
Faculty Senate, Tuesday, December 4, 2018, 5:00 PM 
Wells Fargo Auditorium (Beatty Center 115) 
 
 
1. The meeting was called to order at 5:05.  
 
2. The minutes from Nov. 13, 2018 were approved. 
 
3. Announcements and Information: Speaker of the Faculty Liz Jurisich reminded senators and 
guests that while anyone may attend Senate meetings, only senators are allowed to vote. 
 
4. Reports  
 

a. Speaker Jurisich noted that, thanks to Faculty Secretariat Megan Gould, an archive of 
Board of Trustees minutes dating back to 1791 can be accessed through the Faculty 
Senate website, linked to the Lowcountry Digital Library.  The Secretariat is working to 
make more archival Senate (and pre-Senate faculty governance) documents available, so 
if anyone has old documents pertaining to faculty governance, please let us know.  
 
b. Provost Brian McGee began by congratulating President-Elect Andrew T. Hsu. He 
reported that work continues on the College’s Sestercentennial celebration.  
 
The Provost reported that he and EVP for Student Affairs Alicia Caudill are working on a 
process for credential revocation; the College has never had to revoke any graduate’s 
credentials, but it could become necessary at some point, as it has at some other 
institutions. He made clear that final authority for degree revocation rests with the Board 
of Trustees. 
 
Explaining that he had been asked to go on record, the Provost affirmed that work done 
by faculty for the Sustainability Literacy Institute (our QEP) is considered part of their 
teaching and/or service commitment.  
 
For the past two years, the College has been first among U. S. public master’s institutions 
in the percentage of students who study abroad, and for the past five years we have been 
either first or second in that statistic.  
 
Responding to queries from students, Provost McGee will ask the Academic Planning 
Committee and the Committee on General Education to consider whether it would be 
productive and helpful to add a diversity element to our general education program.  
 
The Provost moved that the list of degree candidates for Winter commencement be 
approved by unanimous consent, without the reading of the motion.  The motion was 
approved by unanimous consent. 
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/nov-2018/Minutes__11_13_18.pdf


Provost McGee them offered comments on the agenda:  
 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs have asked for more time to consider and discuss the 
proposed changes to the Honor Code sanctions; he thanked everyone who has been 
working on this issue. [n.b.: The proposed changes were removed from the agenda prior 
to the meeting.] 
 
Regarding the proposed engineering degrees, he addressed some concerns that had been 
raised in an email from Prof. Pamela Riggs-Gelasco (Chair, Chemistry and Biochemistry). 
What kinds of students will enroll? He asserted that we will recruit students to a program 
that will be unique and of high quality, and that interest in engineering and demand for 
engineering majors is high nationally and in South Carolina.  About student retention: he 
asserted that if we retain and graduate the same percentage of engineering majors as 
other institutions do, the retention rate will be better than that of the College as a whole. 
He said that problems faced by the engineering program at Francis Marion University do 
not necessarily translate to the College because this is a different kind of program and the 
College has a different student profile, specifically one that includes higher SAT scores. 
Turning to how we would market the program to prospective students, he noted that over 
1100 students who had their SAT scores sent to the College expressed interest in 
engineering, even though we don’t currently have a major in engineering. He also 
highlighted the program’s emphasis on designing autonomous vehicles and the College’s 
liberal arts curriculum, noting that numerous institutions with engineering majors do not 
have the kind of foreign language requirement for those majors that we will have for 
engineering.  He also pointed to other institutions – the College of New Jersey and Elon 
University --- with student profiles similar to ours who already have engineering 
programs. He called on Dean Trisha Folds-Bennett of the Honors College, who said that 
while it would be challenging (very little scheduling flexibility) for students to meet 
requirements for both Honors and Engineering in four years, it can be done. Provost 
McGee added that AP credits will add flexibility for some students.  He asserted that 
research indicates that engineering programs experience stable growth initially and then 
tend to grow more rapidly after about four years. He reiterated the evidence of student 
interest and local need.  Growth in tuition-paying students is expected to pay for new 
faculty and expenses so that faculty are not taken from other programs. There is 
philanthropic interest but the funding model does not rely on outside funding or 
increased state funding. He believes the funding plan for this program is as strong as any 
he has seen in his time at C of C.  PDF  Slides  
 
c. Budget Committee (William Veal, Chair): Prof. Veal updated the Senate on policy 
changes recommended by the committee.  They are listed on the slides included as an 
appendix to these minutes. The examples of a Year 0 column in proposed budgets, 
calculated tuition revenue (without fees), and a line for institutional costs calculated at 
22.98% (and the changes that line would make to total expenses and balance) are 
highlighted in the tables included in the slide presentation.  Slides 
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Provost_Report_Faculty%20Senate_Dec2018.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Provost_Report_Faculty_Senate_December2018.pptx
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Budget_Comm_PolicyRecommendation12_4_18.pptx


d. CIO Mark Staples’s report (The State of IT) was moved down in the agenda by Speaker 
Jurisich at Mr. Staples’s suggestion, without objection from the Senate. Slides  
 
 

5. New Business  
 

a. Graduate Committee (Sandy Slater, Chair)  
 

1. Prof. Slater gave notice that the M.Ed in Languages (SPAN) has moved to completely 
online modality. 

 
2. English:  

i. ENGL 576 (part of sequence from October meeting) 
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1043/form PDF 

ii. Creative Writing, MFA https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1087/form  PDF  
 
 
Senator Richard Nunan (Philosophy) asked if the reason for the proposed 
changes to the MFA-Creative Writing curriculum was the proposed set of 
changes to the Arts Management program. Prof. Slater answered that the 
proposals are related and offered to postpone the vote on 2.ii (Creative Writing, 
MFA) until after the vote had been taken on Arts Management.  Proposal 2.i 
(ENGL 576) then passed by unanimous voice vote and 2.ii was postponed until 
after a vote was taken on items 3 and 4.  

