted'earlier K&A reviewed our ﬁndings in a summary of themes and a fist of -
. prellmrnary recommendatlons with the Provost and Vice Presidents for. Enroliment

' Management and Student Development who afﬁrrned that the flndlngs were generally
- consistent with their knowledge-and experience.

_ Project Timeline
T T 71 ;l("ﬁ 1
- Activity -~ | Oct | Nov ;_D.‘.ec"! Jan | Feb EMarch May

SR ‘ -Aprll June

'Onent pro;ect team begln
" | project management; review
of documents and data;
'prellmlnary |nterv1ews

" |:Final-data collection and
prolect plans

| Data collectlon |nclud|ng
| survey(s) -

| Short-term recommendations

~ |-Analysis and formulatlon of
‘drafts

o Final strategic retention plan

- | Implementation-assistance .. -
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 Findings and Analysis: Major Themes
The Prlonty of Retentlon o

E Pres;dent Travrs has establlshed enrollment and retentron goals (to be met by 2014) to

. _ ra/se the srx-year baccalaureate graduat/on rate above 50% (currently 42.1%; CUNY senror o

college rate’is 45% ) and four- -year complet/on rate for graduate students above 66%
’ (currently 55%, ). The Chancellor of the City Un/versrty of New York (CUNW System expects
' /ncreases in retent/on in all schools

': The dlscontrnuatlon of assocuate degree programs at John Jay -a pohcy deCIS|on with

* which the consultants strongly agree -- created pressing needs to a) enroll hxgher number -

- of baccalaureate freshmen and transfers, b) retain a higher proportion of baccalaureate . - -

- students, and c) recruit and retain more graduate students, especially at the master’s level.

e : Between Academlc Year (AY) 2007 and AY 2009 the number of i |ncom|ng
- baccalaureate freshmen increased from 1,027 to 1,414 (38% improvement); the
- College intends to enroll 1,900 baccalaureate freshmen by AY 2011. In. AY 2009, John -
~Jay enrolled 1,200 transfers, up from 1 ,000 the previous year (50% from CUNY
schools the rest prlmanly from communlty colleges in Long Island and New Jersey)

| '_John Jay |ntends to mcrease retentlon 2% per year and transfer numbers by 10% per o

: 'year over the next 5 years.

_ 5_ : : CUNY educatnonal partnershlps are deS|gned to a|low seamless transrtlon from : _
- communlty colleges to John Jay; because of these arrangements John Jay beheves it

L ;'|s not “abandon:ng or drsadvantaglng the hlstorlcal popu|at|on of students who came S

~to.the College for associate degrees. Assuming they do well in.community college, -
- students may transfer to John Jay and graduate with both assocnate and bachelors
- :degrees ' ' o ‘ '

" e . The discontinuation of associate degree programs did not eliminate the need for
-~ remedial courses. Those courses now have different names and formats but are, if -~
anything, more challenging to provide and administer3

* President Travis seeks to-strengthen academic standards as one key way to improve
* academic quality:and retention (.e., by the admission-of more qualified students): the - -
* minimum required high school score is now 75, and will increase to 80.in AY 2010;

' 5See tater’cornrnents :abio'ut' the:adeguacy_ofvpreparatio'n'ofA incorning:freshrnen:. :
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o mlnlmum SAT is now 800 4 ThlS |mprovement in academlc standards is ||nked to broader ,
_efforts to strengthen the College S academrc offenngs and |nst|tut|ona| prof|le Subject to | '
'v certaln conSIderatlons descnbed later |n this report -- pnmanly the possrbullty that hlgher |

" admissions standards may result, in the short term; in lower total enrolliment - the -

" consultants support the President’s intention to strengthen admissions standards. = -
RetentiOn:'AMult_'rfacto‘ri‘al-chall_ehgé S

- Many factors at John Jay may d/scourage undergraduate retentron Therefore /mprowng
o retent/on given a vanety of /nst/tut/onal and demograph/c real/t/es descnbed below isa
N mult/factor/al challenge ' ' -

Perspectrve Retent|on is always some part |nfrastructure and some part culture— S
E perhaps more culture than infrastructure in most |nst|tutrons Note that here we def ne b_:
, retentlon not. S|mply as keep|ng students |n school until they graduate but as ensunng

h _ their ab|||ty to demonstrate competency and skills worthy of the bachelors degree The

“ rmphcatlon of this conJomung of retention with quallty is that i in the short run, John Jay could . o

raiseits expectatnons and standards for both admission and- graduatlon - butifthatisall
g that .|tdo_e_s,- it .may_ suffer _adecreas_e in retentnon and-graduatnon--rates. i

v '_: But the research shows that |f an |nst|tut|on S|multaneously rarses standards AI\ID rmproves '
'_ the learnlng envnronment (e.g., better teachlng and relatnonshlps with faculty members '

student personal and academic support, advising; feedback via appropriate and ttmely

': assessment tutorrng, |earn|ng communmes ‘etc.), then it can raise standards and retention

~ through to graduation, assuming it effectlvely communlcates standards and expectatrons o

. to students before admission and again at matriculation. .

Improving retention is very difficult across all kinds of institutions, and the reason littie gain
" is made is because most institutions assume that changing one or a few things (e.g., -
h establlshrng or rmprowng fi rst- -year semlnars lmproved adv;srng better first- year '

. orientation programs) will make big differences, when in fact sustarnable |mprovement |n

, retentlon to graduatlon requtres sngnlﬁcant campus cultural change to achieve a collect|ve o

' v and cumulatlve effect. lt is the synerglsttc and cumulative effect of many rmprovements
o SImuItaneously that t"nally helps an nnstrtutlon reach a t|pp|ng pomt or cntrcal mass of

Ca Thrs reﬂects the requ1red minimum score on the tradmonal SAT mathematlcs and verbal test components .
wnthout the addltronal wntlng sectron

B KEEI ING & ASSOCIATES
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' change to effect retentlon -a multlvanate problem W|th multlfactorlal solutlons Thls is the ‘:': ‘
: dlfﬂculty the consultants face in making useful, practical recommendatlons for short term
_ actlons that would authentlcally and predlctably lmprove retentlon '

Obstacles and Ba_rriérs to _F'Ietent'i_bn: at John Jay: o

) Given both the characterlstlcs and levels of. academlc preparedness of the students now

" amiving at John Jay and the limited |nstltut|onal resources available with Wthh to support E o

+ those students as learners, it is remarkable that the College iS domg aswellasitis. We. .

attribute this to adedlcated if overburdened faculty and staff most of whom we found to "7. -

. v be extraordlnanly commltted to the |nst|tut|on and its students The sp|r|t with whrch John B
. Jays teachers and admlnlstrators repeatedly and consrstently make the most of I|m|ted
" résources is one- of the Colleges greatest strengths : '

o Adm/sSIOn _ N

~ Undergraduate baccalaureate admissions standards at John Jay have hlstoncally been low -
- and admussnon has not-been selective. The Contlnumg supply of students for the- assomate o
'_: degree programs obwated the need to make serlous mvestments |n assomate or .
baccalaureate level retentlon One respondent |n our |nterV|ews sald “The Colleges
enroliment challenges have largely been an admissions problem -- it was a revolving door
* John Jay did not'in the past provide sufficient academic and personal support: for either
" the associate or baccalaureate degree students. Therefore; the Collége does not have a-
g legacy of strong expenence Or success. in supportlng students as learners

| Now however John Jay needs to'increase retentlon and focus on student success at the -
* baccalaureate level when many students admitted to the College are not up. tothe:
- lntellectual challenge and requwements of college level work -

A group of recently recruuted faculty members mtervnewed by the consultants estlmated ,
“that at least 20-25% of freshmen in their classes are not functlonally quallﬂed or .
- prepared to be in.college. Other faculty gave even. higher estlmates - as many as:
,'.30 40% of freshmen in thelr classes underprepared for college

" e . Faculty also emphasized, however, that the high-performing students at John Jay,
- though small in number and few as a proportion of their classes, are as good as those * -
- _inany other university. - : . _
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The compleX|ty of students Ilves Ieads to add|t|onal challenges even if they are. .
- academically prepared and are able to do well in class  many. students do not have o
- enough time, life flexibility, fam|ly support or resources to allow time for study or

' readlng outsnde class: Their ablllty to devote suffIC|ent time on task to support effectlve o

- : learnlng is very: llrrnted given their economlc transportatlon and personal challenges 5
*“In the 2008 CUNY Student Experlence Survey, only. about half (49%) of John Jay - -

- - students reported preparing for class for 6 hours or more per week -- a smaller

~ percentage than reported by students at CUNY senlor colleges (60%) orin the total .

| CUNY cohort (54%)

. | 1The average enterlng SAT score for John Jay students is 9377 this. fi gure hasgone. -~

down sllghtly overthe past four years. This average reflects performance in the 20™ to _
_ ";30‘“ percentlles for all students taklng the SAT8 These metr|cs relnforce the Ievel of '
o academic preparedness of, and, therefore the degree of educatlonal challenge faced
o :_by, students admltted to John Jay :

. . ' Students have the optlon under exustlng College academlc pollcy to take as many as.

) '1snx courses per semester, though faculty (and the great majority of. students with whom

"~ the consultants spoke) report that they can barely handle four in most cases. Many
faculty members regard thls optlon as unfortunate ‘and some descnbed |t as

o Faculty members who earned their Ph D.'s at the best research unnversrtles may not be o

| professmnally well-prepared to support and teach the kind of students who come to

o : John.J_ay. John Jay's st_udents often require levels of academlc.s_upport and carlng that: -

- exceed both the faculty members’ personal experience as students themselves-and -
- - their professional capacity and preparation. . .

