NEXT MEETING: 4:10 PM 15 September 2003 Sinclair Auditorium.

Refrashments at 3:30 PM.

L.ehigh University
MINUTES OF THE FACULTY MEETING

5 May 2003

Presiding:  Gregory Farrington (University Center Roorm 3G8)

President Farrington called the meeting to order at 4,10 PM.

1

Minutes. The minutes of the March 24 2003 faculty meeting were
APFPROVED

Graduation Motions. Registrar Bruce Correll MOVED the four
customary metions for the June 2002 graduation [see Attachment 1}, The
motions were SECONDED and PASSED.

Elections. Frofessor Kathieen Ofson on behalf of the Nominations
Committee called for nominations fram the floor. Hearing none, she
proceeded fo distribute paper ballots and conduct the election of faculty
commities positions.

Committee Mofions. Frofessor Jacob Kazakia. on behalf of the
Educational Policy Committee, MOVED a conceptual framework for an
interdisciplinary technical minor in engineering, and removal of
Engineering 2 as a requirement of the Computer Science and Business
program [see Attachment 2]. The motion was SECONDED.

Professor Rich Aronson asked if these were new courses in the technical
minor. Professor Kazakia replied in the affirmative. Professor Slade
Cargill emphasized that these new courses were courses about
engineering. not about how to do engineering. The motion PASSED.

Frofessor George Wilson. on behalf of the Graduate Research
Committee, MOVED approval of two graduate cerlificate programs [see
Aftachment 3]. The motion was SECONDED . Professor Wilson also
MOVED approval of a change to dual-degree doctoral program
registrafion requirements [see also Attachment 3]. The motion was

SECONDED.

Professor Aronson asked whether dual-degree candidates could get one
degree. but not the other. Professor Wilson repfied in the affirmative

Professor Emerifus James Hobbs inguired whether the dual-degree
requiraments motion necessitated a change to R&P. Professor Wilson
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replied in the negative. Professor Hobbs then cited R&P 3.23.3,

Professor Wilson aceepted a friendly amendment to the motion to reflect
a change to REP 3.23 3. Paragraph 1.

Professor Aronson asked about the mechanism for choosing academic
institution partners for dual degree programs. Dean Mohammed el-
Aasser noted that Lehigh was very selective in choosing its partners and
that faculty approval was important. The motion was PASSED.

Unfinished Business. None.

New Business. Professar Cargill requested that university faculty
meetings for academic year 2003-2004 be moved to Sinclair Auditorium.

President Farrington agreed.

Committee Reports. Professor Matt Melone, on behalf of the
Faculty Steering Committee, reviewed the aclivifies of the commities [see
Attachment 4]. He singled out Nelson Markley and Judy Lasker for theair
efforts. He highlighted draft changes to poiicy structure and academic
freedom policy

Professor Jim Gunton, on behalf of the Facuity Committee on Personnel
and Policy Review, provided the committee’s proposed changes to
procedures for promotion and tenure [see Attachment 5]. Voting on
proposed changes to Section 2 of R&P will occur in the fall following the
solicitation of amendments over the summer.

Major changes include ¢reation of a university-wide promotion and tenure
committee; a “college” recommendation on promotion andfor tenure; a
clarification of the role of the president in P&T; and an affirmation of the
role of the Personnel Commitiee.

Professor Aronson asked for a clarification of the college
recommendation. Professor Gunten noted the “college” recommendation
o be the majority recommendation among the department faculty, college
promotion and tenure commifiee, and the dean. [n the event the provost
makeas an opposing recommendation, the case would go to the university
P&T committee which would then make a recommendation to the
president.

Professor Barbara Traister, on behaif of the Facully Governance Review
Committee, provided a draft of the commitiee s annual repert [see
Attachment 6]. She thanked all committee members for their service.
She affirmed the principle of shared govemance, and noled the
committee will recommend that R&F be separated inte several distinct
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Frofessor Asha Jitendra on behalf of the Faculty Financial Planning and
Qperation Committee, submitted a draft of the committee’s annual report
[see Attachment 7]. She thanked the committee members for their

senice.

