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PRESENT:
Alex, Dickson, Fisk, Garcia-Des Lauriers, Gonzalez, Guyse, Hargis, Husain, Ibrahim, Jia, Kampf, Kopplin, Lloyd, MacNevin, Mekonnen, Merlino, Muhtaseb, Ortenberg, Pacleb, Polet, Puthoff, Sadaghiani, Salik, Schmitzberger, Shen, Shih, Singh, Small, Sohn, Swartz, Szypowski, Von Glahn, Winer
PROXIES:
Senator Pacleb for Senator Lay-Bounpraseuth, Senator Jia for Senator Mirzaei, Senator Jia for Senator Nelson, Senator Polet for Senator Osborn, Senator Shen for Senator Speak
NOT PRESENT:
Senator Swartz
GUESTS:
A. Baski, S. Eskandari, K. Forward, L. Jarnagin, J. McGuthry, C. Ontiveros, L. Preiser-Houy, E. Rolland, M. Sancho-Madriz, K. Street, W. Xie
Vice Chair Shen welcomed the new senator from the College of Agriculture, Dr. Nancy Merlino.  She thanked Senator Merlino for her willingness to serve.

1. Academic Senate Minutes – March 8, 2017
M/s/p March 8, 2017 Academic Senate Meeting minutes as posted.

2. Information Items
a. Chair’s Report

Chair Speak was in Sacramento participating in CFA Lobby Days.  Vice Chair Shen reported.

Vice Chair Shen announced that recruitment for WASC Senior College and University Commission (WSCUC) Working Groups has gone out with a due date of Tuesday, April 18, 2017 at noon The Provost has requested that the Executive Committee appoint a total of 36 faculty members to serve on 6 Working Groups, six (6) faculty members per group.  Vice Chair Shen encouraged faculty to volunteer and to spread the word on the recruitment.  
Vice Chair Shen introduced Daniel Montplaisir, the new Vice President for University Advancement.  Vice President Montplaisir stated that this is his 5th week on campus and that he is very excited for this opportunity to lead the advancement group.  Mr. Montplaisir went on to say that he has worked at five (5) different universities over 25 years, managing groups that include development fundraising, alumni and public relations.  Mr. Montplaisir’s goal is to work in a collaborative way, to be transparent in fundraising opportunities, and also to “think big”; “big” thinking brings in big checks.  He wants to build a climate that allows people to invest in Cal Poly Pomona.  Mr. Montplaisir stated that he has an “open door” policy and that he is here to support the faculty’s goals and the goals of the institution.
b. President’s Report
President Coley was in Washington D.C. advocating on behalf of the CSU. No report given.
c. Provost’s Report
No oral report given.
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Provost’s report available on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/Provosts_Report_to_Academic_Senate_2017-04-05.pdf. 
d. Vice Chair’s Report
Senator Alex reported.
NEW REFERRALS: (2)

GE-013-167
GEO1010 - Physical Geography

FA-003-167
Institutional Review Board Membership

REJECTED REFERRALS: (0)

WITHDRAWN REFERRALS: (0)

SENATE REPORTS FORWARDED TO PRESIDENT: (5)

AS-2687-167-GE
EWS 2800S - Service Learning and Community Engagement

AS-2688-167-GE
EWS 3010 - Ethnic Identity

AS-2689-167-GE
EWS 3300 - Ethnicity and Families

AS-2690-167-GE
EWS 3750 - Gender, Ethnicity, and Film

AS-2691-167-GE
URP 4120 - Urban Design in Europe

PRESIDENT RESPONSES TO SENATE REPORTS: (0)
REPORTS RETURNED TO COMMITTEE (1)

AS-2596-167-AA, Update Process for Registration Appointment

e. CSU Academic Senate

Senator Swartz was in Sacramento participating in CFA Lobby Days.  No report given.

f. Budget Report
No report given.
g. CFA Report
CFA Chapter President Weiqing Xie presented.
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The CFA report is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/CFA%20Report%20to%20the%20Academic%20Senate%204-5-2017.pdf. 

Delegations of CSU faculty and students are at the State Capitol to urge state legislators to allocate a higher budget to the CSU.  Chair Speak and Senator Swartz are there supporting this cause.
The following bills are in the legislative package:

· AB 393: The Student Protection Act - It would freeze tuition and fees for our students in the CSU through the end of June 2020.

· AB 21: Access to Higher Education for Every Student - It would direct public colleges and universities to enact a broad range of protections for undocumented students. The bill passed out of the Assembly Higher Education Committee on Tuesday this week and now heads for the Assembly Judiciary Committee.

· AB 1464: The need to increase tenure density in the CSU is the topic of this bill.  It would place in statute a plan to increase the make-up of the CSU faculty to 75 percent tenured and tenure-track faculty by 2025.

· AB 1038: A “Blue Ribbon Commission” would be formed by this bill to create a plan to sustain and augment our public California universities, especially in light of the changing demographics of the state and of CSU students. 

h. ASI Report

Senator Mekonnen reported.

ASI student elections underway but as of now there are not many student showing interest in running for office at this time.  Senator Mekonnen asked the faculty encourage students to run for an elected or appointed position in ASI.  
i. Staff Report

Senator Gonzalez reported.
The next Kellogg Distinguished Lecture Series is Tuesday, April 25, 2017 from 7:00 to 9:00 pm in URSA Major.  The speaker is Pandit Dasa on “Principles of Mindful Leadership”. 

A training session on “The Complete Guide to Poised and Powerful Public Speaking” will be held on Wednesday, April 12, 2017 from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm.  To register for this training, go to MyCPP.

j. Semester Conversion Report
No report given.

k. GE Committee Report

Senator Ibrahim reported.
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The GE Committee Report is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/GE_Course_Senate_Report_04.05.17.pdf. 

· Total Directly Converted Courses = 249
· Approved= 229
· Incomplete, returned to author for changes = 20
· Total New/Revisioned Courses = 104
· Complete (Approved by President) = 66
· Adopted (Awaiting Approval) = 14
· In GE Committee = 1 (new ECO for GEO 1010)
· First Reading on 4/5/17 = 1
· Second Reading on 4/5/17 = 1
· Incomplete, returned to author for changes = 11
· Rejected = 6
· Not GE = 1
· Deleted = 3
The GE Committee has not met since the last Academic Senate meeting on March 8, 2017, therefore the numbers on the report have not changed.  Per Curriculog, 16 of the 31 incomplete courses, which includes both directly-converted and new/revisioned, have been worked, on and it is anticipated that they will be approved in the next GE Committee meeting on April 12, 2017.
3. New Business
a. Academic Senate Chair and Vice Chair Nominations

Elections and Procedures Committee Chair Winer conducted the nominations for Academic Senate Chair and Vice Chair. Article III, Section 9 of the Constitution states:

From among those duly elected members of the Academic Senate, a Chair and Vice Chair shall be elected by the Senate membership.

A.    Election of the Chair and Vice Chair shall take place during the first regularly scheduled Academic Senate meeting in May (May 17, 2017).

B.
The nomination period of candidates for the offices of Chair and Vice Chair shall commence at the first regularly scheduled April meeting of the Academic Senate (April 5, 2017). Nominations, in writing, will be accepted in the Academic Senate office until 5:00 pm on the second Wednesday following the first regularly scheduled Academic Senate meeting in April (April 19, 2017) Nominations made after the 5:00 pm deadline shall not be accepted. Candidates shall provide biographical information and a statement of philosophy of shared governance for distribution. This information shall be made available to the electorate.

The nominations were opened for Chair:

· Julie Shen, Library
Elections and Procedures Committee Chair Winer accepted the nominations and reminded the Senate that nominations will be accepted until April 19, 2017.

The nominations were opened for Vice Chair:
· Phyllis Nelson, College of Engineering
Elections and Procedures Committee Chair Winer accepted the nominations and reminded the Senate that nominations will be accepted until April 19, 2017
4. Consent Agenda
Vice Chair Shen noted that there are first and second reading reports contained in the Consent Agenda.  Reports placed on consent agenda are considered non-controversial.  Adopting the consent agenda means receiving and filing all first reading reports and adopting all second reading reports.  Per procedure, any senator can request that an item be removed from the consent agenda.  
a. GE-015-156, MU 4171 – Theory, History, and Design of Musical Instruments – FIRST READING
b. GE-100-156, EWS 4500 – Multiracial and Hybrid Identities – SECOND READING
c. AP-075-167, Multiple Subject Credential (Revisioned) – SECOND READING
d. AP-076-167, Single Subject Credential (Revisioned) – SECOND READING
e. AP-077-167, Civil Engineering, M.S. - Environmental and Water Resources Engineering Option (New) – SECOND READING
f. AP-078-167, Civil Engineering, M.S. - Geotechnical Engineering Option (New) – SECOND READING
g. AP-079-167, Civil Engineering, M.S. - Transportation Engineering Option (New) – SECOND READING
h. AP-080-167, Civil Engineering, M.S. - Structural Engineering Option (New) – SECOND READING
i. AP-081-167, Preliminary Education Specialist Credential, Moderate/Severe Disabilities – SECOND READING
M/s/p to adopt the consent agenda – the vote was unanimous.
5. Academic Senate Committee Reports – Time Certain 3:45 p.m.

a. AA-013-156, Associate Degree for Transfer Campus Implementation – SECOND READING
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The second reading of report AA-013-156, Associate Degree for Transfer Campus Implementation, is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/AA-013-156_Report_Second_Reading_Associate_Degree_for%20_Transfer_Implementation.pdf.
Senator Guyse presented the report.
M/s to adopt AA-013-156, Associate Degree for Transfer Campus Implementation.

Recommendation:
The Academic Affairs Committee recommends adoption by the Academic Senate and recommendation to the President to approve the following policy and to subsequently add it to the online University Manual.

Proposed Policy:

CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA
POLICY NO: TBD*
ASSOCIATE DEGREE FOR TRANSFER

The Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) is a pathway in the CSU system in which a transfer student completes half (90 quarter/60 semester units) of their bachelor’s degree at the Community College and half (90 quarter/60 semester units) at a CSU campus.

The following campus policy is in accordance with California State Senate Bill 1440.

1.0 For the entirety of this policy, the following definition of “similar” applies:

An associate degree is defined to be “similar” to the applicant’s intended major at Cal Poly Pomona if the degree is deemed so by both the ADT-awarding California Community College AND by his/her intended major (or program) at Cal Poly Pomona. If deemed “similar” as so defined, the major (or program) at Cal Poly will establish a set of courses needed to fulfill the bachelor’s degree requirements that conforms to the criteria established in Sections 6.0 through 9.0 of this policy.

2.0 An applicant is regarded as “CSU Eligible” if they have:

a. Completed a minimum of 60 semester (90 quarter) transferable units which must include:

i. The Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) or the California State University General Education-Breadth Requirements.

ii. A minimum of 18 semester units (27 quarter) units in a major or area of emphasis.

b. Earned a minimum grade point average of 2.0 in all transferable coursework. Remedial non-collegiate level coursework shall not be counted as part of the transferable units required.

c. Completed the “Golden 4” with a grade of “C- or better”, thus fulfilling the General Education (GE) Breadth, which includes: 

i. Oral Communication: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-1

ii. College Level Mathematics: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area B-4

iii. Critical Thinking: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-3

iv. College Level English: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-2

3.0 An applicant is regarded as an “ADT-compliant-student” if and only if all of the following are met:

a. The applicant has completed an Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) at a California Community College.

b. The applicant is applying to a major (or program) at Cal Poly that is deemed “similar” as defined in Section 1.0.

c. The applicant is CSU Eligible as defined in Section 2.0.

4.0 An ADT-compliant-student admitted under this policy shall receive priority admission over all other community college transfer students, excluding community college students who have entered into a transfer agreement between a community college and the California State University.

a. ADT-compliant-students from local community colleges who apply to a “similar” major (or program) that is not impacted for admissions at the program level will be guaranteed admission with junior status. Admission to Cal Poly Pomona does not guarantee admission to a “similar” impacted major at Cal Poly Pomona (see subsection c below).

b. ADT- compliant-students from non-local community colleges who apply to a “similar” major (or program) that is not impacted for admissions at the program level shall receive a temporary addition of “0.2” to their GPA for the sole purpose of admissions consideration. Students from this group who do not meet the minimum GPA requirement of the major (or program) after this temporary increase will be redirected to another CSU who can accommodate their enrollment for the given term.

c. ADT-compliant-students from either local or non-local community colleges who apply to a “similar” major (or program) that is impacted for admissions at the program level shall receive a temporary addition of “0.1” to their GPA for the sole purpose of admissions consideration. The additional 0.1 is applied only if the number of new transfer students who enroll in the major (or program) is 20 or more. Students from this group who do not meet the minimum GPA requirement of the major (or program) after this temporary increase will be redirected to another CSU who can accommodate their enrollment for the given term.

d. Non-resident and international applicants completing Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) from a California Community College are afforded these same admission, enrollment and graduation considerations provided they meet the minimum eligibility requirements for non-resident students in addition to the requirements listed above.