8 See also later dlscussmn

6 The percentage of John Jay students who spend at least 6 hours per week prepanng for class has.

declined in successive administrations of the Student Experierice Survey. Those percentages were 63% in ..

. 2002 55% in 2004 54% in.2006, and 49% in 2008
-7 Average score for tradltlonal mathematlcs and verbal tests only :

.. . BSAT Percentlle Ranks for Males,. Females and Total Group 2007 College~Bound Senlors Crmcal Readlng
» + Mathematlcs + Wntlng (PDF) College Board Lo .
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| Characteristios and Challenges of Students

" Most John 'Jay'stUdent's haVe‘extraOrdlnary personal, family, and financial ch_allenge's." -

* Seventy-five percent come from New: York City-high schools; more than half are first. -~
~ generation college students. High proportions work full or part time,® spend many hours ~ -
E commutlng to ‘campus,. -and have to provide care for formal or informal dependents - .

. these rates arein each case worse than those for students |n John Jay S peer |nst|tut|ons N

- _ accordlng to the results of the Natlonal Survey of Student’ Engagement (NSSE) in 2008.10

“ John Jay students are often dlstracted by these complex “life factors and have l|ttle S
" margin for error caused by stress, etc: A famlly event or change in the student's personal
- or family financial picture may interfere with focus, fundlng, motlvatlon and t|me for school
» and study == and therefore Iead to departure o e

" However: despite their out-of-class time commitments, John Jay students surveyedinthe . =
© 2008 administration.of NSSE also reported levels of engagement with academic work that - -

+ are generally similar to those of students in three groups of peer institutions.
« Seventy-six percent of students at John Jay receive financial aid (grants, loans-»or’work-? o
o _ study). The National Postsecondary Student Ald Study (NPSAS) shows that; overall,-

-66% of all undergraduates natlonally recelved some type of fi nanC|aI aid in 2007/2008
in publlc 4-year doctorate grantlng institutions, 72% of undergraduates received

';f nanC|al aid."" In the CLINY system 70% of degree seeklng students recelve fi nancral
ald 2

9 I responding to the spring 2008 CUNY Student Experience Survey, 63% of John Jay students said they
. work full or part-time. In compan'son to the total CUNY student cohort and the CUNY senior college student

cohort; John Jay students were. S|ghtly more Ilkely to work for pay and more Ilkely to work 21 hours or more -

: per week

2 19The 2008 NSSE results showed that John Jay fi rst-year students and seniors both reported devotlng large S

amounts of their time worklng for pay off campus ‘commuting to class, and provndnng care to dependents

o Moreover, John Jay students spent srgnrﬁcantly more time on these activities than do students at the peer’
institutions. Two examples: 1) 70% of John Jay first year students and 63% of John Jay seniors reported

* spending at least 6 hours a week commuting to class - far higher than the 28-30% . of first year students and =~~~

- 30-34% of seniars in the three groups of peer comparison schools; and-2) more than twice as many John

Jay first year students -- 38% versus 17% in all three groups of peer institutions -- spent at least 6 hoursa .. -

B week canng for dependents

R Source: 2007-2008 Natlonal Postsecondary Student Ald Study, Aprll 2009 http //nces ed gov/
' pub32009/20091 66 pdf, accessed 4/ 10/09.
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L f"fleen these challenges and the reality of “stop ln/stop out” enroliment patterns, John

Jay: may. have to. recognlze graduation rates .in intervals longer than six years; in other.
_ '-words measunng 6 year graduatlon rates may understate actual completlon rates at
' John Jay

. t-fmim' Student Suppdiserviges? '

o The College offers llmlted personal and academlc support serwces for students in any

o _ category ‘The Reglstrar reports that students who leave the College most often cite
N personal relatfonshlp, famlly, health and f nancral concerns as reasons for thelr departure

One respondent summarized the situation as follows: “Once they get here, they. get lost;

- they-have no connection with counselors or advisors,-they’re taught by adjuncts who know -

 little about the institution, they get fttle information...you wonder how people actually get
. here and once they’ve been here how they get to graduation.” . |

" In their responses to the 2008 administration of NSSE; high percentages of first-year - -

- students and-seniors reported that the College provides only very little or some supportto -~

_ promote their success For example 26% of first year students and 27% of seniors
o endorsed some” or very Ilttle regardlng the extent to whlch the College emphasnzed )
_ spendl_ng slgnlf icant amoun_ts o_f tlm.e.studylng and on academlc work; 29% of first’ year

students and 39% of seniors endorsed “somie” or “very little” regarding the extent to Wthh S

- the College prowded them with the support they needed to help them succeed
 academically. And 61% of first year students and 69% of seniors checked “some” or “very - . . = -
- little” regarding the extent to which the College helped them cope with their non- academlc S

_ responsnbllltles

- Many respondents in our interviews felt that no level of support services would be -

fsuff c1ent to retaln some mlnonty of current undergraduates who are so underprepared K o o
or unready for college that they will almost certainly not succeed regardless of attempts o

) fto assist and support them. Speakmg directly about an issue implied by many others,
7 one respondent sald “lf we arent gonng to serve and support them we shouldn t
o :_admltthem AP

o A much more dlverse and sophlstucated portfollo of support serwces would be |

' '-,necessary to support the potentlal for achlevement and success of another Iarge _ 'v e

'proportlon of students
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e The Office of the Dean of Undergraduate Studies has responsibility for undergraduate' L

- student success and retention initiatives but has extremer limited resources of staff, .
,':space and funds . :

e A common view among both faculty and staff whom we interviewed is that studentsdo = -

‘not take full advantage of existing support servrces As one respondent sald "We don't - :

have enough support services, yet the students don’t even take advantage of what
~currently is out there. The students don’t spend-enough time on campus to know

about find, or use these servrces But there has been mostly a “walk in” mentallty

. ;regardrng the delivery of student support services; there'is no active surveillance, case-? S

finding, etc. Services therefore may. be vutnllzed..prlmanlyby students who self- |dent|fy

+ and self-refer, but many other students may-“fall through the cracks.” Students who .-
':most need help may not have suffi crent self- eff cacy and self- advocacy attltudes and

_ skrlls to ask for it. ThlS obvrously, may explaln some part of the perceptlon that

' 3_students do not use exrstlng servrces '

c. Infrastructure-and-technology -for.most student support services is exceedingly limited -
~and generally out- of date there are |nsuff" C|ent telephone l|nes and staﬁ to meet
students needs o

. k The College has estabhshed a new Advrsrng Center (space pendlng) W|th a D|rector_ o
. and 3 advisors who: have been hired. Whlle the development of the. Advrslng Center .
| :_and the deployment of new. resources to prov1de academrc gwdance are |mportant
steps, all respondents in our mtervrews and meetlngs recognrzed the_llmrtatlo_ns this _
- level of résources imposes; many reported that other CUNY colleges have far more

“staff doing this type of work.13 Only about half of John Jay students respondingto the .~ - -

© - 2008 CUNY Student Experience Survey were satisfied with academic advising.* ..+ -

© 13 As ani example: the Centér for Academic Advisement at Baruch College has, in addition to'the Director;a . .
. staff of 12 advisors who provide both.appointment and walk-in advising with extended hours ontwo daysa -

week. Baruch has about 13,000 undergraduates -- within about 10% of the number enrolied at John Jay:

" Ve that survey, 51% of John Jay students folt satisfied to very satisfied with acadermic advising while 20% e

- felt dissatisfied to very dissatisfied with academrc advising. The remainder, 28% were neutral towards .
academic advising. In comparison, the CUNY Total cohort had a slightly higher percentage of satrsfactron'
* towards academic advising (53%) -a similar-level of dnssatlsfactron (21 %) and a: smaller level of neutral .

) responses (25%) . . .
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At the same time, some faculty and departmenit chairs with whom we met objected - -

to. CIVIIIal'IIZlng" advnsnng -- bellevrng that adwsrng by staff members wnll be Just L

|

: about compllance W|th regulatlons o

“ » - The faculty collective bargaining agreement defines: faculty workload insuch away - o

 that advisement is not considered part of workload unless faculty are given
5 ,re_ass.ign.ed tim.e,to dO. it

e Théreisa very ||m|ted staff and av}allablllty of apponntments in Wntlng Center

| e f.The Off ce of Flrst Year Expenence has only one staff member .
- & There is no required flrst year semlnar/transmon to college course; establlshlng one is:

_':under cons1derat|on but is stlll in the plannlng stages

" » " Anew common :reading:p'rogram developed by -faculty» members and the Off ce‘of .
. the Dean for Undergraduate Studles is a’bold and promising experlment the -

- “Subway Series.” The idea was to allow students. to transition to college Wlthll‘l the L

context. of the symbols systems and realltles of thelr own worlds. The students
" most of whom are commuters could nav1gate this idea asifit were a subway
_ 'map Common readlngs address the general theme but dlfferent d|s0|pl|nes '
--‘contnbuted their ideas (art, math poetry on placards in subway cars) to engage '
~.“students on a level they can understand and engage 8

e 'The new student onentatlon program is very llmlted has a tlny budget andis
o superwsed by ¢ one employee who manages the program outsnde her regular work
' responslbllltles o .