Professor George Wilson on behalf of the Graduate and Research
Committag noted that the commiftee's annual report would be e-mailed in
the next couple of weeks. As a preview, Professor Wilson said the
committae would be getting out of the course and curriculum changes
business, instituting a standardized procedure whersby the various
colleges would make motions for course and curricuium changes directly

to the university faculty.

Academic centers and institutes are under review through a charge from
Provost Ren Yoshida fo Vice Provost David Williams to form a review
committee GRC guidelines will be merged with Vice Provost Williams
committes

Graduate programs are under review including the develepment of
metrics for individual digciplines. Faculty input is important in this process.

The comimitiee has concerns with respect to distance education including
guality of delivery and quality of students. Distance education requires an
appropriate oversight process.

Professor Amold Spokane, on behalf of the Personnel Committee,
provided the commitiee's annual report to the faculty [see Attachment 8].
He thanked committee members and general counsel Frank Roth for their
service. The commitiee heard three appeals from the faculty this
academic year; one case was petitioned directly to the board of trustees.
Professor Spokane recommended that faculty bring issues to the
Fersonnel Committes before they become intractable. He expressed
disappointment in what the committee was able to accomplish and
concern with respect to general issuss of shared governance.

NOTE: although the Faculty Compensation Committee did not make an
oral report they did submit a draft of their annual report [see Attachment

gl

President's Report. President Farrington noted that resgarch
income is up 20 percent for the year and graduate tuition revenue has
also increased. From a financial standpoint. the university is in
comparatively good shape.

With respect to aesthetlics the campus now has many new streetlights.
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the university s sculpture inventory is being reorganized, Love is coming
to Lehigh, and the Chagall artwork on loan from Muriel Berman has now
been donated to the university.

Lehigh had the finest admissions year in history with the lowest
acceptance rate and highest gualily of admitted students (as measured by
SAT scores}. The university should easily meet its first year class targets.
Multiculiural matricuiations are up 12%.

The Greek life report is now available on the Web. Not many surprises in
the report. The president encouraged facuity to check out the renovated
Wilbur Powerhouse and Coppee Hall.

Professor Bob Folk suggested that the university exercise care In
oromoting the quality of its entering students.

g Proveost's Report. The search for a new dean for the College of
Arts and Sciences contfinues. One candidate has been asked to return for
additional interviews on May 20 and 21. Steve Devlin has been appointed
vice president for institutional research. Campus interviews for the
position of dean of admissions and financial aid will occur near the end of

June.

44 faculty searches were authorized this year with 18 offers accepted and
an additional 8 offers still open. Several searches remain active.

As far as 20/20 is concerned over the last three years 35 new faculty
have been hired through the 20/20 program. lacecca Hall has a new
biology center funded through 20/20 Both the Design Arts and
International Education programs have received interim 20/20 financial

assistance.
The provost will issue a memo on facully salares before commencement

The meeting stood adjourned at 5:46 PM

Stephen F. Thode
Secretary to the Faculty
304 Rauch Business Center
{610) 7584557

FAX: (810} 832-8415
E-rnail: sfte
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GRARDUATION MOI'IONS

with the zpprobaticr ard consent of the Beard
of Irustesz gigrnifsied oy their mendarus, the
aroropriate academic degrees be conferred at the
end of the curren:t semester on those individuals
wiae 8aall nave completed z11 rsquirements for
gracuaticn no iater than 8:30 a.m. ¢mn Wednesday.
May 14, 2022, znd that the Zresident of thas
University and The Secretary of the -Tagulty be
authorizeaed to sign. on behalf of the Faculty.
diplomas ilssued tec those individuals.

the aporopriate gradua=icn honors be awarded to
those individusls whose averages as computed by
the Cifice 0f the Registrar snzll entitie thenm

Lo be graduated witnh heohors, high honors, or
hignest aonors. according to reguliation 2.11.1

of the current editizn of the Rules and Procedurss
of tae Faculty.

the Committee on Standing of Students be smpowerad
to act for tonse Faculty on any specizl cases
irvoiving candidates for bachslor's degrees which
nzy arise hetwsen now and the closse of tae
semester; that the Graduate Cormmitiies hs enpowasread
to g0 act In cages involving czadidates for
grazduste degras

prizes awarded to thes appropriazte individuals and
chat ths zancuncemecc be made in the commencensnt

DrOgTAr.