 
3. Arts Management (Arts and Cultural Management):  

i. Termination of Arts Management 
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1088/form  PDF 

ii. Creation of Arts and Cultural Management (Fine Arts)  
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1090/form  PDF 

 
iii. ARCM 560 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:997/form  PDF 
iv. ARCM 561 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:998/form  PDF 
v. ARCM 562 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:999/form  PDF 
vi. ARCM 563 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1000/form  PDF 
vii. ARCM 564 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1001/form  PDF 

 
4. Public Administration (several are simply to reflect the inclusion from Arts Management 

to Arts and Cultural Management) 
i. Core class deletion https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:985/form  PDF 

This proposal was withdrawn from the agenda. 
For Inclusion in ARCM 
ii. PUBA 560 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1081/form  PDF 
iii. PUBA 561 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1082/form  PDF 
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iv. PUBA 562 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1083/form  PDF 
v. PUBA 563 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1084/form  PDF 
vi. PUBA 564 https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1085/form  PDF 

 
On behalf of the committee, Prof. Slater withdrew item 4.i (core class deletion). She 
corrected the parenthetical explanation for item 4 (Public Administration) on the 
agenda above: “(several are simply to reflect the inclusion from Arts Management to 
Arts and Cultural Management)” should read “(several are simply to reflect the 
exclusion from Arts Management to Arts and Cultural Management).”  
 
The discussion concerned replacing the Arts Management certificate program with an 
Arts and Cultural Management certificate program, and adding a new course to the new 
program’s curriculum. Prof. Karen Chandler, the Director of the program, explained that 
the revised program is an attempt to boost enrollment; the changes in course prefixes 
also clarify where the program is housed. The new version will reach more students and 
offer a broader, more robust curriculum; the new program will also allow for more 
distance learning through both synchronous and asynchronous instruction.  The 
proposed new certificate program increases the required number of credit hours from 
12 to 15.  
 
Prof. Mary Beth Heston (Guest, Art and Architectural History, Community Planning) said 
that her department learned of these changes to the program only yesterday (Dec. 3). 
Members of her department have some concerns about nomenclature; she also noted 
that parts of the new program were similar to a program Art and Architectural History 
had proposed along with Arts Management two years ago. They would like more time to 
review the program. Prof. Chandler responded that Arts Management had considered 
proposing a Master’s program about four years ago, but ultimately they decided to 
strengthen the certificate program, look at it after three years, and then discuss 
collaborations, such as one with Art and Architectural History. Prof. Heston reiterated 
that her department would like to have more time to look over the proposal, which 
could influence how they proceed with their own plans. Prof. James Newhard (Guest, 
Chair of Classics Dept.) said that he was also surprised by the proposal and noted that 
he did not see letters of support from other departments or programs in the proposal, 
as he would normally expect. He added that Archeology faculty members are concerned 
about how the proposed certificate would affect their programs.  
 
Dean Godfrey Gibbison (Graduate School) pointed out that the arts management 
certificate already exists and that these changes are mainly matters of clarity, such as 
having the prefixes reflect the discipline.  Prof. Slater added that Arts Management is 
not trying to impede other programs; they are trying to offer more opportunities to 
students.  
 
Senator Susan Kattwinkel (Theatre and Dance) said that while she is not opposed to the 
proposal, it does seem to be doing more than changing an acronym.  She suggested 
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tabling the vote. Speaker Jurisich pointed out that the proper motion would be to 
“postpone definitely.”  Sen. Kattwinkel said that was what she had in mind. 
 
Dean Gibbison added that he would always welcome additional proposals from other 
departments, and said that discussions about this program should have taken place 
within the School of the Arts.  Prof. Chandler said that normally the discussions with Art 
and Architectural History would have happened but they didn’t in this case, and that she 
has talked with Prof. Heston about this situation and other potential collaborations.  
 
Speaker Jurisich asked Sen. Kattwinkel if she was in fact making a motion to postpone 
definitely, and she replied that she was. 
 
Prof. Slater and Dean Gibbison then pointed out that if the vote were postponed, they 
would miss the deadline for SACSCOC consideration and would have to wait another 
year for the changes to go into effect. Sen. Kattwinkel then withdrew the motion to 
postpone. 
 
Speaker Jurisich and Prof. Slater clarified that item 4.ii-vi (4.i having been withdrawn), 
the deletion of the PUBA courses, was the motion on the floor.  
 
Sen. Nunan asked if it would be possible to approve the proposal conditionally, so that if 
the concerned parties were not satisfied after having a few weeks to review and discuss 
it, they can have the Senate reconsider it in January. Prof. George Pothering 
(Parliamentarian) and Provost McGee explained that the Senate could revoke its 
approval through a future vote regardless, so there is no need to make this vote 
conditional. Provost McGee added that if the Senate reversed its vote, the proposal 
would then be pulled from SACSCOC consideration.  
 
After further clarification from Prof. Chandler about the difference between the old 
program and the proposed program --- there is one new course, Managing Arts and 
Cultural Resources --- Prof. Slater asked Prof. Heston if this new class being added to the 
program was the point of concern for her department. Prof. Heston said that it was but 
that she supports withdrawing the motion to postpone. 
 