'A . No summer experlence program is avallable to freshmen before they start school aSlde S

'from the summer basic skills lmmer3|on programs mandated by the Unrversrty for - -

o ._ students who are not skllls certlﬁed

. Peer tutorlng programs have been developed in scuence but have not been o
‘ 1,|mplemented at scale in other areas. : o o '

15 |n an unplanned, informal, non- sc':lentrﬁclJ “study” of 11 freshmen in an elevator; one of the consultants -
.+ found that 100% of the students were famrllar with the Subway Series; several described their experiences :
_ w:th it ln some detall o o l _ . s
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U Weak Sense'gf Com mUn/'ty and Student Engagement

| v Student campus culture is (as reported by students themselves) easﬂy and qu|ck|y

descnbed “Come to school - do what you need to do (classes) -+ 'leave.” Most students o
- work, many have famnly responS|b|||t|es and most travel long distances to getto John Jay, - S o
- as noted earlier. Both students and Student Development staff agreed: “There is no'sense - -

g of communlty at John Jay.”

. 'There are few gatherlng spaoes ‘even groups of students in- majors have ||tt|e orno’
o Colleotlve study or meetlng space LT

: . Students object to John Jay pollcy and practlce on student events and actlvmes they

' :_feel College administration is highly and exoessnvely risk averseand overestimates nsks o

~of events. Student government seeks more up-to-date student activities, greater

-~ support from that office, easier guest access, less. demand for extensive security forces ..

‘ at events The work of Student Aotlvmes has hlstoncally been prlmarlly comphance and o
_ paperwork based It is a tiny off ce W|th three staff for 12, OOO undergraduate students |
- The cost of this. Ievel of lnstltutlonal risk aversion (seounty) is reduoed student

' 'engagement and a the Ioss of a sense of communlty -

- Or g_aglzatlona[ StructuLe '_ S

There is really no central senior posntlon with aocountablhty for. retentlon --no .
“retention czar” ' '

T e :VCurrentIy, the Dlreotor of Graduate Admnssnons reports to the V:ce Presndent for C

. Enroliment Management In our interviews, some academic . administrators suggested

- . that a different organizational placement for Graduate Admissions, in"which the Director

reported instead to the Dean of Graduate Studies, might better align graduate . ©~ -
admissions with the goals of Graduate Studies. .

ademic Policy and Practice .~ -

In the flrst two years many undergraduates see no fuII tlme faoulty members General
i eduoatlon courses are taught prfmamy by adJunot instructors. John Jay has
- ;‘enoouraged full- tlme faculty to teach in general eduoatnon courses but with little -

- 'success; there i is No specific reward or positive’ incentive for facu|ty members to' do SO. .
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New fuII time faculty have 24 credut hours of release tlme inthe ﬁrst five years of the|r

L appomtment tothe faculty Although 35% of the full-time faculty have been hlred wuthln _
~the last four years, there is a senous problem W|th faculty coverage in undergraduate

- classes because of a) the contractual release tirme, b) contrary |nst|tut|onal expectatlons5 :

: _for scholarshrp and research and ) need for full- tume faculty to cover advanced level

. 'courses

. -42% of all undergraduate lnstructlonal l—‘l' E |s dellvered by full tlme faculty -- Wthh _
- means more than half is dellveredlby part tlme/adjunct faculty o '

e ‘The quallty of teachnng and student relatuonshups developed by adJunct faculty
members is. reported by full tnme faculty students and admlnrstratOrs to be hlghly - _
- _vanable the scope of their contracts and levels of compensatlon do not encourage o
: thelr strong engagement with student learnlng and retentlon ' o '

) :_- ’ There is no cons13tent|y apphed process or procedure for evaluatlng and lmprovmg B :
the teachlng done by adJuncts o i

. The general educatlon currlculum courses and pollcy have been recently revnewed
The main thrust of a recent report from the responS|bIe Commnttee is that general o
'_ : -educatlon has to focus on the pnnC|pIes of what makes a good general education
‘ program in a natuonal context and on determlnlng and establlshlng general educatlon
o learnlng outcomes -- lookrng toward the future not the past That report |s now under
review. - o o _ o o .

f “ °. John Jay does not have formally desugnated gateway courses that must be passed

successfully before students move-ahead academically (that is, there is no
o : competency based process of. mcrementally advancnng students in the lower division); :
‘instead, the College has. |nforrnally (and likely unlntentlonally) controlled” academlc o
- Quality by falllng students in: early requ1red courses. Example: Government 101, Wthh
is not intended as a barner course has as much as 40 50% fallure rate |n some
'sectlons |ntroductory mathematucs course is another example There are many
| 'V’problems in these |ntroductory courses -- adjunct faculty pollcy problems trylng to
'~ “engage full-time faculty (doing: so would have put adjuncts in classrooms as teachers .~
for 'senior major courses) and the relatlvely poor levels of preparedness of many

B vstudents
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e The College has not consistently c\br reguilarly provided ' second best” optrons

(alternative programs) for students who are unable to succeed in therr originally : chosen | _ ,- ;

A_ jprogram of. study This i |s especrally true in forensrc scrences students who do not do
- wellin forensrc sciences should be able to shlft their academrc program toan

‘ "alternatrve program wrthout Iosrng the value and trme mvested in courses already taken o o

. 'and passed

| v 6_ - vSeveral faculty respondents clalmed that some of therr faculty coIIeagues tend to ,
' “pass through" students (grve passrng grades desprte poor performance) to get them
R out of school regardless of their capacrtres : ' o o '

| AmcemoSceduwrs |
Schedulrng of classes for undergraduates and graduate students has hrstoncally been
- faculty-centered, rather: than student -centered (schedules have been determined pnmanly

- onthe. basus of the convenience or preferences of the faculty member) 16 |n the 2008 B
. CUNY Student Expenence Survey, about % of John Jay students reported that courses o

o were offered at tlmes when they could take them and that they could regrster for every

course they wanted-to take -- which: means that about. ¥ 6f studerits indicated otherwise. -

 These percentages are srmrlar however to those recorded for the overaII CUNY and CUNY .-~
o senror coIIege cohorts e = - - . :

e - It has been difficuit to correct this problem because faculty resrst havrng staff tell them R

when to schedule cIasses --an example respondents in our interviews often cited of
- the'need for faculty culture change. - - :

=

e As aresult, the Registrar has not been able to guarantee students that they will be able

" t6-graduaté in a given time because’she cannot be sure all the required courses will be’

- offéred, or that the student will b|‘e' able to get in those classes, or that the class -
~ schedule will work for.them. |

e 'When students cannot take a-heeded-course; they are allowed to “substitute” another -~~~
. course; the substitute courses may have little to do with the course for which'theyare =~ -

" substituted, or with the major, and students who take substitute courses -- which are -~~~ -

.18 On March 5 dunng the presentatron of the first" draft of thrs report the consultants Iearned that a
..~ committee has made strong recommendations that would address this problem; those recommendatrons
v had not yet at that pornt been |mplemented ‘ : .
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- “apparently far less commonly approved in other GUNY schools -- may graduate less:
- wellprepared. = .

e John Jay similarly has historically made few adjustments to accommodate the reality of *

" schedules forigraduates’tUdents." Most graduate students have classes in the evening, - =+

~but the counselors aren’t on campus at that time. There also is only one graduate -
- student career advisor. : : : :

* Institutonal Vision, Divection, and Strategy

" President Travis has described a thrée-pronged strategy for John Jay: 1) becominga

" senior co//ege and. aggressrve/y ra/srng admrssrons standards ' 2) criminal /ust/ce focus—/n A

L the transition from comprehensive: to sen/or co//ege status and in the introduction of new B

_ . liberal arts majors, retaining the criminal jUStICB emphasis [majors in forensic psychology, .
_ cnm/na/ justice, forensic scrence] and brand and 3) scholarly activity -- becom/ng an _
- Institution-noted for scholarship as well as teach/ng and for broad /ntellectual and praot/ca/ -

= contnbut/ons to the ﬁe/d of criminal just/ce

‘_: John Jays academlc and admlnlstratlve Ieaders hold dlffenng wews about |nst|tut|ona| |

- dlrectlon and vision; espeC|ally, there is concern among some Ieaders about whether the

College can reahst|cally and sumultaneously both 1) |mprove undergraduate educatlon and -
retentlon and 2) strengthen scholarshlp, publlshsng, and natlonal |mpact :

. Many part|C|pants in our lnterwews -- both faculty and staff - descnbed two major
o |nternal |nstltut|onal tensuons at John Jay '

1, Admnssnons standards ra|s1ng adm|SS|ons standards (and therefore requmng h|gher ,
Ievels of preparedness for college) versus contlnumg to admnt students
representatlve of John Jays hlstoncal tradltlonal populatlon '

N ln'okur mestings, many‘mj‘em_ber_s_ of thef_aCUlty and, Staff_ge_mphas_i_z'ed_t_ha_t;John L

Jay attracts students. wh? believe in the idea of education for justice. Many are
~ public-service oriented, a‘nd they persist, regardless of conditions-and levels of
" support. Many of the students come from what they, and faculty members '

C ,descnbe as rough backg{ounds John Jay isa publlc |nst|tut|on and in the vnew

. of many faculty and. academlc Ieaders educatlng students who are not .

- - privileged is what the College stands for. One expression of.that;perspectwe L
- KEELING & ASSOCIATES
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A 'serves to |Ilustrate many snmllar comments “We have to work W|th our students f: '

| : as they are.. and stay loyal to our mlSSlon Professors and leaders who agree _
o are Concerned that ransnng admlssrons standards and focuslng on academlc o
quallty wil dlsenfranchlse the populatlon of students who have tradltlonally
| o To the extent that h|gher standards and a stronger focus on quallty alter the '

- the CUNY communlty Colleges remain avallable to’ provnde educatlonal access.