Attachment 2
Diaft engineering minor as of 4/1/2003 Page 1 of 8 #10

A Conceptual Framework For An

interdisciplinary Technical Minor In Engingering
Praft Final Report April 4, 2003

Preamble
Lehigh University is dedicated ta educating studenis fo succeed in life and their cargers.

Lehigh students in all undergraduate majors typically cross college lines. Courses faught in one
coltege for the benefit of students in another college are an important component of providing a
well-tounded education and preparation for & vatiety of professions.

in the past, one could argue that the engineering college was on the recelving end more
than the servicing end in offering courses to students in the other colleges, We now see a unique
and fmportant cpportunity to balance the system and to excel in providing an important opportunity
to students in the Colleges of Afs and Sciences and Business and Economics

This opportunity has arisen naturally 25 the need for interdisciplinary teams in almost every
business, government, and service organization has emerged. People whose professional life is
focused on careers in liberal arts, humanifies, business, economics social sciences, basic science
and 3 broad variety of other professions now have a need to work on integrated feams with
enginears or o manage teams that include engineers. in this envimnment, professionals need to
increase their awareness and understanding of what engineers do, the tooks that engineers use,
and the basic capabilities and limitations of engineers and engineering systems.

Providing a sequence of courses dasigned fo faciitate students in our sister calleges in
achieving these capabilities is a major goal of the P.C. Ressin College of Engineering. Therefore,
this document sets forward a proposal fo create an engingering miner for students in the Cofleges
of Arts and Sclences and Business and Ecconomics. The proposed engineering minor widl not
provide a complete engingering education but it will enable students who complete it {o better
meet the needs defined above.

The enginasring minor is interdisciplinary and does nof focus on any one enginearing
discipline. Rather, the minor takes an integrated approach with the expectation that studenis in
vartous majors in the two target colleges wili, with the guidance of their advisors and our faculty.
define appropriate sequences of courses 1o enhance their professional success whan they
graduate.

Qverview

The material in this report is designad to provide an integrated conceptual framework for
creating an mterdisciplingry technical minor & enginessing designed for non-engineering students
with majors in A&S or CB&E. The framework as described on the next pages suggests that
participants take a minimum of five three-credit courses. The framework offers students a choice
by specifying only two courses that ail students must take. We then require that each student
choose ihres electives with a minimum of ong in (2} Engineering fundamentals and one in (b)
Integrated engineering. As a guide to undersianding our intent the framework includes ten electives
with five elective courses in {8) and five more in (B}
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The engineering minor framewark which follows is designed to make all students who eam
it {i) aware of what engineers do, [#) to provide an understanding of what engineers do, and fii) 1o
have some limited (simple but a wide variety} experience(s} in doing the things enginesrs do. We
know that eaming an enginaering minor doss not make a person an engineer. That is not our goal
nor was it the goal of the studenis we talked to.

Ag a by-product of participating in this minor we belleve students with A&S and CBE
majors witl be more effective when working with engineers on joint projects such as in the capstone
[PD program at Lehigh or when they interact with engineers professionally after graduation

Background
This framework is the resulf of the collaboration of an ad-hoe group of Lehigh Professors.