Prof. Judy Millesen, Director of the Master of Public Administration program, pointed 
out that it would be wise not to vote to delete courses without having approved the 
courses that will replace them; consequently the committee moved to approve 
simultaneously the deletion of the PUBA courses (4.ii-vi) and all of the proposals under 
(3): the replacement of Arts Management with Arts and Cultural Management, and the 
five new ARCM courses. The motion passed unanimously by voice vote.   
 
The committee’s motion to approve changes to the MFA in Creative Writing (2.ii) passed 
unanimously by voice vote. 

 



b. Curriculum Committee (Chad Galuska, Chair) 
 

1. AAST  
i) Create four new courses:  

(1) AAST 270: Folklore of the African Diaspora  PDF 
(2) AAST 320: Studies in Hip-Hop Culture  PDF 
(3) AAST 360: Mass Incarceration and Its Roots PDF 
(4) AAST 370: Afro-Caribbean Literature  PDF 

ii) Add these new courses and three existing courses (HIST 272, HIST 273, PSYC 330) to 
the BA-AAST and the AAST minor. PDF BA  PDF Minor 
 

Both proposals passed by unanimous voice vote.  
 

2. SOST  
i) Create a new course: SOST 175: Religions in the U.S. South  PDF 
ii) Add it to the SOST minor  PDF 

 
Both proposals passed by unanimous voice vote. 
 

3. PHYS  
i) Change course titles and descriptions for the following four courses: 

(1) PHYS 403: Introductory Quantum Mechanics I  PDF 
(2) PHYS 404: Introductory Quantum Mechanics II  PDF 
(3) PHYS 409: Electromagnetism I  PDF 
(4) PHYS 410: Electromagnetism II  PDF 

 
Proposal passed by unanimous voice vote.   
 

4. ENGR  
i) Create a BS in Electrical Engineering PDF  
ii) Create a BS in Systems Engineering  PDF   
iii) Create new courses associated with these two new programs:  

(1) CSCI 218: Engineering Programming  PDF 
(2) CSCI 218L: Engineering Programming Lab  PDF 
(3) CSCI 250L: Microcontroller and Assembly Programming Lab  PDF 
(4) ENGR 103: Fundamentals of Electrical and Systems Engineering  PDF 
(5) ENGR 110: Engineering Graphics  PDF 
(6) ENGR 200: Introduction to Electrical and Mechanical Systems  PDF 
(7) ENGR 210: Circuit Analysis I  PDF 
(8) ENGR 210L: Circuit Analysis I Lab  PDF 
(9) ENGR 310: Circuit Analysis II  PDF 
(10) ENGR 310L: Circuit Analysis II Lab  PDF 
(11) ENGR 321: Human Factors Engineering  PDF 
(12) ENGR 341: Electromechanical Energy Conversion and Electric Power  PDF 
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(13) ENGR 360: Electrical Instrumentation and Measurement  PDF 
(14) ENGR 380: Vehicle Electrical and Electronic Design  PDF 
(15) ENGR 381: Internship PDF 
(16) ENGR 386:  Systems Engineering: Design and Development  PDF 
(17) ENGR 387: Systems Engineering: Advanced Design and Development  PDF 
(18) ENGR 390: Research PDF 
(19) ENGR 399: Tutorial  PDF 
(20) ENGR 400: Digital Design PDF 
(21) ENGR 401: Communications and Autonomous Navigation  PDF 
(22) ENGR 401L: Communications and Autonomous Navigation Lab  PDF 
(23) ENGR 410: Control Systems  PDF 
(24) ENGR 410L: Control Systems Lab PDF 
(25) ENGR 417: Intelligent Systems  PDF 
(26) ENGR 455: Discrete Modelling and Simulation PDF 
(27) ENGR 470: Capstone Design Project I  PDF 
(28) ENGR 471: Capstone Design Project II  PDF 
(29) ENGR 486: Applied Systems Design and Industrial Automation PDF 
(30) ENGR 490: Special Topics in Engineering PDF 
(31) ENGR 499: Bachelor’s Essay PDF 

 
Senator Richard Nunan (Philosophy) began by asking if each Engineering degree required 
92 credit hours for the major and a projected 132 hours in order to complete the major, 
general education requirements, and nothing else.  Provost McGee replied “yes.” Sen. 
Nunan cast his remarks in terms of a question he posed to presidential candidates about 
whether to describe the College as an undergraduate liberal arts institution or as a 
comprehensive master’s-level institution. He cited other majors that have passed in 
recent years with large numbers of credit hours; the engineering majors are larger than 
any of them.  While the argument is always made that these programs must be large in 
order to meet the requirements of accreditors, the downside is that there is no room left 
in a student’s schedule for the liberal arts. The current general education curriculum 
provides breadth of exposure to disciplines but no depth; on its own it does not constitute 
a liberal arts education. We should stop saying that we’re providing a liberal arts 
education when we’re not, in the case of these kinds of majors. Citing Dartmouth 
College’s engineering program, which is a five-year degree that requires students to 
complete an AB as well as a BE (Bachelor of Engineering), he asked whether a similar 
model had been considered for C of C. Claiming that most students will need five years to 
complete this program (especially if they pursue internships, which are encouraged), Sen. 
Nunan argued that we should describe it as a five-year program. Finally, he suggested that 
our incoming rocket-scientist president might “have some ideas” about the program, so 
“what’s the rush?”  
 