2 Pnonty and emphasns in. academrc programs supportrng undergraduate educatlon , f :
~and student success versus expandlng graduate/research programs emphasnzmg '
' scholarshlp, and hlnng research faculty AR - -

_ » ln the V|ew of many faculty and some academlc leaders trylng to become a |
* the publlc good wh|le also |mprovmg undergraduate educatlon and retention is -

" donot see how the. College with limited resources, can support both pnontles
o - theyfear, espeC|ally, that undergraduate educatlon will not receive suff CIent
» .'resources - o o e o ;

e :Man‘y faculty members believe that they are “overused” in terms of teaching ~~ - .
- time. Young faculty have 24 credits of release time and must inevitably focus on-

. . promotion and tenure. At the: same. tlme both John.Jay and CUNY seekto -
'_zlncrease retentlon and student success. Faculty bel|eve that these goals do not _ -
o mutually relnforce each other '

» - Many ac'ademic leaders believe John Jay cannot maintain a focus on research, - .
- Genters, and Institutes. WIthout hollowmg out the needed strong core of
) "undergraduate learnlng : :

> Now the institution-and (.T,UNY are asking for.increased research and scholarly’

.'productlon and hmng nevv faculty on criteria different than'in years past -- faculty: o

N who. expect to be rewarded for thelr scholarshup, not thelr teaching, atatlme L

faculty exponentrally leen limited relsources, especnally in this austere economy,

o ;John Jay may not have the elast|C|ty to! take on those two prlontles Many
B ‘ - h - o KEELING & ASSOCIATES'
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. :proflle of admltted students however other faculty at John Jay emphaSlze that ,

»research umversnty that makes slgnlf icant practlcal and scholarly contrlbutlons to 3: .

- ;not poss|ble these are seen as fundamentally opposed confllctlng goals Many - .

' Twhen John Jay also needs to |ncrease contact between students and full t|me o
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* - faculty and.academic leaders think the administration'is going to-have to“back
- off from recruiting stars,” and:focus on teaching. Many current elite faculty have -

_ therr own institutes or branches wrthrn programs. They do not see working with P

N undergraduate students - especrally Iower dlvrsron students -- as part of therr
dutres/responS|b|I|t|es :_‘: o o s o o s

'-_p Teachrng loads for fulI trme faculty are too hrgh to support premrer—level |
" scholarshrp and research‘ in most rnstances -- especrally for senror faculty for

whom the contractual 24 credrt hour release no Ionger applres That contractual .

. provision takes more recently hired faculty out of the classroom, and, by dorng o

.. S0; creates a barrier to retention. This is a serious “structural” 'problem inthat.
- - teaching loads-are matters of University-wide faculty contracts that-are not-.- - -
~-under John Jay's control.!Given that teachrng loads may not be able to be -
~ changed, the alternative squtlon would be to expand the number of faculty Irnes '

' (enough to compensate for the release t|me glven to each new faculty mernber) o

y Scholarshrp is a necessary condrtlon for faculty to ma|nta|n currency in therr S
| field, but great teachrng of the varnety requrred by John Jay students takes :
much time and demands a skrll Ievel that most faculty did not acqurre in therr o
| 'doctoral preparatron programs ’ o o ‘ o o

_. » Some academrc Ieaders have suggested that John Jay develop a dual faculty

'structure SO that the College can address both needs (teachrng and scholarshrp/ _ 13 | ..

o research) At the same time, they are aware of the potentral prtfalls of such a
- system and hesrtate to advocate the creatlon of dlfferent trers or categorles of
' ._:faculty o o . '

There seems to be no consnstent messagrng/communucatuons plan for the Presudents -

~ vision; various’ partrcrpants in our mtervrews knew of, or emphasrzed drfferent '
e elements, or segmentsv of that vrsron, but none expressed it |nrts entlrety.17

e Some observers see the conﬂrct over vision and drrectron asa questron of rnadequate

. strategic plannlng and pnonty settlng They note that, in: the|r opinion, John Jay is

: 'dorng too much and reachlng out too far. “We want a top scholar program whrle we

17 A specific examplé is the use of the term “institlition of consequence,” which'is widely attributed to the

* President and said to have. been used i in his major addresses; the President recalls only one instance ofhis - - - -

. ' usrng the term .and |t |s not found in any of the texts of his speeches avallable on the Web srte
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" simuttaneously are reaching out to the community,” one faculty member said, adding, -~
~ “One of our. biggest.problems is we aren’t prioritizing anything.”

© Final Report:'Fihdings:and Recommendations -+ April 28,2009

'+ The Office of Academic Affairs (OAA) has anriual 'strat:egic plans in place, and each A

~.-Dean.reporting-to the Provost has annual goals that map to the strategic plan and -
- for whuch they are accountab‘le OAA has developed a five- year VISIOF’I but has
, _deferred fi nahzatlon of that document pendlng the renewal of the CoIIege S Iarger

strategrc plannrng process 18

SR -The Colleges current strateg1|c plan expires at the end of 2010 John Jay will begln
- anew planning process to produce a five-year strategy for the period 2010-2015.

o 3 -'Desp|te the exnstence of both institutional and academ|c strategrc plans, as noted
.. "abdve, many respondents to|d the consultants that there is no current and - -

. functional strateglc plan in. Academlc Affa|rs They objected that the absence of .

' .such a pIan Ieft Academrc Affalrs W|th no way to pr|ont|ze or Judge the best
o aIIocatlon of resources. I

oy -s_i_mnan_y, manypartiCipant_s_ in our meetings told the consultants that there wasno -
__functional institutional strategic plan, and that, in the absence of a guiding strategy,
excessive authonty over the allocatlon of resources rested wrth the Senlor Vlce
o PreS|dent for F|nance and Admlnlstrat|on o

N -More slgmf cantly, many respondents in our. meetlngs and mterwews sa|d that the:
,'_:CoIIege has not h|stor|cally been wullung to shrft resources, termlnate programs and
| _staff etc. to make change -- but all of that may be necessary to |mprove ' ‘
- undergraduate retention. Change lnvolwng additions has been far easier at John'
~Jay than change requiifing 'subtractioris or terminations. But several respondents

" "gave specific examples of programs that, in their view, do not “work” and should be - -

"» - One consequence of the unresolved uncertainty about institutional direction is
~“tension in the allocation of the CoIIege investments -- e.g., in the hbrary where
'._‘deepentng of the CoIIege S wor1d class. coIIectlon in cr|m|nal Justnce research is
~limited by the need to have bas;c resources for liberal arts programs. . . . .

' _ 18 'S_u'm'ma'riz'ed: in email correspondence from the 'Proyost, dated M_arCh _23,>_2009'._ .
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* Faculty Culture, Roles, and Responsibilities

 Faculty must bear the greatest responsibility for supporting student learning, retention, and .~

_ 1
success. To make this possible, both changes in institutional poI/cy and srgn/f jcant culture

: change wrth/n the faculty will be requ/red

The responses of students in 2008 to NSSE questrons about student/faculty reIatronshrps o

) and |nteract|ons suggest that greater engagement between faculty andstudentsis - -
" needed. For example: 52% of first- -year ‘students and 45% of.seniors report only
- “sometimes” or “never”™ discussing grades or assignments with an.instructor; moreover; - - -
- students’ responses showed mlnlm‘al mteractrons wrth faculty outsrde of class, and 23% of e
- f rst year students and 40% of senldrs reported that they do not plan to work on a '
| research pro;ect wnth a faculty member outsrde of course or program requrrements

. e At John Jay, the key to organrzatronal change to support retentron must come through
;engagement and comrnrtment by the faculty Younger faculty get thrs |dea Iegacy .
' faculty however are Iess often engaged -

e There .erI probably not be suff cient resources to develop strong and robust student -
- personal and academic support structures in the short term, though'; the Presrdent
' 3:belreves some addltlonal fundrng may be provrded by CUNY

- e The overarchnng issue is how faculty percerve therr reIatronshlp wnth students and their -
':obI|gat|ons to rnstltut|onal purposes o o o o

»To create a:c'ulture of Iearning,' assessme':nt,,and retention, John Jay will'h':av'e: to
figure out how. to initiate and:then generalize culture change through the faculty. -
e Concern: this is largely a new discussion among the faculty, including the facuity:

- leaders. Faculty have not been engaged with questions of undergraduate retention

~ . before. Institutional research data are collected and posted but may not be vrewed The .

'-dlscussnon at John Jay hrstoncally has emphas&zed access, not success; the - -

assumption, whether or not justified; has always been “there will always be more .
~-students,” and, during the time of associate.degree programs, there usuaIIy were;

Many faCUIty report that they do not see a roIe for themselves |n mentorlng |nd|vrdual

o :_students and supportrng retentron
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Ny An att|tude commonIy percelved about faculty at- John Jay iS that problems |n
, retentlon are students fault i “we should get better prepared students

e Last year the. ProvoSt and P’resident’ held a retreat (about' 50 'members of the 'faculty- N
- - and staff attended) on student success it is reported that there was some good

- discussion, but then that conversatlon turned from a focus on students to an emphasns e

on the |nterests of faculty LJttle ewdence of change was produced

N

e | iAdmrnlstrators and some academlc leaders say that no one is pushlng the tenured

professors to be better teachers or. to |mprove therr pedagogy

e 'Summarlzrng a very common wew -one respondent sa|d “We need teachers Itis that
S SImpIe and that har ' ' ' ’

e

e There is concern that |ncreasi'n'gfteaching loads will make newly recruited junior faculty-

~ leave -+ especially because they were recruited with expectations of scholarship and -

‘research, and anticipate having to make tenure based on-those criteria, not on.grounds ~
- - of teaching-and service. Most faculty were not present at President’s address when he -

f‘emphasnzed gettlng more full t|me faculty |nto the cIassroom

e _ Fifty percent of FTE |nstruct|on at the graduate level i is provnded by full- time faculty, but -

this is; decllnlng, down from 60%. Only 42% of undergraduate FTE instruction is. -