The ad ~hoe facully group currently includes Den Belle, Slade Cargill, Steven Goldman, Edwin
Kay, Art King, Carl Moses, Roger Nagel, Chuck Smith, fohn Wilson and Emony Zimmers The
group has evolved its membarship over time. In the beginning two students from CBE helped us
understand the student perspactives: in our last phase we held information mestings in both the
A&S College and the CBE which over thirty sfudents affiended The student feed back was very
positive, and influenced our thinking as we continued 1o create this report. As a follow up we made
a survey form available fo all students in both of the target colleges, and over one hundred and
thirty sfudents responded, with significant interest in the opportunity to eam an engineering minor,
The survey resulis are available at hitp/feww. surveymankey com/Report asp?l=18447820868

in addition we sent a request to business feaders for additional feedback. These business leaders
wera selected by Donna Goldfeder after a briefing by a subset of our team. More than thirty Six
business leaders responded fo our survey, and indicated significant interast in the ability to hire
A&S and or CBE graduates with a minor in engineering. The survey resulfs for the business
leaders is available on line at httpuwww, surveymonkey. com/Repart.asp?ll=18445081391 We
are grateful to Chend Hamis for designing both surveys and helping to inferpret them for us.

Qur assumptions

We envigion the creation of an enginesning minor as a major milestone & very imporiant
event in the enginesring college and for Lehigh University. We recommend that a certificate be
awarded to those students who suceessiully complete the minor, or sltermatively that appropriate
wording be added to the Lehigh Diploma to give students completing the enginesning minor
approprigte recognition.

We assumed that most students who would saek this new engireering minor would wand
an interdisciplinary fype of minor. Therefore we have created a framework more suitable o the
non-engineering major who seeks an inter-disciplinary minor in engineerng. The underying
assumption is that these students would probabfy not have the rigorous math, physics and
chemistry background we expect of enginesring majors. Although we did recognize that some
students in the other colleges would have that background as would students interested in a minor
that may come from the pool of students who start as engineering majars and transfer out of the

coliege.

In thie document we use the prefix EMC fo stand for any engingering minor course we
have suggested. We assume that when an enginesring minor is implemented. it will have an
ENGR prefix, We did nof use ENGR at this time to avoid confusion with any current courses. In
creating the framework we assumed that it would be necessary to create all of the courses listad
below. wea did not do the analysis 0 see how we coutd use modules and pars of exisfing courses
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in building these new courses. We have drafted course descriptions for EMC 1-12, the
descriptions are designed fo show our intent, suggest the content that wilf be developed when the
courges are detailed. Specific comments and suggestions re improvements, additions and or
deletions are expected to cause some changes as these courses begin to be developed and
impiemented. The EMC course descriptions reflect our view that each of the EMC (3-12) electives
should contain Infroductory engineering concepts and capabilities typically combining the expertise
from two or more engineening discipings

Recommended Framework For Minor In Engineering
Prerequisites Minimumn of Math 51 and Physics 5 or 10

Al students would be required fo take the two courses listed below and choose three courses from
those that follow with a minimurn of one course from each of the two groupings. We have
recommended a series of Engineer Minor Courses 2s listed below and will for convenience use the

abbreviation EMC

Requiired courses of all Students

EMEC1: Macro and micro view of engingering: A course designed to be exciting and stimulate a
student s further interest in the engineering minor. This course would  include an introduction 0
and hands on experiance with engineering problem solving, modeling, simulation and analysis
fools. it would also include some aspects of the STS 12 ¢colirse "engineering and socisty” fo
provide the participants with an understanding of the macra view of what enginesring is and what
enginsers do. The class would be exposed to practicing engineers and make one or two visits o
local companies

EMC2: Engineering Practicum: An introduction to the techniques and processes used in the
creation of engineared products. An exposure to enginesring tasks and processes will be done as
a hands-on laboratary, inciuding mechanical and electronic manufacturing and fabrication
technigues. The process of product design and function will be examined through the disassembly
and reagsembily of commeon angineered products to assess how they work and are manufactured.
The course will culminate in a hands-on reverse engineering project, which will reguire the
proposalfimplamentation of design improvements to an engineered product

Electives:
Participants must take three electives with 2 minimum of one from each of (A) and (B}

(A} Engineering fundamentals
» EMC3: Computer Engineering

+ EMCA4: Engineering Structures (B) Integrated engineering
and Motion » EMCS: Information and Knowledge
+ EMC5 Energy Engineering angineering
+ EMCS Engineering Materials and + EMCY: Enterprise engineering
Electronics s EMC19: Computer aided engineering