Interim Dean Sebastian Van Delden (School of Science and Mathematics) responded to 
Sen. Nunan’s concerns. The planners looked at a lot of models and consulted with faculty, 
advisory boards, and outside consultants, and the proposal went through many iterations. 
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https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1028/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20410.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1029/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20410L.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1053/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20417.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1026/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20455.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1031/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20470.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1032/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20471.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1033/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20486.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1054/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20490.pdf
https://cofc.curriculog.com/proposal:1055/form
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Curriculum%20Comm/ENGR/ENGR%20499.pdf


We (the faculty members proposing the new majors) believe these proposals are the best 
fit for the College. For instance, internships will be “right across the street.” It’s not 
perfect in terms of the liberal arts, but we faced many constraints from accreditors in 
constructing the program, and it still has a lot of features other engineering programs 
generally don’t have, including our general education requirements. The total number of 
hours is similar to Clemson’s and USC’s.  
 
Senator Jessica Streit (Art and Architectural History) expressed appreciation for the hard 
work that went into the proposal. She said that when the program was presented to the 
Senate in November, the liberal arts aspect of it was emphasized as a strength, but she’s 
not really seeing the liberal arts in the program now.  
 
Prof. Narayanan Kuthirummal (NK; Guest, Chair of Physics and Astronomy) reiterated that 
students in engineering will take all the general education courses that other students 
take. The planners initially considered a general engineering program similar to Coastal 
Carolina’s and Elon’s, which would have allowed for more general education, but they 
opted for electrical engineering and systems engineering because the local market needs 
“real” engineers.  Regarding time-to-graduation, he pointed out that students can take 
summer classes to make up time. He asserted that the planners did their research and 
consulted with many constituencies to make sure that the program works with our kind of 
institution. 
 
Jon Hakkila (Guest, Dept. of Physics and Astronomy) recalled that during the last major 
general education discussion, some faculty members wanted more depth in natural 
sciences, but that proposal was defeated because some people thought there was too 
much depth in the natural sciences already. The issue is, when is some general education 
enough --- how many credit hours of general education equate with a liberal arts 
education?  
 
Sen. Nunan answered that students get depth from majors and minors and breadth from 
the general education requirement. With this proposal, engineering students will not get 
enough depth.  He again suggested a two-degree model (BA and BE) designed and 
advertised as a five-year course of study, since in reality the proposed program will take 
five years anyway.  
 
In response, Senator Bob Mignone (School of Science and Mathematics) declared himself 
flabbergasted, having always believed that the general education curriculum, our “core,” 
is what we share and what constitutes our liberal arts education. He added that he was 
sincere about his surprise, having never thought about our liberal arts education 
extending beyond “gen ed.” 
 
Provost McGee stated that the College has had majors and minors for over a century but 
has never required a minor or double major; he said it’s “a little odd” to suggest a 
requirement for something we’ve never required. He went on to say that the designers of 



this program made sure that the whole general education program is preserved in it. 
Granted, there are compromises that come with that, particularly the 132-hour minimum. 
He takes the “blame” for not designing it as a five-year program; South Carolinians are 
concerned about cost of college degree, so he wants it to be possible to complete it in 
four years. Students can choose to take longer than that. There is depth, he said, in the 20 
hours of math and science courses (traditional liberal arts disciplines) required for the 
major. 
 
In support of the proposal, Senator Julia Eichelberger (School of Humanities and Social 
Sciences) pointed out that the status quo is that students complete the requirements for 
general education and for a major; what they do with their remaining hours is up to them.  
There’s no guarantee that our current students will pursue depth in an area outside their 
major or a broader range of liberal arts courses, so this proposal does not violate any 
structural principle of our curriculum.  
 
Sen. Kattwinkel relayed a comment from a faculty colleague, that the proposal coming up 
for a vote tonight was a surprise, since NK’s presentation at the November Senate 
meeting suggested the beginning of a longer campus-wide discussion. She expressed 
concern about the impact on other departments. For example, the General Education 
Committee was recently told by the computer science department that they don’t have 
the capacity to accommodate approximately ten extra students per year to meet the 
general education requirement, and this proposal would create more student demand 
than that.  
 
Prof. Lynne Ford (Guest, Associate Vice President for the Academic Experience) said that 
the proposal should not really come as a surprise to anyone.  It’s been through all the 
relevant committees, and NK and Dean Van Delden have made presentations at 
department meetings.  If committee members haven’t reported on the proposal to 
colleagues in their departments, then the problem is with our process, not the curriculum.  
She then asserted that liberal arts is not just the general education curriculum; it’s our 
culture, part of everything we do. She cited the first-year experience and the College 
Reads! program as examples.  She added that the proposed program is unique among 
engineering programs because its students will take the same general education 
curriculum as all other students at the College. They will also be exposed to all the other 
opportunities we provide on campus.   
 
Prof. Newhard, speaking as the person in charge of administering the AB degree, noted 
that he didn’t see a map of how students could get the AB with the electrical engineering 
degree.  He worked it out, and as with Honors, it can be done but it’s very tight, difficult to 
do in four years. He stated that coursework for the major will need to be mapped out for 
both the BS and AB degrees, to satisfy CHE and/or SACS requirements. He noted that the 
electrical engineering degree needs 45 hours of engineering coursework for accreditation 
but the proposal includes another twelve hours in business. He asked for a rationale.  
 



Dean Van Delden replied that they believed the business courses were necessary.  
 
NK asserted that all of the courses in the program were necessary.  
 
Prof. Galuska noted that the four-year schedule was “tight” but that the proposal 
streamlines prerequisites so that it can be done.  
 