- - provided by full-time faculty. John Jay has hired many new faculty mernbers in recent:

- years,'® but the:new hires are miore likely to be research scholars, and are not in the .
cIassroom And newa hlred faculty in general are entntled to contractual course release '

S :_tlme ‘as noted earlier. A ‘major lndlcator for CUNY is the number of fuII tlme faculty in

“the classroom, but hiring research faculty may make those numbers go down. -None of =

© - this takes away from the important success John Jay has had in recruiting new and -

: well-qua//f ied faculty members. under President Travis’ administration. The quest/on /s

~ only how those faculty members can be and will be utilized to support student success | S
S and retent/on L :

18 Source: President's State of the College"Address November 5,2008: “419 full time faculty; 25% more than =
- four years ago. Fully 35% of our facuity have been hired in the last four years. With 32 searches underway as
we speak we could well reach a new mllestone of 422 full time faculty in faII 2009." : ‘
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e 'Both students-and staff describ'e the need for greater ethnic and cultural diversity .

among faculty despite recent gains in hiring. faculty of color; John Jay's very diverse o
B -_student body may not * see themselves in the faculty and may not therefore feeI

' comfortable seeking advnsmg from them
l

.. E More recently recruited faculty describe a strong connection W|th students “ do care

whether You pass my course or ‘not They descnbed making sngnrfncant |nvestments |n':'

o ,relationships with. students and making themselves available in person or by email for

: students questions o “'l

: ?_ | :The Center for the Advancement of Teaching is a first step' in bringing faculty together

But there has been an Interim Director, and there are no other staff. Many respondents'_”

B i,likened this on the faculty snde to the srngle person offlce programs in Student .

' Development

_ i_ | : Faculty reward systems and structures are not aligned wuth support for undergraduate '_ :; -

education It is not clear to faculty that they will be supported or rewarded for |nvest|ng

. :,in quality of undergraduate education or support for students
) A_ss'es':sment“a:nd: Evaluation

* Primary in the mission.and goals of every post-secondary institution is educationitself — -

the process that students experience as learning Knowmg howto assess the klnd of

|earn|ng that occurs in higher education is central to the ability of educators both |ns|de
~and outside the classroom in the traditional academic faculty or in student development

and support - to do their best work. The assessment of learning explores how effectively

"' engagement with the institution |ncreased students’ ability skill, or. competency in various N
" domains as a result of various Iearning experiences — a curriculum, academic major, -
- certificate program, course, specifit ¢ classroom activity, student development experience : -

E (such as leadership development) or experiential Iearning activity. These assessment -
. processes are central to ensunng ‘that the College advances student learning and success ’
~ Asnotedin comments at the begin‘ning of this report retent/on should embrace

achievement of des:red learn/ng outcomes - not jUSt perSistence in enrollment to -
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' John Jay- is required t0'update the 'N/Iiddle States Commission on Hi'gher Educ'ation o

b.; (MSCHE) on “continued implementation of comprehensive, integrated, and sustained .

'_ processes to assess |nst|tut|onal effectlveness and the achrevement of student Iearnlng
- _ outcomes (Standards 7 and 14)” by December1 '2009. The institution is beginning

” preparatlons fora self study revuew by Mlddle States |n 2013 WhICh quI also need to :" .
 demonstrate progress in.assessment and |nst|tut|onal effectrveness processes

v_ Assessment of student Iearnung is an essentlal contnbutor to |mprovements in retent|on ‘
_ and student success Such assessment has not yet been W|dely developed and '
|mpIemented at John Jay _' : ] ' ' :
\

: Recommendatlons

'_: 1 Flrst and foremost John Jay -- as an |nst|tut|on an admlnlstratlon aIeadersh|p team a'

' lfaculty and a communrty -- should recognlze that. retentlon isa complex matter deeply :
embedded in'institutional culture; that the factors nnﬂuencmg retention are muIt|pIe and '

o : d|verse and that approaches to |mprov1ng retentlon are uneV|tany mult|factor|al and

“intérlinked. It is not possrb/e to /mprove retention srmp/y by ”tweak/ng poI/cres or-
practices, mak/ng small or /ncrementa/ Changes, or purchasrng a vendor’s. program or .

. ;product /mprovrng retention at John Jay will requrre fundamental change in the cu/ture ‘ o

- of the institution, and especra//y among the facu/ty This change in turn will requrre a

o : d///gent and rigorous strategic- p/ann/ng process based on a strong consensus among

: Co/lege leaders that clearly defines the vision and priorities of the institution.

. 2. The COIIege does not’ have the 'resources to support both signit"Cant new and o

add|t|onaI mvestments in 3|gnature graduate programs and centers and maJor o

" enhancements in undergraduate student Iearn|ng, retention, and success. T0 i |mprove L

- retentlon the. College must assngn short-term priority to supportlng, assessnng, and-.

- - strengthening undergraduate |earn|ng- This does not require that the College reverse - -

| _direction, or abdicate its comm/tment to improving academic quality, scholarship, and |
- research. But, in the com/ng two to three years the pr/mary pnorlty for assrgnment and ‘

o rea//ocat/on of resources shou/d be for student /earn/ng and success

| KEELING &_AssoclATEs'
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- serwces are needed

- The rest of our recommendatlons (3 15) depend upon the Colleges affi rmatlon of

the need for culture change and\ its assignment of pr/onty to undergraduate B

: : /earn/ng and retent/on Both greater engagement by faculty wrth student /earnlng

and success and greater allocat/on of resources to student and academ/c support o

o plan

. The College should; as soon as ‘possible “begin its process of institutional strategic. .-
':plannlng for 2010-2015. That process can (and should) in and of itself build communlty o

and foster |nst|tut|onal change a healthy, broad based strateglc plannnng effort should

: _produce key changes in College polucy and prlorltles that WI|| support changes |n .

|nst|tut|onal and faculty culture

- ln paraliel, the Office of 'Acadern‘ic' Affairs should complete a new academic strategic -
- - plan with specific goals, objectrves and timelines to guide further deCIS|on maklng As .
';|s true at the institutional level, th|s is an’ opportunlty for communlty based d|scu33|ons j; -

leadlng to rnstltutlonal change for Iearn|ng

. 'Both»»the inStitUt'ional and aCademic ’strategic plans, and the derivative plans for
- implementation of their goals, should emphasize redistribution of resources. Even if -~ -
-John Jay is fortunate enough to réceive a significant distribution of new resources from . -

CUNY or external funding from foundations/corporations, reallocations will be needed

- to support student success. Wh|Ie the addition of $1M or more, for example to the ,

institutional budget for support of student success would certalnly have an |mpact lt o

. - would not alone relieve the conditions: that |mpa1r retentlon at John Jay. The

: red|str|but|on or reallocation, of resources should locate an mcreasung proportlon of
- institutional-funds, positions; and infrastructure in-academic and support programs that - - - -

. . A . | _ . N : ) o

-support student learning and retention. This required redistribution is-itself a goa/ for -

/nstltutlona/ culture change at John Ja y that shou/d be supported in the new strateg/c -
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. “John Jay should inform 'de_cision‘maklng about the redlstnbutlon of resources W|th

Clear, sound assessment data that demonstrate the outcomes, value and worth of

' 'nvarlous programs and activities. The College can use a deC|S|on matnx approach --

ranklng programs (both academlc and student development or support serwces) on

s “the |ntersect|ng axes of m/ssmn-centeredness and greatest good for the- greatest o _
: 'number in both cases ranklngs should be made on the basis of outcomes.data, not - -
- - impressions or history. Developing-and using this decision matrix will requure --and -

| _':reflect -- the creatlon of a Culture of eV|dence in the |nst|tut|on

' . _The Consultants enthusrastlcally support the Provost s deC|S|on to recrurt an Assocrate o
" Provost for Assessment and Pianning: This-position is essential to support the -

processes-of institutional and academic strateglc pIann|ng ‘outcomes-based decision- :

'fmaklng and creatlon of a culture of assessment and ewdence John Jay should recrwt ;'? '

and hire an experienced educator and administrator and rest respons/blllty and.

bfaccountab;/:ty for assessment and strategy in that position. Note, however, that -

|dent|fy|ng and hlnng the nght person for th|s complex and demandlng role w1l| be

. f_challenglng - and that havrng an excellent |nd|v1dual in the posrtlon is not a “srlver o
“bullet”; filing the- posmon will not absolve other faculty and administrators of shared
© - responsibility for assessment and planning. - ' : :

8. The College should develop and implement a rigorous system for assessment of
' student learning applied to all classroom and out-of-classroom learning experiences.
'Success in this endeavor will require increasing the capacity of faculty members- e
S pnmanly, to conduct clear, transparent and meanlngful assessments of student .
k learning. These assessments ‘when llnked to strong |nst|tut|onal commntments to

renewal and change in academlc programs, will enable John.Jay to ensure thatitis .

| fprovrdung educatlonal offerlngs pedagogy. and content that address its desrred core A

Iearnlng outcomes for students

. Given the College's significant res'()Urce'l'imitations'in‘ student academic and personal” -
- support servuces John Jay should a) contlnue toincrease resources in those areasas =
much as possrble in each budget cycle and b) change the service and practrce models‘-_ :

of the services to emphasuze early recognltlon of and |ntervent|on wrth students who

| - have academlc or personaVsoc'al/famlly/f nancral problems that are |nterferlng wrth their :_"’” -
'achlevement and progress Wlth only three cross- College academlc adwsors for - :

‘ KEELING &_Assocmss' -
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~example, John Jay should provide priority access to those advisors for students who
- are self- or faculty-identified as having academic distress. .