5.0 In order to receive priority the admission detailed in Section 4.0, the ADT-compliant-student must also be:

a. Cal Poly Pomona eligible based on the GPA requirements for the given major.

b. Be verified by the local Community College as completing the Associates Degree for Transfer (ADT) no later than the spring term prior to a fall term start or a summer term prior to a spring semester (winter quarter) start.

c. Submit an official final transcript showing completion and conferral of the Associates Degree for Transfer (ADT) no later than the deadline provided by the Admissions Office.

6.0 Upon matriculation at Cal Poly Pomona, the ADT-compliant-student will receive a 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee for majors (or programs) requiring 120 semester (180 quarter) units. Specified high unit majors shall be exempt from this policy upon agreement by the Chancellors of the California State University and the California Community Colleges and their respective Academic Senates. The ADT-compliant-student’s Degree Progress Report will indicate this 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee. The ADT-compliant-student will forfeit this guarantee if any of the following actions are taken by the student:

a. The addition of a second major.

b. The addition of a first minor, a second minor, or a certificate program that will necessitate taking more than 60 semester (90 quarter) units at Cal Poly Pomona.

c. A break in continuous enrollment that is not attending Cal Poly Pomona for two consecutive terms without obtaining an approval for a Leave of Absence.

7.0 Community college transfer units shall not be applicable to upper division requirements at Cal Poly Pomona, unless agreed upon by the local Academic Senates of the California State University and the California Community Colleges and the transferred units do not cause a breach of the 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee.

8.0 Cal Poly Pomona shall not require ADT-compliant-students to repeat courses that are articulated to those taken at the community college that counted toward the conferred Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) unless such a course must be repeated in order to satisfy a minimum grade requirement set by the major (or program) at Cal Poly Pomona.

9.0 To ensure completion of the required curricula, Cal Poly Pomona may require an ADT-compliant-student to take additional courses at Cal Poly Pomona so long as the 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee is not breached.

a. For admissions purposes, ADT-compliant-students applying to impacted majors (or programs) are not held to the supplemental course criteria of the respective major (or program). If a subsequent short coming arises, Cal Poly Pomona may adjust the student’s curricula to accommodate required coursework for graduation and/or accreditation purposes.

Discussion:
Senator Guyse explained that the changes between the first reading and the second reading the committee revisited the memorandum put out by the Chancellor’s Office and realized there was a stipulation for the GPA increase or “bump” for enrollment only applied to impacted programs when 20 or more transfer students enrolled.  This change applied to item 4.0 of the new policy.  
The motion to adopt AA-013-156, Associate Degree for Transfer Campus Implementation, passed unanimously.

b. GE-002-167 – GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S.in Engineering, Majority Report – FIRST READING
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The Majority Report for GE-002-167 – GE 012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in Engineering is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/GE-002-167_thru_GE-012-167_Majority_Report_First_Reading.pdf.

Senator Ibrahim moved to receive and file the both the Majority and Minority Reports for GE-002-167 – GE 012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in Engineering. The motion was seconded.
Recommendation:
A majority of the GE Committee recommends that GE-002-167 thru GE-012-167 be approved.
Discussion:

Senator Ibrahim explained that these are 11 referrals submitted by each of the departments in College of Engineering that recommend the satisfaction of GE Subarea A3, Critical Thinking, by completion of the B.S. In Engineering.  He stated that when the GE Committee voted on these referrals it was nearly split (6 for, 4 against, 2 abstentions) and it was determined that there would be a majority and a minority report presented to the Academic Senate.  Senator Ibrahim stated that the GE Committee agreed upon the following points:
· That the curriculum is the purview of the faculty and it should remain so.

· That GE should have its own integrity.

· That engineering students should have the opportunity to graduate in a timely manner.

· That CPP engineering students need to maintain their competiveness in the job market.

· That the College of Engineering reputation is not negatively impacted by any changes in the programs. 

Senator Ibrahim yielded the floor to Keith Forward, Curriculum Coordinator from College of Engineering, who presented the majority report. 
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The majority report PowerPoint presentation is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/Majority%20Report.pdf.

Professor Forward stated that the referrals are recommending the satisfaction of GE Subarea A3, “Critical Thinking”, by the completion of any of the engineering degrees offered at Cal Poly Pomona; meaning three (3) units will be double-counted within the major courses.  He pointed out that this referral does not reduce the number of GE units required for graduation and complies with EO 1100.  Professor Forward did emphasize that this is not a waiver, the student will satisfy this requirement via completion of an engineering degree.
In March 2016, each department prepared and submitted a “Request for Exception to Baccalaureate Unit Limits” form to the Chancellor’s Office. The programs submitted under semester conversion ranged from 126 to 131 units; all at or below the current system acceptable maximum of 131 units. 

Upon review of the exception forms, the Assistant Vice Chancellor Christine Mallon provided the recommendation that more double counting of major and GE requirements (particularly “Golden Four”) be undertaken.  Per Professor Forward this is a common practice among the CSU campuses and 11 of 15 campuses with engineering programs have the same policy. This approach has been reviewed by the Chancellor’s General Education Advisory Committee (GEAC).  Some of the advantages are as follows:
· Reduces the units to degree by three (3) units
· Improves the graduation rates

· Reduces the financial burden on students and California tax payers

These referrals demonstrates that GE student learning outcomes (SLOs) for subarea A3 are achieved through the engineering design process. In particular, major courses in which students learn and practice the engineering design process.  Each of the 11 engineering programs at CPP has their own capstone or design sequence that would satisfy the Critical Thinking requirement 

Professor Forward addressed the GE Area A3 SLOs with the following table:
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Per Professor Forward, this policy will only impact first-time freshmen engineering students. Area A3 is part of the “golden four” requirements and therefore transfer students would have to satisfy their Critical Thinking requirement before arriving at CPP.  

Professor Forward addressed the FTE impact on A3 departments with the following PowerPoint slide:
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His conclusion is that there is no negative impact of this change to other departments.

The College of Engineering will face additional major unit reductions to satisfy the 120-unit cap imposed by Title 5 if these referrals are not adopted.  Currently the semester engineering programs are between 126 and 131 units.  Professor Forward explained that over the past 15 years, engineering programs have removed 11 to 15 major quarter units.  In 2013, engineering programs were at 202 quarter units, and now they are at 194 units.  In addition, 68 units of GE are required for quarters which converts to 45.3 semester units, but the semester GE program is 48 units which means there are 2.7 additional units that have to be absorbed by the programs.  Professor Forward pointed out that engineering programs do not have any GE waivers or alterations from EC 1100.  Other engineering programs in the CSU system have removed the B2 GE requirement along with humanities or social science courses to help reduce the number of units required.  Cal Poly Pomona engineering programs still maintain 32 unrestricted GE units even with double counting in some GE areas.
Professor Forward presented the following information of CPP GE programs relative to other CSUs:
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Professor Forward requested that the following information be considered:

· One out of four CPP students is an Engineering Major

· CPP is ranked 15th in the nation for undergraduate programs

· CPP has the second largest engineering program in the state

· Within 50 mile radius there are 13 other accredited ABET programs

· Students face one of the most competitive local job markets in the nation, but are considered extremely desirable by local industry

· Number 1 in California in awarding engineering degrees to Hispanic students, 6th in the nation

· CPP as a whole is ranked 9th in advancing the social mobility of its students

c. GE-002-167 – GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S.in Engineering, Minority Report – FIRST READING
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The Minority Report for GE-002-017 – GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by the Completion of the B.S. in Engineering is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/GE-002-167_thru_GE-012-167_Minority_Report_First_Reading.pdf.

Senator Dickson presented the minority report.  
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The Minority Report presentation is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/GE_Presentation_Minority_Report.pdf.

Senator Dickson started by saying that the driver of the minority’s opinion is not the loss of students or FTEs; the concern is this proposal’s impact on students.  Senator Dickson stated that Engineering is requesting a waiver to not take A3 courses in other colleges; meaning that somehow the engineering major courses will satisfy A3 Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs).  At this time there are no pedagogical changes in Engineering to offset the loss of Critical Thinking.  Senator Dickson detailed the two justifications offered in the majority report:
· Chancellor’s Office quid-pro-quo for a unit increase 
· But, San Luis Obispo’s high unit engineering programs have been approved

· Engineering programs already teach Critical Thinking
· Precedent that has been set at many other campuses

Senator Dickson stated that the GE Committee is charged with shaping and defining the GE program at Cal Poly Pomona in accordance with EO 1100.  When evaluating GE course proposals, the GE Committee looks primarily at the three key elements of whether they 
· Meet the subarea description

· Satisfy the GE SLOs for that subarea

· Explain clearly what instruments will be provided to assess SLO performance
Senator Dickson explained that proposals fail to meet all three criteria evaluated by the GE Committee.  For criteria number one (1) he read the following A3 subarea description:
“In Critical Thinking (subarea A3) courses, students will understand logic and its relation to language; elementary inductive and deductive processes, including an understanding of the formal and informal fallacies of language and thought; and the ability to distinguish matters of fact from issues of judgment or opinion. In A3 courses, students will develop the abilities to analyze, criticize, and advocate ideas; to reason inductively and deductively; and to reach well-supported factual or judgmental conclusions.”
Senator Dickson explained that this is a description of argument with words as the medium; the “standard operating procedure” of the Humanities which is why Philosophy and English are the two departments at CPP that teach Critical Thinking.  He went on to say that these proposals do not meet the subarea description; they do not address:

· Logic and its relation to language;

· Inductive and deductive processes;

· Logical fallacies;

· The ability to distinguish matters of fact from issues of judgement or opinion;

· The ability to analyze, criticize, and advocate ideas.
Senator Dickson stated that Engineering’s argument is that “we do Critical Thinking already”, but Engineering’s description of Critical Thinking is not what is described in EO 1100 and CPP’s GE Document. 
The second criteria the proposals do not meet is satisfying the GE SLOs for the subarea.  The SLO that these proposals do not meet is 4b, “Demonstrate activities, techniques or behaviors that promote intellectual or cultural growth.” The SLO falls under the umbrella of “Develop capacities for continued development and lifelong learning”, which includes physical activity, appreciation of arts, and the ability to read a newspaper and decipher fact from fiction among many other things. These proposals do not touch on intellectual or cultural growth for lifelong learning.
Assessment is the third criteria; the GE Assessment Committee is responsible to ensuring each course actually fulfills the SLOs or not.  Senator Dickson stated that this is not a course; assessment would have to be done at a cohort level.  The administrative mechanism to assess Critical Thinking at a cohort level has not been defined.  Another option would be to have a cohort based test assessment procedure for Critical Thinking.  The College of Engineering does not agree with the test based assessment idea.
Senator Dickson expressed that the broad view is that the lack of Critical Thinking courses would hurt engineers in their careers and would weaken a key part their college experience in the following ways:
· Learning how to deal with social, ethical and political implications of technology

· Argument and persuasion skills that enable conversations outside of the engineering discipline

· Critical Thinking provides leadership skills

Senator Dickson concluded his report by saying that as a polytechnic CPP has the opportunity to position ourselves progressively within the field and these proposals would remove a very useful professional and life skill from engineering.  It does so with the “short sighted” goal of achieving a higher graduation rate but it does not position CPP as a leader in the field.  
The following concerns/issues/questions were discussed regarding the proposals to double count GE subarea A3 within engineering degrees:
· The unit cap exceptions were not discussed with much “vigor”; there are other programs within the CSU system that exceed the 120/180 unit cap requirement. Response: Currently there are 4 or 5 campuses at the unit cap; the remaining campuses are applying for an exemption.  When Title 5 was originally implemented, CPP was not required to apply for an exemption because of semester conversion.  There are 154 programs applying for an exemption. They do not include Music and Architecture because these programs do not have to meet the unit cap. 
· What exceptions have been granted and why have they been granted? Response: It appears that in the beginning programs that attempted to reduce units to degree were approved for the exemption so engineering was hopeful that the exemption would be approved since they had reduced major units during the conversion process.  That was not the case. The suggestion to double count GE subarea A3 was the response to the request.  
· The majority report asserts that the proposals maintain the quality of the 48-unit GE program, but the description of A3 states “…the ability to distinguish matters of fact from issues of judgement or opinion…” Is there any proof that this maintains the quality of CPP’s GE program? Response: The majority report statements was attempting to indicate that engineering is not reducing the 48 GE units required by EO 1100; not shifting units from area C to area B which is common place for other engineering programs in the CSU system.  
· Senator Kopplin went on record stating he is not in favor of the proposals.
· It was stated that by the minority report that our campus is unique and any decision should not be based on what other campuses do; need to decide based on what is best for CPP’s students.  Other campuses have different GE requirements therefore it is not possible to use a “cookie cutter” approach to this problem.  There are different GE requirements for American Institutions, American Government and the Graduate Writing requirement.  Some campuses have higher unit GE programs; CSU San Bernardino, Fullerton, and Fresno have 51 or 52 unit GE programs.