Prof. Larry Krasnoff (Chair of Philosophy) said that the spirit behind the liberal arts is that 
the skills students acquire are not specific to any single job; they acquire a set of skills that 
prepare them for any or all jobs, including jobs of the future.  His objection to the 
engineering majors is that they are pre-professional, designed to meet specific, current 
needs in the job market, and that is not the spirit of liberal arts. He is also not pleased 
with the timing, specifically the lack of institution-wide conversation for a kind of degree 
we’ve never had before. In terms of timing, it seems strange to do this right before we get 
a new president, especially one who might have some thoughts about it as an engineer.  
We also did not have a search for a Dean of the school that is proposing the program. He 
added that he would feel more comfortable with the proposal if there were biologists and 
chemists at the meeting speaking in favor of it. Prof. Krasnoff returned to the question of 
how many students will be in the program, and how good will they be? More specifically, 
what would be the minimum math SAT score for students who are likely to succeed in the 
program, and how many applicants do we have who make that score?  
 
Drawing on his experience in proposing the PhD program in Mathematics, Sen. Mignone 
addressed the timing and campus-wide discussion issue. He noted that it is difficult to 
conduct a campus-wide discussion outside the Senate: few people show up. The Senate, 
he said, is where we have these discussions, and the proposal is on the agenda for all to 
see. As for the objection to pre-professional programs, he pointed out that we already 
have a number of them. In response to Prof. Krasnoff’s question, Sen. Mignone added 
that we expect to attract applicants with high math scores on the SAT, students who 
would not otherwise come here.  
 
Prof. Hakkila read from a list of learning outcomes for engineering students, written into 
the accreditation expectations. The list emphasized critical thinking, problem-solving, 
multidisciplinarity, ethics, communication, and lifelong learning. He concluded that these 
are attributes we support and want our students to have. 
 
Provost McGee noted that this proposal was under the same SACSCOC deadline as the 
earlier proposal in Arts and Cultural Management.  He called the question.  Sen. Mignone 
seconded. The motion to call the question passed by a show of hands.  The motion to 
approve the electrical engineering major passed on a voice vote.  The motion to approve 
the systems engineering major passed on a voice vote.  The motion to approve the 
courses associated with the two new degree programs passed on a unanimous voice vote.  

 



c. Faculty Committee on Academic Standards (Ricard Viñas de Puig, Chair): Proposal to 
revised criteria for Departmental Honors PDF  
 
Prof. Viñas de Puig reviewed the proposal (see appendix) and explained that the intention 
is to simplify and make uniform requirements that are currently interpreted differently by 
various departments.  
 
Provost McGee relayed a request from Dean Folds-Bennett that the proposal be 
postponed until the January meeting so that the Honors College Committee can discuss it 
before the Senate votes. Prof. Krasnoff, who initiated the proposal, said that he did not 
see how the proposal could negatively affect Honors students, pointing out that a 
Bachelor’s Essay, the capstone experience for Honors students, would fulfill the 
coursework requirement for Departmental Honors. He also noted that Departmental 
Honors is a departmental award; though most students who earn the distinction are 
Honors College Students, non-Honors students who choose to write a Bachelor’s Essay 
and fulfill the other requirements also receive the honor.   
 
Senator Jolanda Van Arnhem (Library) moved that the proposal be postponed definitely to 
the January meeting.  
 
Sen. Eichelberger asked if the proposal needed to be passed at this meeting in order to go 
into effect next fall (like the earlier curricular proposals), and Speaker Jurisich replied that 
it did not.   
 
Prof. Krasnoff asked what effect the proposal could possibly have on Honors, suggesting 
there was no reason for the postponement.  
 
The vote to postpone definitely consideration of the proposal passed on a voice vote.  
 
d. Dean of Students Jeri Cabot, Committee on Student on Student Affairs and Athletics 
(Allison Sterrett-Krause, Chair), and Faculty Committee on Academic Standards (Ricard 
Viñas de Puig, Chair): Proposed Revisions to Honor Code Sanctions Background  Revisions 
This proposal was withdrawn from the agenda; the Speaker encouraged Senators to 
review it before the January meeting.  
 

4. d.  (See above: this report was moved down on the agenda.) CIO Mark Staples reported on 
“The State of IT.” His slide deck, which includes all the major points of his presentation, is 
included in the appendix.  He emphasized promoting digital literacy; efforts to update and 
upgrade BANNER; and several strategies to improve IT at the College. He reminded faculty 
and staff to be wary of scam emails. He reported that two-factor identification is coming 
for off-campus access.  
 

http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/DepartmentalHonorsProposal_Fall2018_FCASApproved.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/Honor_Code_Sanctions_Update-Background.pdf
http://facultysenate.cofc.edu/archives/2018-2019/Dec-2018/XXF_Revisions_for_2019-Proposal.pdf


Citing her own recent experience, Sen. Van Arnhem asked about two-factor 
authentication, the need to download an app onto one’s phone for authentication, and 
the clarity of the email messaging concerning the authentication requirement.  
 
Mr. Staples replied that Sen. Van Arnhem was actually referring to password self-service 
rather than two-factor authentication, which so far has been rolled out only to senior 
leadership and deans. Password self-service enables employees to change their passwords 
without calling the Helpdesk. He noted that some faculty do not have cell phones or do 
not have a second email account, and he strongly encouraged setting up a second 
(personal) email account for one’s own protection. Sen. Van Arnhem questioned the end-
of-term timing of the password self-service implementation, and Mr. Staples replied that 
part of the reason for it is the number of faculty who return after break and have 
forgotten their passwords; over 50% of Helpdesk calls in January are password resets.  
 