) 10. T he College should create and |mplement rellable sturdy systems of academlc
o _monltorlng and support deS|gned to facmtate the early recognition of students with -
. emerging academic limitations or problems These: systems will require. greater faculty o
- engagement with students and the willingness of faculty members tointervene when
~students exhlblt evidence of personal problems or constraints in academic’
| performance .John Jay wnll need to |nstltute College wnde pol|0|es supportlng a)

- ongoing formatlve evaluatlon of. student learnlng in classes b) crlterla for: notlfcatlon by' - |

" faculty members to advisors or counselors that students are “in trouble,” and ¢)-
o : systems that make it easy ‘for faculty members to make easy referrals of troubled
- -students to advisors or sources of personal counsellng and assustance -

o 1'_1' .;While the consultants'v\:/armly endorsethe Coll'eg_e’s att'e'r_npts to_ 1increa'se;acade_rnic

~ standards for admission, we caution John Jay that the short-term consequences of

. :As:gnlf cant changes in academlc standards can run counter to the goal of malntalnlng

“enrollment. In-the longer term, higher standards may result in a College that is -

- somewhat.smaller but has much-higher retention ratés and stable or higher enrollment -

revenues. At m/n/mum we suppon‘ ra/smg 'standards suffi ciently. to avoid admtSS/on of

- students whose academlc portfo//os are so weak that they wil a/most certa/nly fa// in . |
. _college _

o vtlohn Jay should work diligently to convey the-facts, and the significance, -of higher -
~ -academic standards to prospectlve students parents hlgh school gwdance staff
_ and hlgh school teachers o

o 1'2' The complexity 'an'd' diffi C’ulty of students” lives are major challenges to retention at John
' Jay We recommend that the College take several steps to prowde aSS|stance to R
: students who are facmg those challenges ' '

e We endorse recent work done by the College to make class schedules more .

- convenient for students. The student-centeredness underscored by this action wrll -

'be a core feature of movement toward an mstntutnonal culture that emphasaes
" “student learning and success. ‘

KEELING &AASSOCIATES
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5 'Similarly, the CoIIege should' ehsure that student personal and academic support -
._servnces observe office hours. that more cIoser match the days and tlmes that both

: ,undergraduate and graduate students are on campus

“There should be n'oidecr'ease' in funding' or?h_uman resources for personal support
. services such as counseling and health; over time, the College should redistribute
-_-resource to‘ augment-th_e sc_op,e, andscale of_ these :pvrograms_. S

' The College should contlnue to support and |mp|ement lnnovatrve programs that

'_aIIow students to lntegrate Ilfeland learn|ng more compIeter -~ such as the recent T
- “Subway Senes S o ' o o

l

) 'J_ohn Jay _shOUld do' everything possible to facilitate students’ access to financial aid - -
- for which they_are,elig_ible.. R

- 13 Academlc support servnces also need addltlonal resources We recommend that the
" College o '

-implement policies and.practices designed to-promote the early recognition and . -

.~ -referral of students with emerging academic difficulty, as suggested above. . |

 Provide faculty and professional development trainlng to prepare teaching faculty, |
'~ administrators, and student life professionals to recognlze and refer students W|th o
B ‘academlc or personal problems that llmlt achlevement ’ ‘

._..Strengthen the resources (|nclud|ng fundlng, space, and human resources) and

3 .programs of the Off ice of the Dean of Undergraduate Studles

"Though”n'ew monies and/or' redistribution ofresources 'increase'staff ng in the’j"“ o
fcross College adwsrng serwce‘a (Adwsmg Center) to at least-15 posmons overthe

_ ,;Develop and |mplement learnlng communltles of students focused on academlc L
: l L

_ ‘dISClp|ll'leS or toprcs of commpn lnterest

: KEELING & ASSOCIATES
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L e
- e “Engage students in peer mentoring and peer-tutoring programs in all academic -
. departments and in general educa_tion_.__. .

e Establlsh a credlt bear|ng andl requlred fi rst semester/ﬂrst year transrtlon to college -
'A"'course desngned to-enhance students academlc study and cognltlve Skl“S and
- 'strengthen their engagement W|th the College and its programs. . o
. -Develop a summer orlentatlon expenence through Wthh to fac1l|tate students
_'_adjustment to college prepare them for college level academlc expectatlons and
‘_llnk them to academlc and personal support serwces -
[ _ o
o L. ‘Continue to admlnlster and dlssemlnate results of the Natlonal Survey of Student
: '_,‘Engagement NSSE) ' ' ‘ ' '

. _Create bette_r lnternal transte_r option_s for students who encounter acvademic | =

* difficulty in their first choice academic programs. “Students often are discouraged

~ and drop out when they find that they are not performing well in their “first choice” -
. program. Others encounter what they perceive as.a “no forgiveness” policy -- if .
- they leave on academic probation, move to an alternative option and show -
o -approprlate |mprovement they are then admitted “on probatlon ” Whlle some of -
, _'_:these issues may be rectn‘" ed by better academlc adwsmg changes in academlc
. "pollcy will also be requlred ‘

14 Faculty will bear the greatest respon3|b|llty for supporting student learnlng retentlon

- and success. To make this possible; both changes in institutional policy-and practices

- - and significant culture change within the faculty will be required. John Jay must
- strengthen the engagement of faculty W|th student learnlng, retention, and success. .
: y’ The overarchlng issue is how faculty percelve their relatlonshlp with students and how .
' :_they understand and dlscharge thelr obllgatlons to the achlevement of hlgh prlonty

' lnstltutlonal purposes Rt

s Strengthen, enlarge, and expand resources for the Center for the Advancementof .

. -Teaching and engage larger ‘;numb,ers,o,f faculty with its programs..

o KEELING & ASSOCIATES'
- S F’ageSOqul




: l
g John Jay College o Cnmlnal Justlce l

© Final Repert: Findings and Recommendations -~ April 28,2009 -

»'3_0'_ 'Proyide'facmty developmentipriogr_ams,on student learning and development,
. current research on learnrng and researchand,s’ch,olar_ship,on_teaching ,and L

L _learnlng

" . Infuse & culture of assessment|in all academlc programs begln prOVldIr’lg students =
. with extens:ve Jetailed feedback about their performance not-only at the end of
-_-Classes (summative evaluatlon) but throughout the class cycle (formative - -
~-evaluation). Help students learn to self-assess and to-understand the assessments
_ _prowded by faculty Prowde faculty development actrvrtles regardlng assessment of

' _student Iearnlng

e Use the conclusions of the recently completed review of general -educationto -
- _'relnforce the reorlentatlon of faculty priorities toward teachlng, assessment and
__.student success. . .. ..

o Rewse faculty promotlon and tenure crltena to emphasnze engagement W|th

':' "students effectlve teachrng, _the accornpllshment of student learnang outcomes
. and student success: It must be clear to faculty that they will be supported.or’
rewarded for investing in the quallty of. undergraduate educatlon or prowdlng

- -support for students o

15 AdeSt polIC|es programs and practlces to support the creatlon of a greater sense of -
' communlty at John Jay ' LT
e 'Review 'and :reviSe_,the' pOIicies and programs of the Office of Student Activities as
.y sneeded.:to improve students' engagement with .pro_g_rar_nsvand the: campus. -

—
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Pha—— ATI'ACHMENT F

JOHN JAY COLLEG |

THE Civy

OF CRI.M.I.N,AL_]USTICE N |
|
!

UNIVERSIIY OF NEW &)

To: Ad Hoc Faculty Committee for Online Teochmg Effechveness

" From: Jane P. Bowers, Provost
Date: April 12, 2009
Re: Report and Recommendations

Thank you for your work in developing the proposed online faculty/course evaluation
instruments, both for student evaluation of faculty and for peer observation.

I am adopting the recommendations you put forward in your March 15, 2009 memo to
me and in Bill Brennan's April 6, 2009 summary report. Specifically, | approve, as a pilot
program, the administration of the proposed online student evaluation of faculty and
peer evaluation of teaching to between 10 and 20 faculty teaching online in falf 2009,
with the understanding that the results of this administration are to be used for analysis
and testing purposes only and NOT for personnel records.

| ask that Pat O'Hara reconvene the committee with these additional members: Keith
Markus, Gail Hauss, and Kevin Nesbitt. As you yourselves suggested, Gail Hauss is an
essential addition given her expertise in survey creation, administration, and analysis.
Keith Markus is a newly elected member of the Coliege Council subcommittee on
Student Evaluation of Faculty, and he can represent that group’s interests. As you move
forward from pilot to adoption, it will be important to involve the Student Evaluation of
Faculty Committee as the appropriate governance body to move adoption. | will ask
Kevin Nesbitt to serve on your committee because as the new Director of Faculty
Services, he will be managing the student evaluation of faculty process in my office and
is the person best suited to represent the Office of the Provost on your committee.

The first task of your newly reconfigured committee will be to plan for the implementation
of the pilot. Second, you will see to it that the pilot is in fact implemented in fall 2009.
Third, you will meet to analyze the overall resulis of the fall 2009 pilot and to recommend
instruments and accompanying protocols to the Committee on Student Evaluation of

Faculty and from there to the College Council in spring 2010. Fourth, you will report your

results to me with further recommendations as appropriate. And finally, you will be
involved in the selection of a third party software product to aliow for onllne
administration, recording. and analysis of data.

At such time as we are ready to move the instruments and protocols through
governance, it will be important to consult Rosemarie Maldonado & Don Gray to be sure
that we are in compliance with the contract, and it will also be important to involve ITSS
in decisions about and application of the appropriate software product.