· Is there any indication on how the Chancellor’s Office is going to respond to the request for exemption?  Is there a risk of losing accreditation and is the Chancellor’s Office willing to take that risk? Response:  Dr. Preiser-Houy, Interim AVP for Undergraduate Programs, responded that she cannot speak for the Chancellor’s Office, but from the accreditation perspective the proposal would allow, in the future, for a cohort based model in terms of students being introduced to Critical Thinking, develop Critical Thinking and then master it through the curriculum.  In addition, in the future there will be a common rubric that can assess students in engineering against those who take the more traditional classes for Critical Thinking.  She went on to say that from a WASC perspective, this will not have a negative impact on the institution, it has the potential to strengthen the assessment for Critical Thinking.  
· It was pointed out that the GE Committee did vote on these proposals and a majority of the committee voted to adopt the double-counting of GE subarea A3 in engineering degrees, and also that this vote was supported by other colleges.  There was an assertion that there was no data to support the minority report’s claim that the proposal do not meet the A3 subarea description.  The faculty in engineering know what is best for engineering students.  The College of Engineering is ABET accredited, which includes Critical Thinking. 
· Is it the College of Engineering’s contention that courses did not need to be adjusted to include Critical Thinking? If so, why wait until now to request this exemption? Response: Engineering was notified in November 2016 and the majority of engineering courses were approved in Curriculog prior to the notification.  Keith Forward, Chair of the College of Engineering Curriculum Committee, stated that relaunching all the courses after the Chancellor’s Office notification would have been quite cumbersome.  He added that the College of Engineering will go back and revisit the courses and add Critical Thinking GE learning outcomes after the proposals have been approved.  
It was noted that the College of Engineering is asking the Academic Senate to make a judgement about the quality of the Critical Thinking elements that will be added at a later date; or is it the College of Engineering’s asserting that those elements have always been there? The concern is that Engineering is eliminating A3 because of the Chancellor’s Office suggestion and not for pedagogical reasons.  Response:  Senator Jia responded that the College of Engineering has reduced engineering major units and now it is the time to look at reducing GE units to meet the Chancellor’s Office request for reduction in number of units to degree.  He went on to say that he believes that Critical Thinking has two (2) aspects, courses and cohort level and that engineering degrees provide Critical Thinking at a cohort level. 
· A concern was raised that if this is adopted and is perceived as a good idea for engineering students, what prevents other departments from using these proposals as a precedent.  Response: These proposals still have to be reviewed by the Chancellor’s Office GE Advisory Committee.  There have been other proposals in other disciplines to double-count A3 in the same manner but those proposals have been rejected.  It is not anticipated that just any program can make this request and have it approved, but there has been the precedent in the Chancellor’s Office that across the CSU system engineering programs do meet the Critical Thinking requirement and the A3 courses have been double counted.  The Chancellor’s Office is responsible for the articulation agreements between the Community Colleges and the CSU; it is an expectation that transfer students have to satisfy Critical Thinking requirements prior to coming to CPP.  There was an assertion made that CPP’s definition of Critical Thinking may be different from the Chancellor’s Office; that would mean that transfer students would not be exposed to CPP’s definition of Critical Thinking.  Across the CSU system there is a wide variety of courses that teach Critical Thinking.  The statement was made that there are inconsistencies between what CPP does for Critical Thinking and all other CSU campuses.
· In the CSU Senate in 2014 when the issue of lowering units to degree first came up, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo pushed back and did not lower their units to degree.  There is thought that the College of Engineering should provide push back to the Chancellor’s Office request.  The passion of the College of Engineering’s arguments was acknowledged, but the senator stated that the evidence was not clear.  It would be easier to be persuaded if there was assessment that engineering programs provided Critical Thinking skills.  Response: San Luis Obispo has cut units in their engineering programs.  SLO’s engineering programs have removed GE areas C and D and have 28 quarter units in area B.  So they have shifted their GE courses into area B since engineering students have to take more science and math courses as part of their major.  As far as assessment, the results of Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) testing, which tests Critical Thinking abilities, scientists and engineers perform the highest based on a national ranking. 
· Senator Dickson from CLASS recognized that there are very strong feelings around these proposals and that his interest is to represent the CLASS constituency.  One thing that the Academic Senate needs to keep in mind is that the proposals need to be assessed in accordance with CPP documents and procedures. The proposals need to be strengthened and better describe how A3 requirements are satisfied and Critical Thinking elements need to be built into the engineering curriculum; there needs to be more information about assessment in the proposals.   The proposal needs to have all the information before it is adopted; the elements should not be added after the proposals pass.  If any other course proposal was evaluated and did not have this information, it would not pass.  He emphasized that engineers do need Critical Thinking; the College of Engineering is 6 out of the 8 colleges on the Graduate Writing Test (GWT).  He acknowledge that the GWT is not a test of Critical Thinking but it is a test of writing and arguing, which are skills related to Critical Thinking.
· It was asked if a GE course means that any student from any college can take the course and have the ability to pass that course.  The consensus was yes.  So if engineering courses are satisfying GE courses does that mean any student can take that course and be able to understand it?  Does engineering anticipate students from other colleges taking these courses to satisfy the A3 GE requirement?  Response:  The College of Engineering’s premise is if you complete an engineering program then you have satisfied the Critical Thinking requirement.  Critical Thinking is not done just in the design sequence, it is done throughout the curriculum, however it is easier to assess in the design and culminating Capstone experience.
· One senator appreciated engineering’s predicament, but every college feels that there degrees have some Critical Thinking which is largely based on the specific area of expertise and not across all disciplines.  Senator Von Glahn stated that to give a “yes” vote on the motion at the second reading, you would need to convince him that engineering is teaching Critical Thinking in non-domain specific ways.
· Senator Small asserted that the assessment should be looking at what is taken in English and Philosophy classes’ now as Critical Thinking and is that satisfied by engineering courses.  He is suggesting looking at the actual classes that people take and determining if those elements are satisfied by engineering courses.  Response:  How Critical Thinking is being taught at CPP is not how it is taught in the Community Colleges or at other CSUs, so technically only the engineers that start and finish their degree at CPP get that “flavor” of Critical Thinking.  The College of Engineering is not trying to cut the humanities or social sciences; A3 is one of the “Golden Four” core competencies.  The college is looking to take advantage of what other CSUs have done to reduce the number of units to degree.
· A memorandum (AA-2013-002) (this memo is located on the California State University  website at http://www.calstate.edu/acadaff/codedmemos/aa-2013-02.pdf) from the Chancellor’s Office to all CSU Presidents and Provosts states “Programs that have not been reduced to 120/180 units and have not been granted the chancellor’s  exception  allowing  higher  unit  counts  shall  be  subject  to  chancellor’s  action to reduce unit requirements, including:

1.
double counting requirements;

2.
adjusting the number of required major courses and units to achieve consistency with comparable CSU programs;

3.
adjusting campus-specific  degree  requirements  (such  as  languages  other than English, among others); and 

4.
adjusting course and unit requirements for upper-division GE courses.

· Senator Merlino mentioned that this is a business and a lot of parents are making decisions based on money.  She also stated that realistically colleges do go back and change their ECOs after they have been approved.  
· Senator Sadaghiani stated that her constituency is sympathetic to the challenge that engineering is facing; satisfying the Chancellor’s Office requirement without sacrificing the education offered by the college.  The concern is that one of the challenges facing the student body is the ability to communicate and verbalize ideas clearly, concisely, and logically and the belief is that GE courses do a better job at teaching these skills. In addition, in looking at the demographic of students coming into the CSU system, lower income and English as second language students, this change may put them at a bigger disadvantage.  Response:  The College of Engineering is not looking to remove the arts and humanities requirements, which is what other CSU campuses have done.  CPP has the most unrestricted GE units in the CSU system.  The concern is that if the College of Engineering has to cut additional major units, our students will not be competitive in the work place.
6. Discussion








M/s/p to add the AA Committee Response to AS-2596-167-AA, Update Process for Registration Appointment to the agenda.

a. AA Committee Response to AS-2596-167-AA, Update Process for Registration Appointment
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The committee response to the President’s suggested modifications to AS-2596-167-AA is located on the Academic Senate website at https://www.cpp.edu/~senate/documents/packets/2016-17/04.05.17/AS-2596-167-AA_Committee_Response_to_Presidents_Response_03.16.17.pdf.

Senator Alex explained that the President had requested modifications to AS-2596-167-AA, Update Process for Registration Appointment, and that the Executive Committee returned the report to the AA Committee for consideration.  She asked Senator Guyse, Chair of the Academic Affairs Committee, to present the committee’s findings to the Academic Senate.  

Senator Guyse reported on the committee response to the President’s requests.

Recommendation:

The Academic Affairs Committee agrees with President Coley’s modifications and recommends that the Academic Senate adopt the following revised policy:

There shall be four registration periods for the students:

	Registration Period


	Enrollment Limit

	Priority Registration


	

	As per AS-2598-167-AA
	16 quarter units (14 semester units)

	Initial Registration (min 5 days) in the following order


	

	New freshmen and transfer students who attended Orientation and/or Summer Bridge.
	16 quarter units (16 semester units)

	Seniors who have applied for graduation and are within 20 units of completing their degree program
	16 quarter units (16 semester units)

	Graduate students
	16 quarter units (16 semester units)

	All other new and continuing students according to units to degree completion
	16 quarter units (16 semester units)

	Registration (min 5 days)


	16 quarter units (16 semester units)

	Add/Drop 

(shall start a minimum of four days before the term starts and extend through the first five days of instruction (first four days of summer term)
	20 quarter units (18 semester units)


Students who wish to register for more than 20 quarter units (18 semester units) must receive the permission of their department chair and the lead authority in the Office of Academic Programs.

Discussion:
President Coley requested a modification to change the previously recommended 20 quarter/18 semester unit limits to 16 quarter/16 semester units for all registration periods except the Add Drop Period in which the limit would increase to 20 quarter/18 semester units.  According to the President, these limits would improve on the previous 14-unit limit while providing all students the opportunity to enroll in a full class load.
The evidence regarding unit loads provided by the President is compelling, and the Academic Affairs Committee agreed with the suggested modification and changed the recommendation in accordance with President Coley’s suggestion.  Since Cal Poly Pomona is moving to semesters very soon, the requested change from 18 to 16 semester units is less than one 3 unit class and still not as constraining as the current 14 quarter units. Furthermore, once the “Add/Drop” period starts, students would be able to go up to 18 semester units without a petition.

The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.
* Created AY 2016-2017
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Background

SB 1440 is a California Senate bill that guarantees students who obtain an Associate Degree for
Transfer ADT (AS-T, AA-T) from a community college and transfer to a similar program at a
CSU campus (STAR students) may complete a bachelor’s degree in 90 quarter (60 semester)
additional units. In addition, the Chancellor’s Office provided additional guidance on the
implementation.

Resources Consulted

California State Senate Bill 1440

CSU Office of The Chancellor Memorandum AA-2011-19

Kathleen A. Street, Associate Vice President, Enrollment Management & Services
Maria Martinez, Registrar

Andrew Wright, Director of Admissions

Discussion:

The committee worked closely with the stakeholders listed above to create a policy to implement
SB 1440. The following proposed policy achieved unanimous approval from all stakeholders
involved.

Recommendation:

The Academic Affairs Committee recommends adoption by the Academic Senate and
recommendation to the President to approve the following policy and to subsequently add it to
the online University Manual.