« EMC 7: Systems Engineering and control systems
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o EMC11: Network & Communication + EMC12: Software Engineering &
Engineering Coliaborative Environments

{A) Engineering fundamentals

EMC3: Computer Engineering: Computer engineering is he discipline essential to the design
and construction of modem automobiles high performance aircraft. infelligent buiidings and
bridges. cell phones, HDTY s, compurter and microchip controlled maching and power ivols, efe.
This course will provide the bases for understanding the range of technologies involved and will
discus the principles which underie the design and development of structures and devices which
intagrate traditional enginesring disciplines with today's sensor, communication. and compuier
technologies.

EMC4: Engineering Structures and Motion: This course will put particular emphasis on the
practical limits imposed on stationary or moving structurss, and why exceeding these limits can
lead to failure. Students witl explore the basic principles governing both statianary structures, such
as buildings and bridges, and things that move, such as cars and satellifes, and leam how these
principles apply in engineering practice. How a stationary structure effectively supports bath its
own weight and the weight of its users, and why a sfructure will undergo defiections and
deforrmations during use wAll be examined. Additionally how forces and energy are associated with
a moving structure, and how these affect the motion of the structure. will be assessed.

EMCS Energy Engingering: The amount of enargy used by a modem society is quite staggering
and a cloar understanding of energy processes and constraints is essential knowledge for every
citizen This course will detve into the basics of energy, its measurement, principles governing ifs
use and conversion, methods of production, and the associated consequences on the
environment. Concepls related to fossT, as well as nuclear and renewable energy sources will be
considered. The basic cancepts governing energy Ltifization will be developed in a simple form,
and employed fo examine the use of enargy in farge and small engineering systems and products
from power plands f0 air conditionars.

EMC6: Engineering Materials and Electronics: Maferials” are the "stuff” from which we build
TV's, eeli phones, cars, skyscrapers, and other necessities of modem life. Materials affect design,
perfomance, costs and environmental impacts. Students wilt use case studies, demonsirations,
and hands-on experiments to see how electronics, communications and struciures depend on
advances in materials engineering: understanding of materials behavior, modeling and simulation
of materials properties and performance, methods and databases for materials selection, and
engineering processes 1o control material compasition and structure.

EMC 7: Systems Engineering: This is an applicafion-oriented course fhat emphasizes the
systerns approach to problem sobving in fields such as environmental planning, large-scale
infrastructure systems, manufacturing, telecommanication, and defivery of services. Students wil
develop an understanding of systems analysis concepts and their relation to the determination of
preferred plans and designs of complex, frequently large-scale engineering systems. This course
will show students how to incorporate performansce and cost into project engineering decisions that
achieve a balance of resource investments across the major stages of Hfe of an engineering
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system. Particular emphasis will be given to the development of functional requirsments and
satisfactory designs.

{B} Infegrated engingering

EMC & Information and Knowledge Engineering: This course gxplores how compuiers manage
information for making decisions autormatically, and or advising decision makers. Characterization
of database systems, of web technologies, of muttimedia, and of the refationships among them.
Various representations of knowledge and the use of artificial techniques, including rule-based
systems for manipulating these representations. Example systems such as automatic help-desk
systems and computer generation of project plans.

EMCS: Enterprise engineering: This is an application-criented course that provides an
understanding of the key elements of modeling and engineering the corporation This course
provides an overview of the concepts and technigues involved in enterprise engineering. Emphasis
will be placed on decision analysis, application of quantitative methods to facilifies planning,
enginesrng economy, production planming and control forecasting, material requirements
planning. and agile business practices.