Thank you again for your work on this important project. As we increase our online
offerings. it is crucial that we evaluate the qudlity of online ’feochmg 'rhe work of your
committee goes a long way toward helping us do that. :

899 TENTH AVENUE ~NEW YORK, NY 10019 T.212.237-8801 F 212.237.8623



Results and Recommendations g
Of Provost’s Ad Hoc Committee for Online Teaching Effectiveness |

Submitted April 6, 2009

The following will provide an overview of the efforts of the Provost’s ad hoc

* " committee to recommend guidelines for faculty online teaching. The work of the |

committee began in the late fall of 2008 and culminated with retommendations

for a Student Evaluation of Faculty Online Classes process and |evaluation
document, along with a companion Peer Evaluation of Faculty Teaching Online
process and evaluation documents submitted on March 26t (attached). Also
attached is a chronological record of committee emails beginnirllg on February 3+
and culminating with the final submission on March 26*.

Members of the committee included Bill Brennan, Committee Coordinator, Dr.
Pat O'Hara, Dr. Peter Mameli, Dr. Anthony Carpi, Dr. Jay Hamilton, and o
Professor Adam Wandt as faculty contributors, along with Ms. Helen Keier and
Ms. Megan Duffy. Professor Ned Benton, who begged off direct participation
due to other commitments, was supportive of the work of the committee and
was copied on all key committee documents and correspondence.

A key theme of the committee’s efforts was agreement that any process
recommended should mirror, as closely as possible, existing contractually
approved evaluation processes present within the faculty collective bargaining
agreement. A companion theme was the sentiment that all forms and documents
used, whenever and wherever possible, reflect pre-existing language contained
within existing traditional course student and peer evaluation forms and
processes.

I .
In keeping with the previously mentioned themes, the 'guidelirlles and procedures
for peer evaluation for asynchronous courses are designed to supplement the
College’s current peer evaluation method. The recommendations were adopted
from Hostos College’s guidelines and were modified to fit John Jay. Specific
attention was given to ensure compliance with article 18-2 of the PSC/CUNY
agreement regarding professional evaluation. Every effort was made to ensure
that the guidelines mirror, to the degree possible, the current “in-class” peer
evaluation method.

The committee recommends that in order to move the online evaluation process
forward that the following be implemented.




S

i

- 1. Approve, as a pilot program, the administration of the online versions of

the proposed student evaluation of faculty and peer evaluation of

~ teaching to between 10 and 20-faculty teaching online in|the Fall of 2009.

2. All such evaluations are to be for analysis and testing purposes only.
These pilot evaluations are NOT personnel records, and can only be used
to assess the degree to which the evaluations themselves produce
feedback that bears as reliability on teaching effectiveness as current
classroom versions of the same instruments; and also explore any isbues of
process, confidentiality and rater confidence that may surface in this new
mode of administering these instruments.

3. Based upon an analysis of the overall results of the Fall 2009 pilot group,
this committee would reconvene for purposes of recommending these
instruments and their accompanying protocols, amended as necessary
based upon the pilot, to the appropriate College governing bodies.

The committee also recommended that should it reconvene to complete the tasks
cited above that Ms. Gail Hauss be given strong consideration as a member to be
added to the committee membership.

One other important deliberation of the committee was focused upon ,
implementation logistics for the student evaluation. It was generally agreed that
post pilot the formal rollout of the student evaluation would need to be !
electronic. It was recommended that whichever Academic Affairs office is
charged with the implementation and oversight of the stadent online evaluation,
that it will need to work closely with ITSS to select and implement a third party
software product that would allow for online administration, recording, and
analysis of the data. While the Blackboard product does contain a course
evaluation module the committee felt for numerous reasons it iwould not be the
appropriate vehicle for instructor evaluation. It was felt that Blackboard could
be considered at a future date for actual course content evaluation but that
decision can be addressed at a later date.

Attached for review are the actual pilot evaluation forms and a chronological
record of committee emails.




To: Provost Jane Bowers
From: Members of the Committee for Online Course Standards and Evaluation

Date: March 15, 2009

- Re: Proposal for moving forward with online evaluation development. -

We would propose that the Provost, after such consultation as she deems appropria;te:
:

1. Approve, as a pilot program, the administration of the online versions of thé
proposed student evaluation of faculty (see below) and the peer evaluation bf
teaching (also appended) to between 10 and 20 faculty teachinlg who are tez:iching
online in Spring 2009.

2. All such evaluations are to be for analysis and testing purposes only.- These pilot
evaluations are NOT personnel records, and can be used only to assess the degree
to which the evaluations themselves produce feedback that bears as reliably on
teaching effectiveness as current classroom versions of the same instruments; and
also to explore any issues of process, confidentiality and rater confidence that
may surface in this new mode of administering these mstruments '

3. Based on an analysis of the overall results of the Spring 2009 pllot group, this
__ committee will reconvene in Fall 2009 for the purposes of recommending these

_ "“instruments and their accompanying protocols, amended as necessary based on
the pilot, to the appropriate governing bodies of the college.

Implementation Steps: Student evaluation of faculty

- o Enter into a trial relationship with an online survey provider in order to conduct,
outside of Blackboard or other CMS, student evaluations of faculty who are
~teaching online classes in spring 2009.

e Ask all instructors teaching online this semester for their voluntary participation
with a guarantee that no results go into any personnel file or process, and that any
volunteer may request that his/her identifying information be stripped from any
and all survey results. . ;

* Announce the pilot, emphasizing its “test” nature and the fact that the online
instruments are virtually identical to their classroom counterp arts. .

o [Establish a mechanism whereby students are adv1sed of the survey’s availability
and directed to the survey site. .

e Specify protocols for reporting survey results to the Provost’s Office, and |
distributing results in a secure manner to authorized parties. A g

e Officially designate the Committee for Online Course Standards and Evaluation
as the entity for the initial analysis of the results, and such further |
recommendations as might be based thereupon.




STUDENT EVALUATION OF FACULTY—

ONLINE CLASSES

" \-Faculty/Course Evaluatlon
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NOTICE TO STUDENTS: You have just completed a student evaluation of faculty survey that is being applied for the firs
As ane of the first “evaluators” of online faculty performance, your feedback on the several questions below would be very
doing so will help improve the evaluation and delivery of future online classes.

i e
Question 17

s oo ———

Question 18
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Questlon 22
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PEER EVALUATION OF FACULTY TEACHING ONLINE

The recommended protocols were adapted from-Hostos’ online peer evaluation
guidelines, which were crafted to incorporate PSC/CUNY understandings regarding
professional evaluation. The proposed John Jay online peer evaluation guidelines below
mirror the protocols and instruments currently in use for “in class” peer evaluations at the
college, with minor modifications reflecting the electronic environment in which online
peer review occurs.

Protocol:

e Only faculty with experience in asynchronous online teaching may
conduct observations of asynchronous online courses.




~

The observer and the person being observed will agree on a time window
of 24 hours on a day certain in which the observation will take place.

‘The forms to be used for the observation are those in current usage in the

in-class peer evaluations, as modified immediately below.

The observer and the person being observed will arrange to meet for a
short briefing prior to the observation. The observer should be provided
with a syllabus and brief tour of all relevant elements of the course
interface.

The person being observed will provide the observer with student-role

access to the course on the date and time agreed.

After the 24 hour observation window has expired, the person being
observed shall convert the observer’s status to “unavailable.”

After observing, the observer shall meet with the person observed. The
- presence of a third party may be requested by the observer or the person

observed. The third party faculty member chosen should have training or
experience with online teaching. '

The Observer shall prepare the Post Observation Conference _
Memorandum. The person being observed may attach comments or
rebuttal for review. '

Forms to be used: (1) Observation Form; (2) Post-Observation Conference
-Memorandum

JOHN JAY COLLEGE OF
CRIMINAL JUSTICE

The City University of New York
Department of Public Management

OBSERVATION OF ONLINE TEACHING

Candidate:

Rank:

Observer:




Date:
Course/Section:

Present your observations below. The committee is interested in all aspects of the
candidate’s performance: Knowledge and organization of subject matter, method and
appropriateness of presentation, ability to explain, encouragement of thinking on the
part of students, personal manner and attitude toward students, student response, and
- communication ability. When illustrations will clarify your comments, please

*illustrate. A balanced assessment of the candidate’s strengths and weaknesses will be
most helpful. L '

Observer’s Signature: . : '. /¥

Chairperson’s Signature: L » | |/

Form B

JOHN JAY COLLEGE OF
CRIMINAL JUSTICE

The City University of New York
Department of Public Management
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- Signed:

POST OBSERVATION CONFERENCE MEMORANDUM

Observation Date:
Date of Observation Report:
Filed with Chairperson:

Names of Department Representatives Present

. Observer:

Department P & B Member or Other
Assigned By Chairperson:

Candidate
Rank:
Date of Discussion:

Rank:
(Observer)

My signature below indicates that | have read the above memorandum. I understand that
I may attach comments or rebuttals.

Faculty Signature:
Date:

FORME

Professors Patrick O’Hara and Adam Wandt prepared this document on behalf of the
committee and pursuant to its deliberations and recommendations.
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) ATTACHMENT G

Memorandum
Date: March 23, 2009

To: Karen Kaplowitz
President, Faculty Senate

From: Richard Sau\irlier
Vice President-Enrollment Management

Re: Community Hour

The Schedule task Force has made preliminary recommendations regarding the club hour on campus.
The Task Force was composed of the following members:

Ms. Joan Antonicelli
Dr. Glenn Corbett

Dr. Jannette Domingo
Ms. Gail Hauss

Dr. Karen Kaplowitz
Dr. Thomas Kucharski
Dr. Thomas Litwack
Mr. Ben Rohdin

Dr. Karen Terry

It was co-chair by Professor Benton and me.