Proposed Policy:

CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA
POLICY NO: TBD®

ASSOCIATE DEGREE FOR TRANSFER
The Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) is a pathway in the CSU system in which a transfer
student completes half (90 quarter/60 semester units) of their bachelor’s degree at the
Community College and half (90 quarter/60 semester units) at a CSU campus.

The following campus policy is in accordance with California State Senate Bill 1440.

1.0 For the entirety of this policy, the following definition of “similar” applies:

“ Created AY 2016-2017





An associate degree is defined to be “similar” to the applicant’s intended major at Cal
Poly Pomona if the degree is deemed so by both the ADT-awarding California
Community College AND by his/her intended major (or program) at Cal Poly Pomona. If
deemed “similar” as so defined, the major (or program) at Cal Poly will establish a set of
courses needed to fulfill the bachelor’s degree requirements that conforms to the criteria
established in Sections 6.0 through 9.0 of this policy.

2.0 An applicant is regarded as “CSU Eligible” if they have:

a. Completed a minimum of 60 semester (90 quarter) transferable units which must
include:

I. The Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) or the
California State University General Education-Breadth Requirements.

ii. A minimum of 18 semester units (27 quarter) units in a major or area of
emphasis.

b. Earned a minimum grade point average of 2.0 in all transferable coursework.
Remedial non-collegiate level coursework shall not be counted as part of the
transferable units required.

c. Completed the “Golden 4” with a grade of “C- or better”, thus fulfilling the General
Education (GE) Breadth, which includes:

i. Oral Communication: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-1

ii. College Level Mathematics: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area B-4
iii. Critical Thinking: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-3
iv. College Level English: Cal Poly Pomona GE Area A-2

3.0 An applicant is regarded as an “ADT-compliant-student” if and only if all of the following
are met:
a. The applicant has completed an Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) at a California
Community College.
b. The applicant is applying to a major (or program) at Cal Poly that is deemed “similar”
as defined in Section 1.0.
c. The applicant is CSU Eligible as defined in Section 2.0.

4.0 An ADT-compliant-student admitted under this policy shall receive priority admission over
all other community college transfer students, excluding community college students who
have entered into a transfer agreement between a community college and the California
State University.

a. ADT-compliant-students from local community colleges who apply to a “similar”
nen-tmpaeted-major (or program) that is not impacted for admissions at the program
level at-Cal-Pehy-Pemena-will be guaranteed admission with junior status. Admission
to Cal Poly Pomona does not guarantee admission to a “similar” impacted major at
Cal Poly Pomona (see subsection ¢ below).

b. ADT- compliant-students from non-local community colleges who apply to a
“similar” nen-impacted-major (or program) that is not impacted for admissions at the






5.0

program level at-Cal-Pely-Pomena-shall receive a temporary addition of “0.2” to their
GPA for the sole purpose of admissions consideration. Students from this group who

do not meet the minimum GPA requirement of the major (or program) after this
temporary increase will be redirected to another CSU who can accommodate their
enrollment for the given term.

c. _ADT-compliant-students from either local or non-local community colleges who

apply to a “similar” #apaeted-major (or program) that is impacted for admissions at
the program level shall receive a temporary addition of “0.1” to their GPA for the sole
purpose of admissions consideration. The additional 0.1 is applied only if the number
of new transfer students who enroll in the major (or program) is 20 or more. Students
from this group who do not meet the minimum GPA requirement of the major (or
program) after this temporary increase will be redirected to another CSU who can
accommodate their enrollment for the given term.

e-d.Non-resident and international applicants completing Associate Degree for Transfer

(ADT) from a California Community College are afforded these same admission,
enrollment and graduation considerations provided they meet the minimum eligibility
requirements for non-resident students in addition to the requirements listed above.

In order to receive priority the admission detailed in Section 4.0, the ADT-compliant-
student must also be:

a.
b.

Cal Poly Pomona eligible based on the GPA requirements for the given major.

Be verified by the local Community College as completing the Associates Degree for
Transfer (ADT) no later than the spring term prior to a fall term start or a summer
term prior to a spring semester (winter quarter) start.

Submit an official final transcript showing completion and conferral of the Associates
Degree for Transfer (ADT) no later than the deadline provided by the Admissions
Office.

6.0 Upon matriculation at Cal Poly Pomona, the ADT-compliant-student will receive a 60
semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee for majors (or programs) requiring 120
semester (180 quarter) units. Specified high unit majors shall be exempt from this policy
upon agreement by the Chancellors of the California State University and the California
Community Colleges and their respective Academic Senates. The ADT-compliant-student’s
Degree Progress Report will indicate this 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee.
The ADT-compliant-student will forfeit this guarantee if any of the following actions are
taken by the student:

7.0

a.
b.

C.

The addition of a second major.

The addition of a first minor, a second minor, or a certificate program that will
necessitate taking more than 60 semester (90 quarter) units at Cal Poly Pomona.
A break in continuous enrollment that is not attending Cal Poly Pomona for two
consecutive terms without obtaining an approval for a Leave of Absence.

Community college transfer units shall not be applicable to upper division requirements at
Cal Poly Pomona, unless agreed upon by the local Academic Senates of the California State





8.0

9.0

University and the California Community Colleges and the transferred units do not cause a
breach of the 60 semester (90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee.

Cal Poly Pomona shall not require ADT-compliant-students to repeat courses that are
articulated to those taken at the community college that counted toward the conferred
Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) unless such a course must be repeated in order to
satisfy a minimum grade requirement set by the major (or program) at Cal Poly Pomona.

To ensure completion of the required curricula, Cal Poly Pomona may require an ADT-
compliant-student to take additional courses at Cal Poly Pomona so long as the 60 semester
(90 quarter) unit-to-degree guarantee is not breached.

a. For admissions purposes, ADT-compliant-students applying to impacted majors (or
programs) are not held to the supplemental course criteria of the respective major (or
program). If a subsequent short coming arises, Cal Poly Pomona may adjust the
student’s curricula to accommodate required coursework for graduation and/or
accreditation purposes.
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GE-002-167 thru GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of B.S. in Engineering —
MINORITY REPORT

BACKGROUND:

As explained in the referrals submitted by the College of Engineering, per a
Chancellor’s Office Memorandum the BS programs in Engineering must either
reduce semester units to 120, or apply for an exception from the CO.
Engineering majors are typically high-unit majors, and the college has already
made significant efforts to reduce its unit count in the past 15 years. The
programs submitted under semester conversion range from 126 to 131 units, at
or below the current system high of 131. The College duly applied to the CO for
exceptions to the 120 unit limit for all its semester BS programs.

The CO’s response, which came in the form of an e-mail from AVC Christine
Mallon to Interim AVP Daniel Lewis, offered a quid pro quo: the CO would
consider granting unit limit exceptions, however “we will want to see Cal Poly
Pomona allow double counting of major and GE requirements,” specifically
singling out the Golden Four GE areas as a target.

It is important to note that the academic senate, not the Chancellor’s Office, sets
academic policy on our campus in accordance with our needs and those of our
student body.

The referrals currently under consideration would exempt engineering students
from the requirement to take a class in GE area A3 (Critical Thinking) by
certifying that the 11 BS programs in Engineering meet subarea A3 through
existing Engineering classes.

RECOMMENDED RESOURCES CONSULTED:

The following resources were consulted:
e M. Ronald Yeung, Interim Associate Dean for Academic Programs &
Student Services, College of Engineering
Abdul B. Sadat, Interim Associate Dean, College of Engineering
Sharon Hilles, Dean, CLASS
Sara Garver, Associate Dean, CLASS
Liliane Fucaloro, Chair, English and Foreign Languages
Dale Turner, Chair, Philosophy

RECOMMENDED RESOURCES NOT CONSULTED:

The following recommended resources were not consulted, or their responses
were received after the committee’s vote:
e Larisa Preiser-Houy, Interim Assoc. VP for Undergraduate Programs,
Division of Academic Affairs (answer received after vote)
e Francelina A. Neto, Director of Semester Conversion (answer received
after vote)
e Cordelia Ontiveros, Interim Dean, College of Engineering (answer
received after vote)
e Faculty (faculty@cpp.edu)
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e Department Chairs (chairs@cpp.edu)
e Associate Deans (associate deans@cpp.edu)
e Deans (deans@cpp.edu)

DISCUSSION

The GE Committee is charged with shaping and defining the GE program in
accordance with Executive Order 1100, and evaluating GE course proposals. It is
the primary body charged with defending the integrity of GE as an integral part of
a university education at CPP.

Our semester GE Program was redesigned and approved by the senate quite
recently (November 2014) as part of semester conversion. The new program
made several improvements and unit reductions vis-a-vis the current quarter-
based program. Specifically, it:

e Broadened the language defining GE categories, realigning the category
descriptions more closely with the CSU Executive Order, thus allowing GE
Courses to be taught by many more departments and reducing
disciplinary carve-outs;

e Reduced the overall GE unit requirement under semesters from 51 to 48,
the minimum allowed;

e Reduced the sub-categories in GE area D (Social Sciences) from 5 to 4;

e Incorporated GE SLOs defined by the GE Assessment Committee, and
mapped to each GE subarea for the purpose of GE assessment.

In other words, our current program is an up-to-date, carefully designed and
balanced program that has already been slimmed down to the minimum
allowable units in order to accommodate the College of Engineering’s need for
unit reductions.

In the view of the minority, this proposal, which cuts a further three units of GE
for Engineering students in subarea A3 (Critical Thinking), represents a clear
degradation to the integrity of our GE program. It weakens the principle of GE as
a central aspect of a university education. It deprives Engineering students, who
badly need training in humanities-based argument skills, of the opportunity to
take philosophy and writing courses, while making no curricular changes to
meaningfully integrate these skills into engineering courses.

The proposals include no curricular changes indicating that critical thinking,
writing or argument will be addressed through a Writing in the Disciplines model
within Engineering. The ECOs incorporate no critical thinking modules,
assignments, assessments or other meaningful pedagogical components
directed at critical thinking. The ECOs do not incorporate the GE SLOs for area
A3.

Instead, the proposals assert that critical thinking is de facto something that
engineering students already do. It argues that the Engineering Design Process,
an iterative procedure of modeling, testing, and refining solutions to engineering
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problems, by necessity incorporates critical thinking. But Critical Thinking as
defined by the CSU and CPP descriptions of subarea A3 deals explicitly with
logic encoded in language, something that is not part of the Engineering
curriculum.

The minority believes this proposal is deeply flawed and should be rejected
because it does not meet A3 (subarea description, SLOs, or assessability), and
because it disadvantages our engineering students by reducing training in
language-based logic, argument, writing, and ethics.

What the Committee Vote Means (and What it Doesn’t)

However, before delving into the specifics, there is an issue of process which
must be addressed. Because these proposals represent a sweeping change
which will effect our Engineering students as well as the departments who teach
A3 courses, pains should be taken to follow a full deliberative and consultative
process.

The following timeline of the referrals’ progress in the GE Committee makes clear
that this has been a rushed process, allowing incomplete deliberation and
consultation:

« Initial o Initial  Consultation  Presentations
notification discussion (1/2 (interviews by by Phil and
that referrals hr) committee Engineering

had been members) « Discussion (1
submitted hr)

*Vote

The committee did not take up essential aspects of the proposals such as
whether they meet the A3 subarea description, whether they fulfill the A3 SLOs,
or whether they are assessable. (The minority believes that on all three counts
the proposals fail to meet established standards.)

Many of the resources recommended in the referrals were either not consulted or
their answers were received after the vote was taken.

The committee’s vote must therefore be understood as a vote, driven by
Engineering’s arguments for urgency, to move the referrals as quickly as
possible to the full senate. The vote does not guarantee that these proposals
adequately meet A3.

Proposals do not meet the criteria for GE subarea A3

When looking at GE course proposals, the GE Committee evaluates them
primarily on three concerns: whether they meet the GE subarea description,
weather they address the GE SLOs assigned to that subarea, and whether they
indicate clearly how the GE Assessment Committee can assess fulfillment of the
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SLOs. Courses deemed weak in any area are sent back to the course authors for
editing and improvement.

By these standards, these proposals should be rejected. They do not meet the
subarea description, they do not fulfill all of the Student Learning Outcomes, and
do not explain how critical thinking is to be assessed.