In response to a question, Mr. Staples described two-factor authentication in more detail, 
and several faculty members spoke up simultaneously, saying that they had in fact gone 
through that process. Mr. Staples responded that the validation process for password self-
service is very similar to the process for two-factor authentication. He acknowledged that 
the confusion resulted from “bad messaging” on the part of IT.  
 
Mr. Staples added that his unit was down by 15 employees; hiring qualified people is 
difficult.  
 
He highlighted the effort to centralized computer replacement. A recent inventory 
showed the inefficiency of computer purchases on campus: there are nearly twice as 
many computers assigned to employees as there are employees. He wants to prioritize 
replacing old classroom computers.  IT is also augmenting Scantron technology on 
campus, ultimately making it easier to access results from bubble sheets and to get more 
detailed information.  
 
On behalf of a constituent, Sen. Nunan asked Mr. Staples about the digital signage on 
Cougar Mall: the concern is that it’s ugly and inappropriate for the location, and that it 
only shows pictures.  Mr. Staples replied that as of that day, the digital signposts had real 
messaging/announcements, not just pictures.   
 
Sen. Mignone asked about virtual proctoring, which the Mathematics Dept. is interested 
in for placement tests. Mr. Staples said we have a temporary solution in place now and we 
are working on secure authentication. The system we are implementing will work and will 
be secure.  
 
Sen. Van Arnhem added that the digital signage in the library works well, as does the 
integration of Turnitin with OAKS. Mr. Staples pointed out that there is a way for students 
to opt out of Turnitin when they turn in papers.  
 



Mr. Staples reported that My Charleston will be replaced with something more robust 
within a year.   
 
He closed his presentation by stating that we need to prepare our students to be good 
digital citizens, which requires us to be good digital citizens. And his job is to provide us 
with the tools to be digitally literate in support of that goal.  
 
Registrar Mary Bergstrom asked if status.cofc.edu is in working order.  Mr. Staples replied 
that it is up and running but only in BETA.  
 
Senator Dan McGlinn (Biology) said that, regarding communication between IT and 
faculty, faculty would appreciate being consulted via poll when IT is going to make a big 
decision.  Mr. Staples replied that IT has an advisory council for every school, they meet 
with the Faculty Educational Technology Committee, and they will come to department 
meetings if asked.  He also said that faculty may contact him directly with questions or 
concerns.  
 

6. Constituents’ General Concerns – there were none. 
 
7. The meeting adjourned at 7:31.  
 
 
Appendix: Additional Materials  
 
 



Provost’s Report

Faculty Senate

December 4, 2018



Brief Updates

n President-elect Andrew Hsu
n Sestercentennial
n Credential Revocation
n Sustainability Literacy Institute and Faculty 

Engagement
n Study Abroad Participation



Resolution on Degree Recipients

Resolved: The Faculty Senate approves the list of 
December 2018 degree candidates for graduation, as 
certified by the Office of the Registrar, subject to 
review and determination by the College of 
Charleston Board of Trustees. 



Comments on Today’s Agenda

n Honor Code Sanctions
n Engineering at the College of Charleston



Student Quality and Recruitment

n Quality Goals for Engineering
n Engineering Student Attrition and Degree 

Attainment
n Comparison to FMU
n Marketing Plan for CofC Engineering

q Build on STEM Appeal of CofC
q Major Program Features
q Liberal Arts Commitment (TCNJ, Elon)

n Honors College



Program Expense and Contingency

n Enrollment Growth Patterns for Engineering
n Strong Evidence of Interest
n Strong Evidence of Need
n Expenses, Faculty Funded by New Revenues
n Philanthropy and Engineering
n State Support and Engineering
n Institutional Reserve As Funding Contingency





Update from the 
Budget Committee

William Veal, Chair



New Policy Recommendations

• A column for Year 0 with any associated startup costs,

• Tuition Revenue to reflect only tuition and no fees, 

• Expenses would include Institutional Costs of 22.98%, 
which is a new line item, 



• A statement about any known potential attrition, when 
applicable, 

• A change in the wording  on the Senate web page 
indicating that the Budget Committee can be used as an 
advisory body to help develop Table F of a proposal, and 

• Table F numbers should reflect expenses for the year if 
possible, rather than a semester. 