EMC10: Computer aided engineering and controd systems: Leam about the Use of computer-
hased technologies fo design and manufacture products. Techrigues and fechnologies used in the
design cyele fo craate product concepts, analyze various aspects of product design. Develop
specifications including data used to control manufacturing processes. Understand how control
systems are used in craating agile manufaciuring environments including discrete and analog
signals, analog 1o digital conversion, and application case studes. includes hands-on appiication(s)
and sample exercises from real world examples

EMC11: Network & Communication Engineering: A course designed fo infroduce students fo
basic components and methodelogies that comprise a medem communication network, This
course will discuss important network and communication technolegies, architectures, protocols
design considerations, and implementations. Students will leam about the design and
performance of various types of voice and data networks on both the wired and wireless
communication media. Additionafly, the course will discuss the broader impact of communication
systerns on society and familiarize students with frends in communication nefworks. e g. emerging
standards and architectures.

EMC12: Software Engineering & Collaborative Environments: A course designed to introduce
students fo software engineering, with its distinct and integrated approach to development, festing,
and ongoing (24-7) madification. Discover why building Targe software systems is very difierent
from using large databases, or designing products such as attomobiles with CAD efc. Experience
these concepts in the design and implementation of a targe team project involving complex data
managament in a collaborative environment. Leam why and how collaborative environments ars
becoming essential to modem enginearing projects and require the tools and techniques of
software engineering 1o succeed.
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CATALOG GESCRIPTION
MINOR IN ENGINEERING

A minor in engineering is avaitable to studants in the Colleges of Arts and Sciences and in
the College of Business and Economics. The courses that comprise the minor cannot be taken by
students in the College of Engineering and Applied Sciences. The purpose of the minor is fo
educate non-engineering students about engineering mefhodology, specifically how engineers
solva problems, how they design manufacture, and analyze, and how factors such as economics,
safety, and snvironmental issues affect the process. The program will not result in an engineering
education, but an education about engineering Nofe that afl the courses in the minor are
“nfegrated”; none is specific to an engineering discipline.

The minor has two prerequisites. a mathematics course (Math 51 or eguivalent) and a
physics course (Physics 5 or equivalent). There are two required courses in the minor Engr XX
and YY. An additional three elective courses must be taken. At least one course must be taken
from each category

LIST OF COURGES
Caiegory 1 Category 2
(A} Engineering fundamentals (B) intearated engineering

» EMC3: Computer Engineering o EMCE: Information and Knowledge
» EMC4: Engineenring Structures and angineering

iofion s« EMCS: Enterprise enginesring
+ EMC5 Energy Enginesring » EMC10: Computer alded engineenng
s EMCE Engingering Materials and and control systems

Electronics s  EMC11: Network & Communication
« EMC7: Systems Engineering Engineearing

s  EMC12: Software Engineering &
Collaborative Environments

Recommendations for the detailed development and phased implamentation

Our committes has now completed a second phase of work. In this phase we added datail
{0 the elective course recommengations, and briefed students and facully in the two target
colleges. We also briefed various faculty and the chairs of the Engineeting College. As a resuli of
these briefings, we have added an elective course EMG 12 and made a number of
recommendations for the development and implementation phases of the creafion of an
engineering minor. These are detailed below:

1. Development of the courses for the engineering minor will require significant fime and
resources. Wa estimate a faculty summer month or equivalent to be required for the
development of each course. We note that not all courses can or should be developed
simultaneotisly, We racommand baginning with the development of EMC 1 and EMC 2. This
could then be followed by a phased development of the ten elective courses with a possible
target of developing five a year over two years.

2 We would advise the developers of each of the courses to consider the minfmum amount of
sequenca requirements, and point out that our infenfion was at most to require EMC1 and
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EMC2 be taken before any elective in the EMC3-12 rangs. We believe that EMC1 and EMC2
can be designed to be taken in the same semester or sequentially.

. We recommend that when the courses we labeled EMC1-12 gef reaf numbers that they have
an ENGR prefix, and that EMC1 andE=MC2 get numbers in the 10 range with all of the
alectives in the 200 range

. We befieve a comfortable start date for the enginesring minor would be September of 2004.
We were however moved by the number of current sophomores who wanted fe enroll in
the engineering minor and asked us for a transition plan. We thus recommend that a
fast track for the program could begin in January of 2004 with the two courses EMC1 and
EMC2 both offered in that spring semester. We further recognize that for curment sophomores a
fransition plan might need 1o be created. We strongly recommend that any transition
arrangements be short term only.