A3 subarea description: The CPP A3 subarea description mirrors that of the
Chancellor’'s Executive Order governing GE. Both define critical thinking in terms
of logic encoded in language:

In critical thinking (subarea A3) courses, students will understand logic
and its relation to language; elementary inductive and deductive
processes, including an understanding of the formal and informal fallacies
of language and thought; and the ability to distinguish matters of fact from
issues of judgment or opinion. In A3 courses, students will develop the
abilities to analyze, criticize, and advocate ideas; to reason inductively and
deductively; and to reach well-supported factual or judgmental
conclusions. (EO 1100, echoed exactly by CPP GE Document)

This language essentially describes the humanistic tradition of reasoned
argument. These are skills that are central to a university education. After
college, they become key tools for sound decision-making in contexts of social or
political ambiguity (in other words, when dealing with questions of politics, the
social good, or ethics). Likewise, they become key to the leadership abilities of
our graduates, since they focus on reasoned persuasion.

The proposals from Engineering do not attempt to meet this description of critical
thinking. Instead, they argue that the Engineering Design Process, an iterative
approach to engineering problems solving, should be considered the same as
critical thinking. The proposals offer the following language, section headings
from a scoring rubric, as evidence that the Engineering Design Process
constitutes critical thinking:

|. Presenting and Justifying a Problem and Solution Requirements
Il. Generating and Defending an Original Solution

lll. Constructing and Testing a Prototype

IV. Evaluation, Reflection, and Recommendations

V. Documenting and Presenting the Project

While these headings certainly point to thinking, and systematic thinking at that,
the language does not address the key elements of critical thinking as defined in
our document. They do not address logic and its relation to language, inductive
and deductive processes, logical fallacies, the ability to distinguish matters of fact
from issues of judgment or opinion, or the ability to analyze, criticize, and
advocate ideas.

A3 Student Learning Outcomes: The A3 subarea is mapped to the following GE
SLOs:





GE-002-167 thru GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of B.S. in Engineering —
MINORITY REPORT 6

|. Foundational Skills and Capacities
la. Write effectively for various audiences
1c. Find, evaluate, use and share information effectively and ethically
1d. Construct arguments based on sound evidence and reasoning to
support an opinion or conclusion

I\V. Develop capacities for continued development and lifelong learning
4b. Demonstrate activities, techniques or behaviors that promote
intellectual or cultural growth

By this measure the proposals fail. They do satisfy 1c, but the rest of the SLOs
present problems. 1a presents a problem because the SLO stipulates writing for
“various audiences” and an engineering audience is quite uniform. This could be
justified by supposing that engineers would write for various audiences when
they take their other GE coursework. For 1d, the courses do satisfy the SLO,
though the reasoning and argument construction the students are asked to
perform are technical (rather than political/social) in nature. With regard to 4b, the
SLO is clearly not met. The proposals argue that “this learning objective offers
students the ability to consider broader impacts of their engineering solutions,” or
similar. They do not address the lifelong learning aspect of 4b.

Assessment: All GE Courses must be assessable by the GE Assessment
Committee on the basis of how well they meet the Student Learning Outcomes
for their GE subarea.

The proposals note that assessment will take place though the GE Assessment
Committee, but they provide no details on the logistics, nor do they attempt to
answer any of the legitimate questions or doubts that arise. For instance, by what
administrative mechanism would the GE Assessment Committee gain access to
student work across many semesters, taught by various instructors? This would
seem to be a logistical barrier that requires special arrangements to solve, but
none are indicated.

The proposals do not provide evidence of internal Engineering assessment of
critical thinking (rubrics, assessment committees, exams, and so forth). AVP
Preiser-Houy, in her feedback to the GE Committee, mentioned the possibility of
administering exams measuring the critical thinking value add of a CPP
engineering major (she referred specifically to the CLA). The proposals do not
take up this possibility, and offer no indication of exam-based assessment of
critical thinking within Engineering.

In short, serious questions remain about the ability to assess the A3 SLOs under
these proposals.

Proposals disadvantage engineering students

By exempting students from A3, and not providing equivalent training within
engineering classes, these proposals will disadvantage our graduates
professionally. It will make them less qualified to assume positions of leadership
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in their professional lives as engineers, and less able to deal with the social,
political and ethical ramifications of technology and engineering.

There is an established consensus in the literature of Engineering Education that
explicit training in critical thinking is necessary for engineers. Responding to this
recognition of the importance of critical thinking, the Accreditation Board for
Engineering and Technology (ABET) includes among its eleven student
outcomes several relating directly to these skills:

(f) an understanding of professional and ethical responsibility

(9) an ability to communicate effectively

(h) the broad education necessary to understand the impact of
engineering solutions in a global, economic, environmental, and
societal context

(i) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in life-long
learning

() a knowledge of contemporary issues

Critical thinking, then, is an essential professional tool as engineers move into
their careers and through their careers. It must be explicitly trained, whether in
stand-alone classes, or integrated purposefully following a Writing in the
Disciplines model. Proficiency in critical thinking is not an inevitable byproduct of
the kinds of writing assignments engineering students currently do in their
programs.

There is another aspect to this which goes beyond questions of whether an
individual CPP graduate may be personally well-educated or fit for leadership
roles. As a pressing matter of sound social policy, we need engineers capable of
socially-informed decision-making in a democratic society. A subset of the
scholarship takes up this dimension of engineering education (for example
Nusbaum 2006). ABET has addressed the social consequences of ethical lapses
in the profession recently—for instance, with a 2016 panel on the Flint, MI, water
crisis, and the Volkswagen emissions scandal. These cases suggest that it is
vital that we give engineering students tools to deal with complexity in the
political/social arena for the good of our democracy.

Rebuttals of further arguments:

The referrals rely on a comparison between three sets of statements—our A3
SLOs, the headings of a critical thinking rubric produced by a committee of the
LEAP Initiative of the AAC&U, and the Engineering Design Process rubric
headings cited previously. The argument is that when seen in the light of the
AAC&U rubric, the Engineering Design Process is clearly analogous and should
be considered critical thinking. The comparison is misleading. With it, the
proposals essentially attempt to shift the definition of critical thinking away from
the CSU definition that governs our GE program, and toward a definition more
favorable to these proposals. The fact is that the AAC&U document has no role
here. A modified Table 2 suggests that several of the comparisons between our
A3 SLOs and the Engineering Design Process rubric are forced, if not invalid:
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General Education Outcomes Engineering Design Process
(CPP GE SLO) (EDPPSR)

1c. Find, evaluate, use and share
information effectively and ethically
(research skills)

Presenting and Justifying a Problem and
Solution Requirements

4b. Demonstrate activities, techniques or Generating and Defending an Original
behaviors that promote intellectual or Solution

cultural growth (lifelong intellectual or

cultural learning) Constructing and Testing a Prototype

1d. Construct arguments based on sound
evidence and reasoning to support an
opinion or conclusion (logic and argument)

Evaluation, Reflection, and
Recommendations

la. Write effectively for various audiences

. : Documenting and Presenting the Project
(written expression)

On another point, the referrals try to demonstrate that the loss of FTES
experienced by the two departments currently teaching courses in A3 will be
minimal because they are offset by the conversion factor of 4.5 quarter units to 3
semester units, and because of projected increases in overall university
enrollment. However, as enrollment increases in our colleges, so FTES targets
increase for our departments. The loss of A3 engineering students will put
Philosophy and EFL at a comparative disadvantage relative to other CLASS
departments, leading to weakened departmental positioning within the college
and the university.

Lastly, the proposals cite a list of other CSU campuses that have approved the
double counting of A3 within engineering majors as justification for this request.
However, each university is different, as is each proposal. A cookie cutter
approach is bound to produce bad decisions and bad policy. Besides which, it is
very possible that the proposals approved on other campuses addressed the
weaknesses identified here in a more satisfactory way.

In the end, it is up to the Academic Senate of each institution to safeguard
academic policy in a way that serves the particular needs of that institution. The
minority feels that cutting philosophy or writing classes without offering
meaningful critical thinking training elsewhere in the curriculum is bad for our
students and our institution.

RECOMMENDATION:

A minority of the GE Committee recommends that GE-002-167 thru GE-012-167
be rejected.
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Critical Thinking Referrals

* Proposals exempt 11 Engineering majors from
the requirement to take a course in A3

* No pedagogical changes in Engineering to
offset the loss of Critical Thinking training

e 2 justifications offered:

— CO quid-pro-quo for a unit increase (yet San Luis
Obispo’s high unit programs have been approved)

II||: CAL POLY POMONA

— Engineering programs already teach Critical
Thinking






Minority Response

* Proposals do not meet A3 criteria on three
grounds:

— Subarea definition
— GE Student Learning Outcomes
— Assessment

* Proposals disadvantage CPP engineering
students professionally

* Proposals degrade new (2014) 48-unit GE
program

* Questions about the process f






Do not meet A3 criteria

 When evaluating GE course proposals, the GE
Committee looks primarily at the three key
elements of whether they

— meet the subarea description
— satisfy the GE SLOs for that subarea

— explain clearly what instruments will be provided
to assess SLO performance

* Proposals fail to meet criteria on these three

crucial points r
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3 Criteria: Subarea descriptic

“In critical thinking (subarea A3) courses, students will
understand logic and its relation to language;
elementary inductive and deductive processes,
including an understanding of the formal and informal
fallacies of language and thought; and the ability to
distinguish matters of fact from issues of judgment or
opinion. In A3 courses, students will develop the
abilities to analyze, criticize, and advocate ideas; to
reason inductively and deductively; and to reach well-
supported factual or judgmental conclusions.”

(EO 1100 and CPP GE Document) f






3 Criteria: Subarea descriptic

* Verbal argument or logic encoded within
language. Key skills include argument, persuasion
and decision-making in contexts of ambiguity.

* Proposals do not meet description. They do not
address:
— logic and its relation to language;
— inductive and deductive processes;
— logical fallacies;

— the ability to distinguish matters of fact from issues of
judgment or opinion;

— the ability to analyze, criticize, and advocate ideas.

 Substitute non-CSU description of CT. f
& catvory vonion






A3 Criteria: SLOs not met

e 4b not met. No

|. Foundational Skills and Capacities

aspect of 1a. Write effectively for various
audiences

proposals 1c. Find, evaluate, use and share

touches on information effectively and ethically

intellectual or 1d. Construct arguments based on

| | h sound evidence and reasoning to
cultural growt support an opinion or conclusion

for Iifelong IV. Develop capacities for continued
Iearning development and lifelong learning

- 4b. Demonstrate activities, techniques
e 1c and 1d or behaviors that promote intellectual

partiaIIy met or cultural growth

* 1ais met. rrr;






A3 Criteria: Assessment

* All GE courses must specify student work to
assess each SLO (for GE Assessment Committee).

e But unit of analysis here is the cohort. How would
GE Assessment Committee have access to work
across many semesters and instructors?
Administrative mechanism not explained.

* In her response, AVP Preiser-Houy suggested
cohort-based testing for Critical Thinking within
the college. Engineering has pushed back firmly
against this idea.

* No mechanism for improvement if assessment
shows Engineering students lagging in CT. f
o y





portance of Critical Thinki

e Key to leadership skills:

— Judgment, persuasion, and decision-making in
contexts not susceptible to technical solutions;

— Writing and making valid, persuasive arguments
for non-engineering audiences;

— The ability to negotiate the wider social sphere
and deal with political and ethical ambiguity.

* Key aspect that separates a university
education from a purely technical education.
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portance of Critical Thinki

* We must train engineers who are well-
equipped to deal with the social, political and
ethical ramifications of technology and
engineering.

 Examples: 2016 ABET panel on the Flint, Ml,
water crisis, and the Volkswagen emissions
scandal.

* As a polytechnic, we have the opportunity to
position ourselves in a progressive way. r
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Arguments Trom engineering

 ABET Standards indicate a movement toward Critical
Thinking in Engineering Education.
(f) an understanding of professional and ethical responsibility

(g) an ability to communicate effectively

(h) the broad education necessary to understand the impact of
engineering solutions in a global, economic, environmental, and
societal context

(i) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in life-long
learning

(j) a knowledge of contemporary issues
* Engineering Education literature supports explicit
training in Critical Thinking, whether stand-alone
courses or WID approach.

* Must be explicitly taught. Not an inevitable byprodyct
of engineering writing assignments. r
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Proposals harm students

* Engineering graduates will be less
qgualified to assume positions of
leadership beyond CPP.

* Particularly important for URMs, first
generation and low income students.