2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 2022-2023 2023-2024

Enrollment 15 30 45 60 75

In-State 10 20 30 40 50

Out-of-State 5 10 15 20 25

In-State Tuition $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402

Out-of-State 
Tuition

$13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993

Tuition $282,180 $564,360 $846,540 1,128,720 $1,410,900

Total Expenses $200,500 $341,000 $394,000 $573,500 $537,750

Balance $27,470 $114,940 $289,910 $338,380 $602,100



2019-2020
Year 0

2020-2021
Year 1

2021-2022
Year 2

2022-2023
Year 3

2023-2024
Year 4

2024-2025
Year 5

Enrollment 15 30 45 60 75

In-State 10 20 30 40 50

Out-of-State 5 10 15 20 25

In-State Tuition $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402

Out-of-State 
Tuition

$13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993

Tuition $282,180 $564,360 $846,540 1,128,720 $1,410,900

Total Expenses $200,500 $341,000 $394,000 $573,500 $537,750

Balance $27,470 $114,940 $289,910 $338,380 $602,100



2019-2020
Year 0

2020-2021
Year 1

2021-2022
Year 2

2022-2023
Year 3

2023-2024
Year 4

2024-2025
Year 5

Enrollment 15 30 45 60 75

In-State 10 20 30 40 50

Out-of-State 5 10 15 20 25

In-State Tuition $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402

Out-of-State 
Tuition

$13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993

Tuition $282,180 $564,360 $846,540 1,128,720 $1,410,900

Calculated Tuition 
Revenue

$227,970 $455,940 $683,910 $911,880 $1,139,850

Total Expenses $200,500 $341,000 $394,000 $573,500 $537,750

Balance $27,470 $114,940 $289,910 $338,380 $602,100



2019-
2020

Year 0

2020-2021
Year 1

2021-2022
Year 2

2022-2023
Year 3

2023-2024
Year 4

2024-2025
Year 5

Enrollment 15 30 45 60 75

In-State 10 20 30 40 50

Out-of-State 5 10 15 20 25

In-State Tuition $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402 $4,4402

Out-of-State Tuition $13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993 $13,993

Tuition $282,180 $564,360 $846,540 1,128,720 $1,410,900

Calculated Tuition 
Revenue

$227,970 $455,940 $683,910 $911,880 $1,139,850

Institutional Cost @ 
22.98%

$52,388 $104,775 $157,163 $209,550 $261,938

Total Expenses $200,500
$252,888

$341,000
$370,775

$394,000
$801,163

$573,500
$1,011,050

$537,750
$1,037,688

Balance $27,470 $114,940 $289,910 $338,380 $602,100



2019-
2020

Year 0

2020-2021
Year 1

2021-2022
Year 2

2022-2023
Year 3

2023-2024
Year 4

2024-2025
Year 5

Enrollment 15 30 45 60 75

In-State 10 20 30 40 50

Out-of-State 5 10 15 20 25

In-State Tuition $8,808 $8,808 $8,808 $8,808 $8,808

Out-of-State Tuition $27,970 $27,970 $27,970 $27,970 $27,970

Tuition $282,180 $564,360 $846,540 1,128,720 $1,410,900

Calculated Tuition 
Revenue

$227,970 $455,940 $683,910 $911,880 $1,139,850

Institutional Cost @ 
22.98%

$52,388 $104,775 $157,163 $209,550 $261,938

Total Expenses $200,500
$252,888

$341,000
$370,775

$394,000
$801,163

$573,500
$1,011,050

$537,750
$1,037,688

Balance $27,470 $114,940 $289,910 $338,380 $602,100



Digital Transformation
at the

College of Charleston

IT Strategic Objective
“Transform the college into a digital workplace, leading to digitally literacy”



Purpose for Digital Transformation

• Improve operational efficiencies;
• Improve human-to-human interactions;
• Improve communications & collaborations;
• Enhance knowledge management; 

Digitalization puts people first and reduces barriers and reduces operational friction.



Agenda

• Banner problems
• Strategies
• IT Challenges
• Projects



State of Banner
• Unplanned outages

– During grade submissions
– Registration
– Others

• Causes
– Outdated hardware & software
– Poorly configured software

• Fix
– Upgrade hardware
– Upgrade/eliminate old software
– Rearchitect



STRATEGIES



Strategies
• Decision Support

– Develop an extensible data infrastructure to support campus-wide 
decision making

• Digital communication and collaboration Ecosystem
– Develop a personalized and targeted digital communications and 

collaboration ecosystem that improves stakeholder engagement, 
information & idea sharing, knowledge management, and more efficient 
collaboration methodologies.

• Healthy Academic Ecosystem
– All systems and respective data that support faculty and students are fully 

integrated minimizing redundant processes, and increases access to 
information that contributes to the College's recruitment and retention 
efforts.



Strategies
• Healthy Administrative Ecosystem

– Ensure that all systems are fully integrated that would improve data 
flow, automate processes, and reduce manual and redundant 
workflow.

• Robust/Scalable and secure Infrastructure
– Provide a robust, scalable, and secure network infrastructure to 

ensure that all technologies are maintained appropriately to ensure 
stability and accessibility to network resources, systems, data, and 
communications modalities.

• Info Security
– Provide a framework that blends access with security along with 

providing a blended privacy, physical, and data assurance program.



IT challenges

• Technology foundations are incomplete
• IT staffing
• System and data integration methodologies are obsolete
• TLT resources are limited



PROJECTS AND INITIATIVES

"Tomorrow’s illiterate will not be the man who can’t read; he will be the man who 
has not learned how to learn.“ 

-Herbert Gerjuoy (by way of Alvin Tofler, Future Shock, p414)



Computer replacement by the numbers
• Current Personnel

– FT Faculty - 522
– PT Faculty - 356

– FT Staff – 983
– PT Staff – 185

– Total Employees – 2,046

• Current Computer Inventory
– Faculty and Staff – 3,993
– Classrooms and Labs – 1,429
– Total Computer Inventory –

5,177
– 3,993/2,046 = 1.95/person

• Current Replacement Outlook
– Annual budget - $900,000
– 3,993 computers x $1,500 (avg

cost per) /900,000 = 6.65 years



Projects & Initiatives
1. Augment Scantron
2. Web conferencing
3. Online education

1. Secure authentication
2. Virtual proctoring

4. High performance computing
5. GIS
6. Room scheduling and campus 

calendar
7. Plagiarism detection (TurnItIn)

8. OAKS grade integration with 
Banner

Other Projects
1. Replace Kaspersky
2. Digital signage
3. Cougar alert
4. eFax
5. Banner upgrade (v. 8 to 9)
6. Replacement for myCofC



Resources

• Projects
– http://help.cofc.edu
– Click on projects tab

• Status
– http://status.cofc.edu

http://help.cofc.edu/
http://status.cofc.edu/
http://status.cofc.edu/


QUESTIONS & DISCUSSION

In the same way a liberal arts education prepares students for service, active citizenship, 
and community, we should also be preparing our students to be good ”digital” citizens in a 
digital, world economy and prepared for life-long learning.