. When the engineering minor is being taught we recommend that engineering minor courses
EMC 1-12 be unavailable (closed) to students who are majoring in the engineering
college. This recommendation is bacause we believe the presence of enginearing majors will
dramatically shifi the nature of the course.

That selecting tracks for various majors is a really good idea. However the selection of tracks
should be done by advisors in the target colieges, with the assistance of enginesring
faculty if it is needed. We wish to emphasize that we have designed an interdisciplinary minor
in engineering, and that tracks are not intended to allow the minor to be viewed as focusing on
any one engineering discipling.

We have assumed that the engineering minor would need to be administered out of the
office of the Dean, or an interdisciplinary programs office. We point out the need for an
identifiable engineering minar program director, and support staff. Such an office will have the
usual expenses associated with an academic program and will need an appropriate budget
We make no specific assumptions as to amounts reguired.

. We did however discuss and develop several recommendations with regard to teaching
resources YWe assumed ihat the demand for tha engineering minor could be met by offering
EMC1 and EMC2 every year and five of the electives in each year. Thus seven classes
would need to be offered for the engineering minor in any academic year. We then made
the following assumptions ragarding the resources needed 1o teach each of the courses after
they have been developad

2. Courses in the engineering minor should be taught by reqular engineering
college facully. We believe that some team teaching will be required as many of the
courses we dasigned cross engineering disciplines. We do nof anticipate that the team
teachers would come from either the Collage of A&S or the CBE.

i. We nofe that faculty who teach in the engineering minor nesd to have an
obvious passion for the minor and be able to relate engineering
concepts to non engineers naturally, We are confident that many faculty
with both the talent and the passion are present in our college.

i We also note the need for a mechanism which provides incentives to
departments, chairs, and faculty o be active in supporting the ongoing
success of the engineering minor program.

b. That the EMC courses were designed to have a significant need for using engineering
fools and processes such as cadicam systems simidation and modefing programs a8
well as various engineering tools, For a typical class of 24 to 30 stulents % of a full
time TA might be required.
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¢ That professors and TA s could and shouid be supplemented when possible by

apprentice teaching upper division engineering students. That the gpporiunity for
apprentice teaching by engineering students would be & positive benefil 1o the

engineering college for its own students.

g Because the cost can be significant we touched on the idea of sesking an endowment gifé for
the minor and even a named gift opportunity, ¢.g.. “The Smith and Kelier Engineering Minor
Program” to acknowledge an endowment of the engineering minor by gifts made from danors
Smith and Keller( Made up names used for purposes of illustration onfy)

1. In addition a grant to support the development of the engineering minor may be possible.
The recent announcament by NSF should be examined. A copy of that announcement is

attached




Faculty meg 4/7/03 %11
Proposed Program Changes

1. Namle and summary of corrent program: Computer Science and Bosiness

2. Proposed program changes {as they will appear in the catalag):
Delete Engr 2 a8 a requoirement.
3. Descripiion of proposed change{s):
See 2.
4, Rationale for propesed change(s)
Engr 2 is no longer being offered.
5. Academic hmpact Statement:

a. Isthis propesed program change interdisciplinary?
No.
b. Fdentify any known effecis of the proposed program change on other pregrams at {he
University.
None.
¢. Hithere are known effects, individuals in ¢charge of the affected programs must be consulted
about the proposed program chaoge and the following information provided:
(L) Whe was consolted?
N/a
() Is the proposed presram change acceptable to the affected programs?
N/A
{3 Wilk any changes be required in the affected programs? ¥ so. describe.
NiA
4. FKdeniify any known effects of the propoesed program change on the Tniversity's commitment
te diversity.
Npne,
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Faculty Meeting---May 3, 2003
Motions:

1. Move that the faculty approve
a. Graduate Certificate in Stereotypes, Prejudice,
Discrimination, and Intergroup Relations
b. Graduate Certificate in Cognitive Science

2. Move that the faculty approve a dual-degree
doctoral program modification to registration
requirements allowing up to 25% of total research
credits to be transferred from a partner institution
toward the Lehigh degree.