* Will be less well-equipped to deal
with contexts of political/social
ambiguity in a democracy. rrr;






Process: Rushed Vote

* Only 2 %2 hours of committee time spent on
these referrals:

* Incomplete consultation:

— Answers received after vote (3 recommended
resources)

— Additional resources recommended by EC not

consulted f
FCAL POLY POMONA






Degradation of GE integrity

* “Skinny” GE Program redesigned for semesters (2014)

— Realigned category descriptions with EO 1100, thus allowing GE
Courses to be taught by more departments and reducing
disciplinary carve-outs;

— Reduced the overall GE unit requirement under semesters from
51 to 48, the minimum allowed:;

— Reduced the sub-categories in GE area D (Social Sciences) from
5to 4;

— Incorporated GE SLOs defined by the GE Assessment
Committee, and mapped them to GE subareas for assessment.

* This change degrades the balance and integrity of our
program.

* Weakens the principle of GE as a central aspect of a
university education.

 Weakens the disciplinary variety that is key to GE. f
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Process: Why it Matters

* Any effort to make such a far-reaching change
should be debated in a deliberative way.

* The committee did not have time to discuss
essential aspects of the referrals (whether or
not they satisfy A3).

* The committee vote essentially punts to the

full senate.
Ir(rﬁCAL POLY POMONA






esults of rejecting proposal

* EXisting semester engineering programs come
in at or under the highest unit count majors
granted exceptions at Cal Poly SLO.

* |f the senate rejects proposals, Engineering
could show a good faith effort to comply with
CO wishes. CO could grant exemption from
the 120 unit limit.

A more likely outcome: Engineering reworks
and resubmits improved proposals.






Questions

Please send comments to
Academic Senate — senate@cpp.edu

Mahmood Ibrahim: mibrahim@cpp.edu
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AS-2596-167-AA, Committee Response to President’s Response 2

Background
The Academic Senate unanimously adopted AS-2596-167-AA, Update Process for Registration

Appointments on November 9, 2016. The Academic Senate recommendations were as follows:

There shall be four registration periods per academic term for the all students:

Registration Period Enrollment Limit

Priority Registration

As per AA-009-156 16 quarter units (14 semester units)

Initial Registration (min 5 days) in the
following order

New freshmen and transfer students who

2 its (1 i
attended Orientation and/or Summer Bridge. 0 quarter units (18 semester units)

Seniors who have applied for graduation and
are within 20 quarter units (18 semester units) | 20 quarter units (18 semester units)
of completing their degree program

Graduate students 20 quarter units (18 semester units)

All other new and continuing students

. . . 20 quarter units (18 semester units
according to units to degree completion g ( )

Registration (min 5 days) 20 quarter units (18 semester units)

Add/Drop

(shall start a minimum of four days before the
term starts and extend through the first five 20 quarter units (18 semester units)
days of instruction (first four days of summer
term)

Students who wish to register for more than 20 quarter units (18 semester units) must receive
the permission of their department chair and the lead authority in the Office of Academic
Programs.

President Coley’s response, dated January 31, 2017, concurs with eliminating the petition
requirement for students wishing to enroll up to and including 20 quarter units (18 semester
units) and will maintain the petition requirement and approval process for students wishing to
enroll in more than 20 quarter units (18 semester units). President Coley did request a
modification to change the recommended 20 quarter/18 semester unit limits to 16 quarter/16
semester units for all registration periods except the Add Drop Period in which the limit would
increase to 20 quarter/18 semester units. According to the President, these limits would
improve on the previous 14-unit limit while providing all students the opportunity to enroll in a
full class load.
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Discussion

The evidence regarding unit loads provided by the President is compelling, and the Academic
Affairs Committee agrees with the suggested modification. Since we are moving to semesters
very soon, the requested change from 18 to 16 semester units is less than one 3 unit class and
still not as constraining as the current 14 quarter units. Furthermore, once the “Add/Drop”
period starts, students would be able to go up to 18 semester units without a petition.

The Academic Affairs Committee recommends that the implementation date for the new policy
be Fall 2017.

Recommendation
The Academic Affairs Committee agrees with President Coley’s modifications and recommends

that Academic Senate adopt the following revised policy:

There shall be four registration periods for the students:

Registration Period Enrollment Limit

Priority Registration

As per AS-2598-167-AA 16 quarter units (14 semester units)

Initial Registration (min 5 days) in the
following order

New freshmen and transfer students who 16 quarter units (16 semester units)
attended Orientation and/or Summer Bridge.

Seniors who have applied for graduation and 16 quarter units (16 semester units)
are within 20 units of completing their degree

program
Graduate students 16 quarter units (16 semester units)
All other new and continuing students 16 quarter units (16 semester units)
according to units to degree completion

Registration (min 5 days) 16 quarter units (16 semester units)
Add/Drop 20 quarter units (18 semester units)

(shall start a minimum of four days before the
term starts and extend through the first five
days of instruction (first four days of summer
term)

Students who wish to register for more than 20 quarter units (18 semester units) must receive
the permission of their department chair and the lead authority in the Office of Academic
Programs.
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Majority Report

* The Referrals recommend the satisfaction of
Subarea A3 “Critical Thinking” by completion of
Engineering Degree
— Double counting 3 units within the major courses
— Majority of GE committee support these referrals

* Including college representatives from Agriculture,
Engineering, Business, and CEIS

* Maintains the quality of CPP 48-unit GE program
— Complies with EO 1100
— Not a “waiver”





Majority Report

e Suggested by the Chancellor’s Office upon review
of the 120 units exception forms (Nov 2016)
— 11 of 15 CSU campuses (except CPP) with Engineering

programs have the same policy

* Reviewed by the GEAC (Chancellor's General Education
Advisory Committee)

— Reduces the units to degree
— Improves the graduation rates (Gl 2025)

— Reduces the financial burden on students and the
California tax payers





A3 and CPP Engineering Programs

e Each of the CPP 11 engineering programs address satisfaction of A3
by engineering design process in major courses (see individual
referrals)

e Allows for introduction, development and mastery of student
learning outcomes (SLO’s) throughout the major curriculum

— multiple courses and not just one course.

ABET Criterion 5. Curriculum

“Engineering design is the process of devising a system, component, or
process to meet desired needs. It is a decision- making process (often
iterative), in which the basic sciences, mathematics, and the
engineering sciences are applied to convert resources optimally to
meet these stated needs.

Students must be prepared for engineering practice through a
curriculum culminating in a major design experience based on the
knowledge and skills acquired in earlier course work and incorporating
appropriate engineering standards and multiple realistic constraints.”






Engineering Design Process and SLOs

Engineering Design Process (EDPPSR) General Education Outcomes
(CPP GE SLO)
Presenting and Justifying a Problem and | 1c. Find, evaluate, use and share

Solution Requirements information effectively and ethically

Generating and Defending an Original
Solution 4b. Demonstrate activities, techniques

or behaviors that promote intellectual

, , or cultural growth
Constructing and Testing a Prototype g

1d. Construct arguments based on
Evaluation, Reflection, and sound evidence and reasoning to

Recommendations support an opinion or conclusion

Documenting and Presenting the Project

1a. Write effectively for audiences

Each programs addresses these SLOs through multiple major courses
(assessment methods are detailed in each referral.)





Impact on Students

* This policy will impact only first-time freshmen
engineering students (13% of undergraduates)

— 24% of undergraduate population are engineering

majors, and 55% of engineering majors are first-time
freshmen

* Transfer students (45% of engineering majors) do
not current take an A3 course at CPP

— Currently required to satisfy A3 prior to arriving at CPP

e Under the new policy, transfer students will be exempted from
this requirement prior to transferring





Impact on A3 Departments

* GE courses are converted from 4 quarterto 3~ U A
] ubarea A2
semester units (40 to 45 contact hours) = Subarea C2
. . = Remaining Dept FTES
— Directly leads to an increase of 12.5% of FTESs
English and Foreign
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* Based on 2015 enrollment

** Based on estimated 2018 enrollment (growth rate 800 student/yr)





Impact on College of Engineering

 |f referrals are not approved, engineering programs
will face additional unit reductions

— To satisfy 120 unit cap (Title 5)
— Semester engineering programs (126-131 units)

* Over the past 15 years including semester
conversion, engineering programs have removed
11-15 major quarter units

— No special GE waivers or alternations from EC 1100

« Common practice for CSU Engineering Programs
— Remove B2 requirement, Area C and D courses
— < 30 unrestricted GE units

* |n contrast, CPP has 32 unrestricted GE units





CPP GE Programs relative to other CSU

University Enrollment % ofUG USNews University = Waivers  Unrestricted

of UG EGR population Ranking GE Program (altered GE Units
Majors EO 1100)
CPP 5,580 24% .5 48 none 32
(proposed 29)
CP SLO 5,749 28% 7th 48 (72) D4,D 26.7 (40)
SJSU 4,675 17% 28th 39 Many 21
CSUN 4,085 12% 46t 48 D4,B2,E 27
CSULB 3,744 12% 46th 48 B2, C4, D4 27
CSU Sac 3,640 13% 8oth 48 B2 30
CSuU 3,455 9% 58th 51 B2,B5, 24
Fullerton D2,D4,E
SDSU* 3,429 12% n/a Currently under review
CSULA 3,054 13% 39th 48 B2, 24
C1,C4,D4
CSUC 2,302 14% 9gth 48 C,D 24

*Under review: Engineering Programs over max approved by Chancellors Office (email from Vice Chancellor Mallon)





CPP College of Engineering

* 1in4 Broncos is an Engineering Major
— High quality engineering program
— Graduates are successful in the local labor market
— Train a large and diverse student population

e CPPis aleader in advancing the social mobility of
its students

Necessary to maintain the quality, integrity and
uniqueness of CPP Engineering programs





Addressing Concerns: Timeline

Feb 2015 — Oct 2015: Developed semester engineering
programs (126-131 units)

April 2016: Submitted 120 units exception forms to CO
Nov 2016: Response from CO recommending proposed policy

Jan 2017: Developed referrals with individual engineering
departments

Feb 6-8th 2017: Submitted referrals to Academic Senate
Feb 15" and March 15t, 2017: GE committee discussion
April 5t", 2017: First Reading at Academic Senate

* Engineering programs still need to be approved by the
Chancellor and Senate by the summer 2017

— Advising incoming students on upcoming semester system
— Only 3 senate meetings remaining in the academic year





Addressing Concerns: GE Program
Semester Conversion

“Reduced the overall GE unit requirement under semesters from 51 to 48, the
minimum allowed.. ..carefully designed and balanced program that has already
been slimmed down to the minimum allowable units in order to accommodate

the College of Engineering’s need for unit reductions”

-Minority Report

— Current quarter GE program: 68 quarter units is equivalent to 45.3
semester units not 51 units.
— This is an increase of 2.7 semester unit (4 quarter units)





Addressing Concerns: A3 Description

“This language essentially describes (subarea A3) the humanistic tradition of
reasoned argument. These are skills that are central to a university education.
After college, they become key tools for sound decision-making in contexts of
social or political ambiguity (in other words, when dealing with questions of
politics, the social good, or ethics). Likewise, they become key to the leadership
abilities of our graduates, since they focus on reasoned persuasion.”

-Minority Report

* The Chancellor’s Office has suggested this policy. (Executor of EO 1100)

 As demonstrated across the CSU system, engineering programs provide an
applied, problem-solving approach to developing the necessary critical-
thinking skills and reasoning techniques

 Throughout the engineering curricula; students learn, discuss, and evaluate
the role of engineering in society and nature (discussed in individual
referrals).

* The “learn-by-doing” pedagogy of CPP allows students to directly apply
their critical thinking skills to real-world problems.





Addressing Concerns: A3 Description

“Only english and philosophy can teach CT”
- Consultation process (minutes of GE committee March 15)

“.represents a clear degradation to the integrity of our GE program. It
weakens the principle of GE as a central aspect of a university education.”

- Minority Report

— Critical thinking is area A (not area C and D)
» Critical thinking is not the Arts: Arts, Cinema, Dance, Music, Theater (Area C1)

 Critical thinking is not the Humanities: Literature, Philosophy, Languages other
than English (Area C2)

 Critical thinking is not the Social Science (Area D)
— Multiple discipline offer A3 courses at other CSUs and CCC (articulation
agreement with CO)

* Natural Science, Women Studies, Computer Engineering, Computer Science,
Geography, Information Systems, Visual & Public Art, Mathematics, Education,
Business, History, Psychology, and Counseling courses

— CPP only CSU campus that limits A3 courses to two offerings





Addressing Concerns: GE SLO 1d

“For 1d, the courses do satisfy the SLO, though the reasoning and argument
construction the students are asked to perform are technical (rather than
political/social) in nature.”