Proposal to Modify the Requirements for Departmental Honors 
 

Approved by HSS Chairs, 10/4/18 
Circulated for comment to all chairs, 10/18/18 

Approved by Faculty Committee on Academic Standards, 11/16/18 
 
 
 
Background 
 
The current requirements for departmental honors are set out in the Undergraduate Catalog: 

 
Designed for mature individuals who are capable of sustained and independent work, 
the program of departmental honors is designed to give upperclassmen of exceptional 
ability an opportunity to explore intensively a field of their particular interest. Students 
take the initiative in outlining their proposed research, experiment, or special study; in 
enlisting the support of a faculty advisor; and in securing the approval of the 
department. At the conclusion of the program, departmental honors can be awarded 
only with the approval of the department. To be eligible, students must have earned a 
grade point average in the major of at least 3.500 and completed a minimum of 12 
credit hours of exceptionally fine work in any combination of seminar, independent 
study, tutorial, and bachelor’s essay. Whichever format is chosen, the project should 
develop the student’s proficiency in library research or laboratory methodology, and the 
finished composition should be distinguished by its organization, reasoning, and 
expression. 
 
The recommended capstone for earning departmental honors is the bachelor’s essay. 
Students must seek one of the professors in their major department to supervise the 
undertaking and must submit in writing a proposal for the project. Once the plan is 
accepted, students must work closely with their advisor. Since researching and writing 
the essay extends over both semesters of the senior year, students should submit one 
or more preliminary drafts for critical examination in order to allow time for proper 
revision of the essay. The department may also prescribe additional requirements for 
ensuring the quality of the work. Satisfactory completion of the bachelor’s essay entitles 
the candidate to six credit hours. 
 

In reviewing the current practice of departments, we have observed the following: 
 

• There is great inconsistency between departments in what counts for the 12 hours. 
Some departments regard internships as forms of independent study, which then 
count; others regard internships as quite different from independent studies, and do 
not count them. Some departments count capstone seminars, or even other small, 
advanced classes, toward the 12 hours; others do not. There is no clear definition, in 
the catalog or in campus practice, of what a “seminar” even is. 



 
• In many cases, departments report that their very best students, even those who 

compete excellent bachelor’s essays, are not eligible for departmental honors, 
because they have not taken two independent studies. Some departments have 
even reported that almost no one ever receives departmental honors in their 
programs, because the 12-hour requirement (at least as interpreted by those 
programs) is too onerous. 

 
• Some departments have reported that students sometimes seek out faculty for 

independent studies not because they have a particular motivation to study a 
particular topic, but because they “need” another independent study for 
departmental honors. While faculty can and should resist such unmotivated 
independent studies, such resistance can be difficult, and we do not want to 
incentivize students to pursue independent study without independent motivation. 

 
 
Proposal 
 
We therefore propose that the requirements for departmental honors be made simpler and 
more uniform, to require just: 
 

• A grade point average in the major of at least 3.7 
 

• A bachelor’s essay (or two independent studies with comparable research 
expectations) 

 
This proposal builds on the most important feature of the current catalog language, which lists 
the bachelor’s essay as the “recommended” capstone experience. The proposal them 
eliminates the potentially ambiguous language, and inconsistent practice, about other forms of 
independent work. At the same time, the proposal also strengthens the requirements for 
departmental honors, by raising the GPA requirement to 3.7, an A- average in the major.  
 
The basic principle behind the proposal is: an outstanding student in a major who completes a 
quality bachelor’s essay should be able to receive departmental honors. Under our current 
rules, such a student is often (and in some programs, usually) ineligible. Under the proposed 
new rules, such a student would always be eligible. 
 
 
Proposed New Catalog Language 
 
Accordingly, we propose that the current catalog language be modified as follows: 
 

Designed for mature individuals who are capable of sustained and independent work, 
the program of departmental honors is designed to give advanced students of 



exceptional ability an opportunity to explore intensively a field of their particular 
interest. Students take the initiative in outlining their proposed research, experiment, or 
special study; in enlisting the support of a faculty advisor; and in securing the approval 
of the department. At the conclusion of the program, departmental honors may be 
awarded only with the approval of the department. To be eligible, students must have 
earned a grade point average in the major of at least 3.700 and completed a bachelor’s 
essay (or two independent studies with disciplinary expectations comparable to those of 
a bachelor’s essay).  
 
Students intending to write a bachelor’s essay must seek one of the professors in their 
major department to supervise and must submit in writing a proposal for the project. 
Once the plan is accepted, students must work closely with their advisor. Since 
researching and writing the essay extends over both semesters of the senior year, 
students should submit one or more preliminary drafts for critical examination in order 
to allow time for proper revision of the essay. Satisfactory completion of the bachelor’s 
essay entitles the candidate to six credit hours. If a department permits two 
independent studies in place of a bachelor’s essay, those independent studies, like a 
successful bachelor’s essay, should develop the student’s proficiency in research as 
understood by the discipline, and the finished composition(s) should be distinguished by 
their organization, reasoning, and expression. The department may also prescribe 
additional requirements for ensuring the quality of the work. 

 
 
 