Essentially the Schedule Task Force is asking the community to consider the following alternatives. First,
the schedule grid should remain the same and there should no changes to accommodate a community
hour. This allows for a community period of 35 minutes per day. There was strong support that if there
were no change in the actual grid that consideration should be given to the idea of not scheduling full- -
time faculty during the 6™ period so that they would be free for meetings and College activities.

Second, there is support for the idea that the College shouid change the beginning time for both the day
and evening sessions. This would allow for the expansion of a community hour and still maintain the
current nine period structure. The faculty senate identified the early beginning time as an obstacle for
students who work a 5-5 job from being-able to arrive at JJ in time to attend 7th period on time and at
the same time as requiring too great a waiting time until the subsequent class period.

Proposal 2A would begin first period at 8:00 AM and seventh period at 5:30 PM instead of 5:00 PM all
fives days each week. This results in a community hour of an hour and ten minutes each day.

Proposal 2A
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T WAW

Beriod Begin End
ES 8:00 AM 9:15 AM
2" 9:25 AM 10:40 AM
37 10:50 AM 12:05 PM
4™ 12:15 PM 1:30 PM
5" 1:40 PM 2:55 PM
Free time Free time Free time
6" 4:05 PM 5:20 PM
7t 5:30 PM 6:45 PM
g™ 6:55 PM 8:05 PM
gt 8:15 PM 9:30 PM
Proposal 2B S
' Period Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday
1* 8:15 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 AM
2" 9:40 AM 9:25 AM | 9:40 AM 9:25 AM 9:40 AM
.37 11:05 AM 10:50 AM 11:05 AM 10:50 AM 11:05 AM
4" 12:30 PM 12:15 PM 12:30 PM 12:15 PM 12:30 PM
5t 1:55 PM 1:40 PM 1:55 PM 1:40 PM 1:55 PM
] Free time | 3:10-3:35PM | 2:55-4:05 PM | 3:10-3:35PM | 2:55-4:05 PM | 3:10-3:35PM
6" 3:35 P 4:05 PM 3:35 PM 4:05 PM 3:35 PM
Al 5:00 PM 5:30 PM 5:00 PM 5:30 PM 5:00 PM
8" 6:25 PM 6:55 PM 6:25 PM 6:55 PM 6:25 PM
ER 7:50 PM 8:15 PM 7:50 PM 8:15 PM 7:50 PM

L

Proposal 2B would keep the existing grid format for Monday, Wednesday and Friday but have the new
alternate format on Tuesdays and Thursdays. This provides an hour and ten minutes two days a week.

Proposal 3 would be similar in nature to proposal 2B except that all classes would begin at 8:15 AM in
the morning and the evening session would begin later on Tuesday and Thursday.

| Period Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday
1% 8:15 AM 8:15 AM 8:15 AM 8:15 AM 8:15 AM
2" 9:40 AM 9:40 AM 9:40 AM 9:40 AM 9:40 AM
3" 11:05 AM 11:05 AM 11:05 AM 11:05 AM 11:05 AM'
4" 12:30 PM 12:30 PM 12:30 PM 12:30 PM 12:30 PM
5* 1:55 PM 1:55 PM 1:55 PM 1:55 PM 1:55 PM
Free time | 3:10-3:35 PM | 3:10-4:20 PM | 3:10-3:35 PM | 3:10-4:20 PM | 3:10-3:35 PM
6" 3:35 PM 4:20 PM 3:35 PM 4:20 PM 3:35 PM
7" 5:00 PM 5:45 PM 5:00 PM 5:45 PM 5:00 PM
g™ 6:25 PM 7:10 PM 6:25 PM 7:10 PM 6:25PM |
R 7:50 PM 8:35 PM 7:50 PM 8:35 PM 7:50 PM

A@q/qtvgw
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The Task Force decided that there was no need to change the Graduate Schedule Grid. This grid is
presented below for information purposes.

Begin End
9:30 AM 11:30 AM
11:45 AM 1:45 PM

2:10 PM 4:10 PM

-

4:15 PM 6:15 PM

Y

6:20 PM=, 820 PM

8:25 PM 10:25 PM

The Schedule Task Force’s intention is that this information will be presented to various constituencies
during the remainder of the spring semester and the beginning of the fall semester for review and
further consideration.

It should be noted that there was support in the Faculty Senate to expand the time between periods
from 10 minutes to 15 minutes to allow for more time to move between buildings. In the final analysis,
it was decided that adding this additional time to the schedule would diminish the community hour or
make the end of ninth period so late that students would not attend. This issue may need to be revisited
when Phase 2 opens.
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. University Faculty Senate T ~Proposed: May 5, 2009

. f ¢ Adopted Unammously

Resolutlon Opposnng Term lelts for Department Chairs

Whereas “the CUNY Board of Trustees will be asked to vote in June ona Bylaws

change that would impose a two-term 11m1t on elected departrnent chairs (text from OGC -
below undated) and :

Whereas the Council of Faculty Governance Leaders voted unanimously on May 1 to

reject the proposal for the reasons C1ted below:

1) Faculty members right to elect a chair of their departments to represent them is
~ an important power. Any Board action to limit or truncate this power can only be
viewed as an attack on faculty governance and faculty voice.

- 2) Mechamsms already exist to remove chairs at any time who are not performmg :
adequately, eSpeclally pre51dent1al aCtIOIl ~

3) The Bylaws alréady require that elections take place by secret. ballot every 3
years; which ensures that all el1g1ble faculty have an opportunity to be elected if
the faculty of ‘the department deems it in the best 1nterest of the department and
the college

- 4) The job of chair is complex: acquiring the expertlse to do 1t well takes time,
. making continuity valuable.

5) The proposed maximum 6-year term for chalrs 1s not con51stent with the
_current 7-year tenure clock. An important function of chairs is to mentor younger .
faculty from their hiring to their gettmg tenure. Shortening the term of chaxrs
would significantly d1srupt this process. :

6) Lack of proper consultation: the proposal surfaced two weeks ago' just before |
the end of the semester and after the point at which many college senates have
already had their ﬁnal meet1ng of the year. :

Therefore, Be It Resolved. _that the University Faculty Senate joins the Council of

‘Faculty Governance Leaders-in urging the Board of Trustees to reject this proposal.

Proponent: Executive Committee

Present for the Council of Faculty Governance Leaders.vote weré UFS Chair Manfred Philipp, and
Professors Jason Young (Hunter College), Martha Bell (Brooklyn College), Hector Lopez (Hostos CC),
Stefan Baumrin (Graduate School), Rosalind Carey (Lehman College), Donald Hume (Kingsborough CC),
Lenore Beaky (LaGuardia CC), Leslie Jacobson (Brooklyn College), Roberta Klibaner (College of Staten
Island), Elizabeth Lowe (Queens College), Karen Kaplowitz (John Jay College), Emily Tai _
(Queensborough CC), Phil Belcastro (BMCC), Ruth Bass (Bronx CC), and Peter Parides (NYCCT).



ATTACHMENT I

THE CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK PROPOSED AMENDI\/[ENT TO ARTICLE X
OF THE BYLAWS: '

RESOLVED, That the TBylaws of the Board of Trustees be amended as follows |

v (additionsnindicated by undersvcori‘n_g):

Section 9.1 Department_Organization- '

[No revisions to subsection a]

'b. The executive officer of the debartment shall be the department chairperson who shall be a

professor, associate professor or assistant professor elected by secret ballot for a term of three
years, except as provided below, by a-majority vote of all the members of the instructional staff of -
the department who have faculty rank. Proxy or mail voting shalll not be permitted. The
department chairperson must be tenured or have been approved by the board for tenure at the time -

- of his/her election, except in-departments less than seven years old. Such elections shall be
- subject to the subsequent approval of the president and the board. Department chalrpersons

may serve for no more than two consecutive terms, unless a waiver of this limitation is -
Granted by the president because of unusual circumstances and in the best interests of the
department and the college. Service as a department chairperson for more than one-half of
a three-vear term will be considered service for a full term for purposes of determining
eligibility for additional service. The present system of staggered departmental elections shall

- be continued. The successors of department chairpersons shall be elected during the first full

week in May at the expiration of the respective terms of office to take officeas of July first of the
year in which they are elected and at the three year intervals thereafter. Vacancies shall be filled
by election for the unexpired term. Ne'twithstanding anything in the foregoing to the contrary, in
the library department, the president of the college shall from-time, to time recommend a member

_of the department to the board for designation as chairperson. Department chairpersons who are
not tenured professors, associate professors or assistant professors on January 1, 1976 may fill out

their unexpired terms as chalrpersons subject to the provisions of sections 9.1 (c) and 9.6.(a) of
these bylaws

. [No revisions to subsectlonsc d, e, f, g]

RESOLVED That the above- mentloned amendment take effect at the end of the term of
department chalrpersons starting in the 2009 10 academic year.

EXPLANATION: The proposed a amendment revises Amcle IX of the Bylaws to hmlt the service
- of department chairpersons to two consecutive terms. Limiting a department -

chairperson's service to two (three-year) terms will give more faculty the opportunity to serve as
chairpersons, performing an important service to the department and to the college. As different
faculty members have diverse viewpoints and leadership styles, the department will benefit by.
having new department chairpersons who will bring fresh ideas and approaches to managing their

: departments The college president may waive this term limit because of unusual circumstances

and in the best interests of the department and the college (e.g., a very small department where

. there is literally no one else who could serve as chairperson). In order to avoid disturbing the

elections that have just taken place or having special elections for department chairpersons who
have served longer than this term limit allows, this amendment will take effect at the end of their
terms.starting in the 2009-10 academic year. :