-Minority Report

Nothing stated in CPP GE program requires that GE SLO
1d needs to be strictly political or social in natural.

Other subareas with GE SLO 1d is B1, B2, B3, B5, C2, C4,
and D4 (scientific, political, and social arguments are all
accepted to satisfy GE SLO 1d).





Addressing Concerns: Breadth of GE
Courses and GE SLO 1A

“la presents a problem because the SLO stipulates writing for “various
audiences” and an engineering audience is quite uniform. This could be
justified by supposing that engineers would write for various audiences when
they take their other GE coursework.”

-Minority Report

*  Currently policy, AS-2465-145/AP, ensures that all students are exposed to a breadth general
education courses and a exposed to various audiences upon completion the of CPP general
education program.

“The General Education is intended to provide breadth but may include courses that
are foundational to major, therefore programs will be allowed to double-count
courses for both general education and the major, with the restriction that they may
double-count no more than 9 units of courses offered by the major disciple (as
indicated by the major prefix) is allowed.”

If referrals are approved, all engineering programs will remain in compliance with this policy.

*It is worth noting, there is a double standard here. There is a not policy restricting a philosophy
(or any other major for that matter) from taking 6 philosophy courses to satisfy 18 of the 48 units
for their general education. (subareas A3, B4, B5, C2, C4, and D4).





Addressing Concerns: GE SLO 4b

“With regard to 4b, the SLO is clearly not met. The proposals argue that “this
learning objective offers students the ability to consider broader impacts of
their engineering solutions,” or similar. They do not address the lifelong
learning aspect of 4b.”

-Minority Report

 The process that each program satisfies this GE SLO is unique to
program and is outlined in the individual A3 referrals.

 One of the ABET outcomes is lifelong learning:

— (i) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in life-long
learning

* This ABET outcome is achieve through the major (see individual
program proposals for more detail).





Addressing Concerns: Assessment

“The proposals do not provide evidence of internal Engineering assessment of
critical thinking (rubrics, assessment committees, exams, and so forth). AVP
Preiser-Houy, in her feedback to the GE Committee, mentioned the possibility of
administering exams measuring the critical thinking value add of a CPP
engineering major (she referred specifically to the CLA). The proposals do not
take up this possibility, and offer no indication of exam-based assessment of
critical thinking within Engineering.”

-Minority Report

e Critical thinking rubric is attached, Appendix E of referrals.

* GE SLOs will be assessed by the General Education Assessment Committee
as outlined by the General Education Assessment Plan (Appendix G).
— GE assessment plan is currently undergoing revisions to align with the new SLOs
— The assessment methods for each GE SLO are provided (listed in referral)

* No assessment is being done on current A3 courses (applying double
standard for engineering majors)

— Assessment of critical thinking for All students should be performed, not just engineering
students





Addressing Concerns: Assessment

“No evidences of critical thinking being achieved through engineering major.
CLA test should be considered to assess critical thinking. Data is needed..”

- Consultation period with GE Committee

“CLA+ for colleges ... use real-world, problem-solving performance tasks to measure
critical-thinking skills. The results help institutions better understand how well students
are learning these skills, providing a snapshot of proficiency, growth, and program

efficacy.”
- Council for Aid to Education

Student CLA+ Performance by Class and Demographic Characteristic, 2015-16

FRESHMEN SENIORS

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTIC N Mean SD N Mean SD
Field of Study

<—_Sciences and Engineering 3,677 1115 146 | 1,617 1162 17

Social Sciences 1,233 TOB0 147 1 1,274 1140 144

Humanities and Languages 988 1089 160 | 1,158 1119 146

Business 1,769 1054 142 | 1,656 1107 138

Helping / Services 2,650 1033 136 | 2,094 1100 137

Undecided / Other / N/A 1,283 1060 150 | 483 1090 138
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Addressing Concerns: ABET

“There is an established consensus in the literature of Engineering Education that explicit training in
critical thinking is necessary for engineers. Responding to this recognition of the importance of critical
thinking, the Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) includes among its eleven
student outcomes several relating directly to these skills:

(f) an understanding of professional and ethical responsibility
(g) an ability to communicate effectively

(h) the broad education necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global,
economic, environmental, and societal context

(i) a recognition of the need for, and an ability to engage in life-long learning

(j) a knowledge of contemporary issues

Critical thinking, then, is an essential professional tool as engineers move into their careers and through
their careers. It must be explicitly trained, whether in stand-alone classes, or integrated purposefully

following a Writing in the Disciplines model. Proficiency in critical thinking is not an inevitable byproduct
of the kinds of writing assignments engineering students currently do in their programs.”

-Minority Report

ABET accreditation is required at a minimum of every 6 years.

* Each program achieves and assessment each of these outcomes through major
courses

* The assessment plan for all ABET outcomes are addressed in each individual
program proposals 21





Addressing Concerns: Ethics

“There is another aspect to this which goes beyond questions of whether an
individual CPP graduate may be personally well-educated or fit for leadership
roles. As a pressing matter of sound social policy, we need engineers capable
of socially-informed decision-making in a democratic society. A subset of the
scholarship takes up this dimension of engineering education (for example
Nusbaum 2006). ABET has addressed the social consequences of ethical lapses
in the profession recently—for instance, with a 2016 panel on the Flint, M,
water crisis, and the Volkswagen emissions scandal. These cases suggest that
it is vital that we give engineering students tools to deal with complexity in the
political/social arena for the good of our democracy.”

-Minority report

- A3 is not about ethics

- The ABET panel “Teaching Ethics in Light of Flint and Volkswagen® was
addressing case studies associated in the STEM field.

- This panel was not a discussion on how engineers lack critical thinking skills.





Addressing Concerns: ECOs changes

“The proposals include no curricular changes indicating that critical thinking,
writing or argument will be addressed through a Writing in the Disciplines
model within Engineering. The ECOs incorporate no critical thinking modules,
assignments, assessments or other meaningful pedagogical components
directed at critical thinking. The ECOs do not incorporate the GE SLOs for area
A3.”

-Minority Report

The ECOs will be updated upon the approval of these referrals. These ECOs
have already been completed in curriculog and it is difficult to edit these ECOs
during current curriculog review process.





CPP College of Engineering

* 15% overall “Best Undergraduate Engineering
Program” (non-PhD offering universities)

— 2" for public universities

— Cal Poly San Luis Obispo, 7t overall
e 2Md | argest producer of engineers in California

— 1in 12 engineers in California are CPP alumni

— More than any UC or other CSU (beside Cal Poly SLO)
 CPP engineers are highly desired by local industry

— There are 13 other ABET accredited programs within a
50 miles radius of CPP





CPP College of Engineering

Largest awarder of engineering degrees to Hispanic
engineers in California, and 6t in the Nation

11th in the Nation in awarding degrees to Asian-
American engineers.

CPP: 51% of students are Pell grant eligible (family
income is < S55k )

— Cal Poly SLO: 21% of students are Pell grant eligible

CPP: Social Mobility

— 9t in the Nation for students to come the bottom quintile
and end up in top quintile

Engineering is the largest college on campus
— 1 of 4 Broncos are Engineering Majors





EC 1100

Area A: English Language Communication and Critical
Thinking

— Minimum 9 units

Area B: Scientific Inquire and Quantitative Reasoning
— Minimum 12 units

Area C: Arts and Humanities

— Minimum 12 units

Area D: Social Science

— Minimum 12 units

Area E: Lifelong Learning and Self-Development

— Minimum 3 units





Links to University GE and Engineering GE programs

CPP
CP SLO

SISU

CSUN

CSULB

CSU Sac
CSuU
Fullerton

SDSU

CSULA

CSUC

Unrestricted GE Units A: 9 units, B2: 2 units, C1-C3: 9 units, D1-D3: 9 units, E:3 units

http://ge.calpoly.edu/content/ge-requirements-and-courses

http://flowcharts.calpoly.edu/downloads/curric/15-17.Mechanical%20Engineering.pdf

http://info.sjsu.edu/web-dbgen/narr/static/schedules/general-education-corege.html

http://bcme.sjsu.edu/ChE-4-Year-Plan

http://catalog.csun.edu/general-education/

http://catalog.csun.edu/academics/me/programs/bs-mechanical-engineering/

http://web.csulb.edu/depts/enrollment/registration/ge courses/overview2012.html

http://web.csulb.edu/divisions/aa/catalog/current/coe/mechanical engineering/mae

bs01.html

http://www.csus.edu/acad/fag/general%20education.html

http://www.ecs.csus.edu/me/Roadmap Finall.pdf

http://catalog.fullerton.edu/content.php?catoid=2&navoid=109

http://catalog.fullerton.edu/preview program.php?catoid=2&poid=641

http://arweb.sdsu.edu/es/advising/gradreqge.html

http://arweb.sdsu.edu/es/catalog/GC1617/105 Mechanical%20Engineering.pdf

http://www.calstatela.edu/academicadvisement/general-education-and-university-

requirements

http://www.calstatela.edu/ecst/me/ge-requirements

http://catalog.csuchico.edu/viewer/GENED/GNEDNONEUN.htm

https://www.csuchico.edu/aap/documents/GE-2016-Mechanical Engineering.pdf -,
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. Cal Poly Pomona Chapter
m— Phone: 909-869-4818 Fax: 909-869-6808
California Faculty Association Homepage: www.cpp.edu/~cfa

Report to the Academic Senate
Wednesday, April 5, 2017

1. CFA Lobby Days
Delegations of CSU faculty and students are at the State Capitol to urge state legislators to back
a higher budget allocation for the CSU, and ask them to support CFA’s sponsored legislative
package.

That package includes bills that mandate the CSU increase the ratio of tenured and tenure-track
faculty to 75%, freeze student tuition/fees, and provide greater protection for undocumented
individuals who study and work on our campuses.

The bills the delegations will address include:

AB 393: The Student Protection Act (Introduced by Sharon Quirk-Silva). It would freeze tuition
and fees for our students in the CSU through the end of June 2020.

AB 21: Access to Higher Education for Every Student (Introduced by Ash Kalra). It would direct
public colleges and universities to enact a broad range of protections for undocumented
students. The bill passed out of the Assembly Higher Education Committee on Tuesday this
week and now heads for the Assembly Judiciary Committee.

AB 1464: The need to increase tenure density in the CSU is the topic of this bill authored by Dr.
Shirley Weber. It would place in statute a plan to increase the make-up of the CSU faculty to 75
percent tenured and tenure-track faculty by 2025.

AB 1038: A “Blue Ribbon Commission” would be formed by this bill authored by Rob Bonta to
create a plan to sustain and augment our public California universities, especially in light of the
changing demographics of the state and of CSU students.

2. CSU BOT to Raise System-wide Tuition Next AY

On March 22, 2017, the Trustees voted to raise system-wide tuition by 5% next academic year
(11 yeah and 8 nay). The Trustees decision to raise tuition has a caveat—if the state legislature
and the governor agree to provide the CSU all the funding the Trustees have requested of them,
the Trustees will rescind the tuition hike.

CFA is urging state legislators to back a higher budget allocation for the CSU to allocate an
additional $182.5 million for the CSU budget next fiscal year. This is a part of Lobby Days’
agenda.

Here is a piece of information about the tuition of CSU.

CSU Tuition (called fees at the time) was $146 a year in Fall 1978. That would be about $545
today adjusted for inflation.

Students now pay $5472. That is before the proposed $270 raise to be imposed for the coming
academic year.

3. CFA 85" Assembly





. Cal Poly Pomona Chapter
[ Phone: 909-869-4818 Fax: 909-869-6808

California Faculty Association Homepage: www.cpp.edu/~cfa

The CFA Board of Directors voted to ask Assembly Delegates to consider increasing dues by 0.3%
of a member’s gross monthly income. The CFA Assembly has approved a dues increase of three-
tenths of one percent, effective July 1, 2017. The last time the rate was adjusted was in 2005.

The CFA Assembly also approved the CFA Resolution to Designate the CSU as a Safe Zone for
Students and Families Threatened by Immigration Enforcement. The resolution is posted on the
CFA website (http://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2017-

03 csu safe zone resolution revised by peace and justice committee adopted by assembl
y.pdf)

4. |IP Committee Report and Recommendations from CO

It has been brought to our attention about proposed IP policy and recommendations from CO.
As the IP is a bargain-able item in the current CBA (article 39), we will be happy to communicate
with the senate if this topic will be discussed on this campus.

5. CFA Membership Appreciation Week

We are planning activities during the week of April 17, 2017. We will send all relevant
information to members of unit 3.

Dr. W. Xie — CFA Pomona Chapter President



http://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2017-03_csu_safe_zone_resolution_revised_by_peace_and_justice_committee_adopted_by_assembly.pdf

http://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2017-03_csu_safe_zone_resolution_revised_by_peace_and_justice_committee_adopted_by_assembly.pdf

http://www.calfac.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/2017-03_csu_safe_zone_resolution_revised_by_peace_and_justice_committee_adopted_by_assembly.pdf
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GE Course Status

as of April 5, 2017

* Total Directly Converted Courses = 249
— Approved= 229
— Incomplete, returned to author for changes = 20

* Total New/Revisioned Courses = 104
— Complete (Approved by President) = 66
— Adopted (Awaiting Approval) = 14
— In GE Committee =1 (new ECO for GEO 1010)
— First Reading on 4/5/17 =1
— Second Reading on 4/5/17 =1
— Incomplete, returned to author for changes = 11
— Rejected =6
— NotGE=1
— Deleted =3
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Provost’s Report to the Academic Senate
Sylvia A. Alva, Ph.D.

Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs

Wednesday, April 5, 2017





Data-Informed Course Scheduling
New! Course Capacity Management Dashboard

e https://www.cpp.edu/arar/authenticated-links/index.shtml

* New Course Capacity Management dashboard

* Created by a cross-divisional team from IT and Academic Affairs

* Open Deans, Associate Deans, and Chairs, and soon to other schedulers

* Completely new view to inform scheduling by highlighting “demand bottlenecks”

* “Demand bottlenecks” have enrollment very close to or exceeding the offered
enrollment (seat) capacity

* Find out if enrollment is variable between sections
* See enrollment and offered capacity side by side with the room capacity

* See enrollment, capacity and unique waitlist total




https://www.cpp.edu/arar/authenticated-links/index.shtml
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Summer Session 2017/
http://www.cpp.edu/~summer/

* Priority registration begins April 19

* General registration begins April 24

* Focus on offering courses that will help students graduate.

* Similar to Summer 2016, the fee structure has been incentivized.

e Summer aid for self-support summer 2017 awarded through the Office of Financial Aid & Scholarships will

include:

* CPP Grant: Approximately $700,000 - $840,000 allocated from summer fee revenue
* Pell Grant: Limited to those students who did not receive their maximum Pell Award during the 2016/17 academic year
* Student loans
* Criteria:
* Must demonstrate financial need (for grants only)
* Must meet Financial Aid Satisfactory Academic Progress Standards
*  Minimum of 4 units (priority given to full-time)
* Priorities:
* Undergraduates who can graduate in Summer 2017 (Completion Grants)
* Senior status within a certain number of units to meet graduation requirements with potential for graduation in Fall or Winter
* Junior status
* Early Start students not covered by CSU fee waiver




http://www.cpp.edu/~summer/



Summer Quarters: 2005 to 2016
Sections Offered, Seats Filled, and FTES Taught

Quarter/Year
Summer 2009
Summer 2010
Summer 2011
Summer 2012
Summer 2013
Summer 2014
Summer 2015
Summer 2016

Sections Offered
347
553
564
542
577
553
615
731

Seats Filled
4,353
10,012
9,385
9,560
9,506
10,370
10,529
15,383

FTES Taught
898.32
1,980.38
1,864.47
1,795.08
2,027.63
2,149.15
2,228.25
3,256.47






WASC Reaccreditation
http://www.cpp.edu/~wasc/

SELF-STUDY I INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW PROCESS
Winter 2017 - Summer 2018 Offsite Review (1day) Accreditation Visit (3 days)
Self-Study Report DUE: LS Spring 2019 N Fall 2019
Fall 2018

e Executive Committee of the Academic Senate will soon send a call for
faculty volunteers to serve on the working groups to prepare the Cal Poly
Pomona’s WASC self-study report.




http://www.cpp.edu/~wasc/



Upcoming Deadlines

* Provost’s Teacher-Scholar Support Awards
* To support Cal Poly Pomona’s Teacher-Scholar model

* Provost Alva has allocated $500,000 for awards to be used in academic year 2017-
2018

* Funds may support assigned time, supplies, and/or professional development
activities.

* Applications due to college committees on Monday, April 24, 2017
* Awards expected to be announced by Wednesday, May 17, 2017






Upcoming Events

* Friday, April 7, 2017
* Faculty Workshop on Advising Tools (in 163-1029)
* 9:30-10:30 a.m.: myPlanner and IAP

* Facilitated by Liliane Fucaloro and Michael Godfrey

* To register: https://www.eventbrite.com/e/faculty-discussion-of-myplanner-and-iap-tickets-
33229665825

e 10:45-11:45 a.m.: Degree Progress Report (DPR) Training

* Facilitated by Pio Ortega and Jennifer Andelin (Registrar’s office)

* To register: https://www.eventbrite.com/e/degree-progress-report-dpr-training-tickets-
33230160304

* Thursday, May 4, 2017
e 2017 Outstanding Advisor Awards Reception
* 3:00 to 5:00 p.m.
e Bronco Student Center, Ursa Minor




https://www.eventbrite.com/e/faculty-discussion-of-myplanner-and-iap-tickets-33229665825

https://www.eventbrite.com/e/degree-progress-report-dpr-training-tickets-33230160304



Other

* Lottery Funding for Instructional Space Improvements

* $500,000 allocated to eight academic colleges for the purpose of improving
instructional spaces.
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CALIFORNIA STATE POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY, POMONA

ACADEMIC SENATE

GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE

Majority REPORT TO
THE ACADEMIC SENATE
Referral Numbers:

GE-002-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in Chemical
Engineering

GE-003-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Aerospace Engineering Program

GE-004-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the Civil
Engineering Program

GE-005-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Construction Engineering and Management Program

GE-006-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Computer Engineering Program

GE-007-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Electrical Engineering Program

GE-008-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Electromechanical Engineering Technology Program

GE-009-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Electronics Systems Engineering Technology Program

GE-010-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Industrial Engineering Program

GE-011-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Mechanical Engineering Program

GE-012-167, Satisfaction of GE Subarea A3 by Completion of the B.S. in the
Manufacturing Engineering Program

General Education Committee Date: March 1, 2017

Executive Committee
Received and Forwarded Date: March 29, 2017

Academic Senate Date:  April 5, 2017
FIRST READING
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BACKGROUND:

In January 2013, the California State Board of Trustees approved amendments
to Title 5, instituting a maximum of 120 semester units for baccalaureate degrees
(AA 2013 02) with exemptions for the degrees of Bachelor of Architecture,
Bachelor of Landscape Architecture, Bachelor of Fine Arts, and Bachelor of
Music.

In March 2016, each department prepared and submitted a “Request for
Exception to Baccalaureate Unit Limits” form to the Chancellor's Office. The
programs submitted under semester conversion ranged from 126 to 131 units; all
at or below the current system acceptable maximum of 131 units.

Upon review of the exception forms, the Assistant Vice Chancellor Christine
Mallon provided the recommendation that more double counting of major and GE
requirements (particularly “Golden Four”) be undertaken.

The referral recommends the satisfaction of the GE area A3 (Critical Thinking)
requirement by completion of the BS in Engineering. The referral recommends
that the learning objectives for this subarea are accomplished within the courses
containing aspects of the engineering design process.

RECOMMENDED RESOURCES CONSULTED:

The following resources were consulted:
e M. Ronald Yeung, Interim Associate Dean for Academic Programs &
Student Services, College of Engineering
Sharon Hilles, Dean, CLASS
Sara Garver, Associate Dean, CLASS
Liliane Fucaloro, Chair, English and Foreign Languages
Dale Turner, Chair, Philosophy
Larisa Preiser-Houy, Interim Assoc. VP for Undergraduate Programs,
Division of Academic Affairs (answer received after vote)
e Francelina A. Neto, Director of Semester Conversion (answer received
after vote)

DISCUSSION

The GE Committee is charged with executing the general education
requirements accordance with Executive Order 1100, and evaluating GE course
proposals.

Across the CSU system, engineering programs provide an applied, problem-
solving approach to developing the necessary critical-thinking skills and
reasoning techniques to satisfy the critical thinking general education
requirement for CSU graduates. Throughout the engineering curricula, students
learn, discuss, and evaluate the role of engineering in society and nature. Of the
15 campuses in the CSU system (other than CPP) that have accredited
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engineering programs, 11 campuses grant satisfaction of the GE critical thinking
requirement by the completion of degree. The “learn-by-doing” pedagogy of CPP
allows students to directly apply their critical thinking skills to real-world
problems, and enable students to gain a better understanding of their individual
roles and responsibilities in society.

The referral demonstrates that GE student learning outcomes (SLOs) for subarea
A3 are achieved through the engineering design process. In particular, major
courses in which students learn and practice the engineering design process. In
these courses, students use the engineering design process to solve open-ended
complex problems and design projects. The mapping of the course student
outcomes to the GE SLO and assessment methods for each of the GE student
learning outcomes are listed in the referral. It is important to note that the GE
student learning outcomes are achieved in multiple courses throughout the major
and are not strictly limited to one course. This mechanism allows for introduction,
development and mastery of the SLO’s throughout the major curriculum.

The referral also provides details showing that the FTES’s for the Philosophy,
and English and Foreign Department’s will not decrease with the approval of this
referral. The conversion of a 4 quarter-unit to a 3 semester-unit GE course leads
to a 12.5% increase in contact hours (40 to 45 contact hours). This directly
increases the amount of FTES’s awarded per GE course by 12.5%. The
Philosophy, and English and Foreign Languages Departments offer GE courses
in multiple subareas. Therefore, they will not experience a decrease in FTES
accounts as the campus converts to a semester system and this policy is
implemented.

Concerns during Consultation
Several concerns were raised and addressed during the consultation process
with the Dean’s, Departments and Administrators.

This referral does not weaken or decrease the number of units of the CPP
general education program for engineering students, relative to other CSUs. With
the approval of this referral, CPP engineering students will still have the most
robust general education among CSU’s engineering majors. The majority of
CSU’s engineering majors are required to satisfy less than 48 units to complete
their general education requirements.

The recommendation that the Critical Thinking GE requirement is satisfied by
completion of an engineering program has been provide by the Chancellor’s
Office and the Chancellor is executor of the EO 1100. It is worth noting that the
Chancellor and other CSU campuses may have a different interpretation of EO
1100 in regards to Critical Thinking than our campus. Cal Poly Pomona is the
only campus that limits the courses offering for A3 to two courses (PHL 202 and
ENG 130). One the argument against this referral is that only the Philosophy and
English departments are capable of offering A3 Critical Thinking courses.
However, the majority of CSU campuses offer several A3 courses which are
taught by range of departments: Natural Science, Women Studies, Computer
Engineering, Computer Science, Geography, Information Systems, Visual &
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Public Art, Mathematics and Education. Similarly, there is a diversity of A3
courses offered at the local community colleges which feed into Cal Poly
Pomona such as Business, Computer science, History, Psychology, and
Counseling courses. Approximately 45% of Cal Poly Pomona’s population are
transfer students and are required to complete their A3 GE requirement prior to
attending CPP since it is one of the “Golden Four’ core competencies. The
articulation agreements between the community college and other CSUs
campuses with Cal Poly Pomona are established by the Chancellor Office, and
not by Cal Poly Pomona. In this regard, it is possible that a large percentage of
CPP students currently satisfy the A3 requirement with courses outside the field
of Philosophy or English prior to transferring.

In addition, the recommendation was made that the CLA+ test should be
considered to assess the critical thinking ability of engineering students.
Currently, there are not assessment methods, rubrics and/or CLA+ testing that
are employed at Cal Poly Pomona to verify that students are gaining the critical
thinking skills taught in A3 courses. It is inappropriate to apply a double standard
for engineering students, so if assessment of critical thinking is introduced then it
should be applied to all students. In regards to the CLA+ testing across the
country, students in the fields of science and engineering consistently score
higher on the CLA+ test than students in the fields of social sciences, humanities
and languages, and business (The Council for Aid to Education Annual CLA+
National Results). These differences in scores across disciplines are significant
at the p < 0.05 level, indicating that there is a correlation between the CLA+
score and field of study. This demonstrates the inherent nature of critical thinking
throughout the science and engineering disciplines.

RECOMMENDATION:

A majority of the GE Committee recommends that GE-002-167 thru GE-012-167
be approved.