[....specifically, accept the change in R&P on the
handout for doctoral registration requirements.]



-

-

i

Proposal for Dual Doctoral Degree Arrangements

It is proposed that the Doctoral Degree Requirements at Lehigh be modified to allow for dual
degree arrangements with selected foreign institutions.

Background

Current Reqgistration Reguirements at Lehigh

The current Lehigh University 2002-2003 Course Catalog {page 47) describes the doctoral
program registration requirements as follows:

"Doctoral students whose graduate study is carfied out entirely at Lehigh University
must register for a minimurn of 72 credits beyond the Bachelor's degree. However, resident
students who during their entire docteral program, including the semester of graduation, have
paid full tuition continuously (normally a minimum of § credits per academic semester) will
have satisfied the tuition requirements for the doctoral degree upon completion of all other
requirements.  Students who have eamned a Master's degree at another university must
register for a minimum of 48 credits. These requirements include registration for research or
dissertation credits. ©

Proposed New Registration Requirements at Lehigh

Ta allow for dual degree arrangements, it is proposed that the doctoral registration
requirements at Lehigh be slightly modified as follows: (Each individual student will have a
detailed agreement of all requirements and research identified in advance)

Doctorai students whose graduate study is carried out entirely at Lehigh University
must register for 2 minimum of 72 credits beyond the Bachelor's degree. However, resident
students who during their entire doctoral program, including the semester of graduation, have
paid full tuition continuously {normally a minimum of 8 credits per academic semester) wili
have satisfied the fuition requirements for the doctoral degree upon completion of all other
requirements. Students who have earned a Master's degree at another university must

- register for a minimum of 48 credits. These requirements include registration for research or

dissertation credits. Sfudents participating in approved dusi-degree doctoral programs
involving external institutions may transfer up to 25% of their tolal required doctoral
program dissertation/rescarch credits to Lehigh for work that was performed af the external
partner institution. Approval of such programs is required by the Dean of the relevant

Lehigh coliege.aud the £.4p0: we- o .de]m-mf 45" the Ateptrel aduso
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Discussion

The curent Lehigh requirements do not suppont the establishment of dual doctoral
degree programs with foreign institutions. Such programs are common in Europe. Under the
auspices of a dual doctoral program the successful dual degree candidate receives two
degrees - one from his or her home institution and one from a second university in a foregign
country. In such arrangements, two faculty advisors (one at the horne institution and one at
the foreign institution) agree to supervise the doctoral student while collaboraling on a
common research topic. For example, since 1924 the French government has established
laws defining and regulating dual doctoral degrees (Cotutelle Arrangements). The Cotutelie
permits French doctoral students to receive diplomas from French universities even though
they have acquired a significant portion of their education abroad. The main motivation is o
create strong links between research universities and researchers in other countries with the
student often performing much of his or her research at a foreign university. Though the bulk
of the research and course work might not be done in France, i£'s very important to the
student that he/she receives a diploma from a well-recagnized French university.

It would be to Lehigh Universify’s benefit to selectively participate in dual doctoraf
degree programs with prestigious foreign institutions. A number of top-ranked US and foreign
universities already participate in such arrangements in an efiort to attract top quality foreign
students and improve research collaboration. Some universities have devefoped formal rules
for Bual {Cotutelle) Degrees. Since Lehigh University currently has no specific rules for
participating in Dual Degree arrangements, a foreign student who would like to oblain a
doctoral. degree from Lehigh University and his/her home institution must satisfy all of
Lehigh's doctoral requiremenis in terms of residency, paid tuition credits, language
requirements, Qualifying examinations, General Examinations, Dissertation and Defense. In
most cases, this does not appear to be an insurmountable obstacle for 2 dual doctoral degree
candidate, since these requirements can usuaily be met in a reasonable time period, even if
the student spends & year st his or her home instituiion performing research Jjr sbsendiz
under the co-guidance of both advisors. However, the main impediment to this “Lehigh Rules”
approach Is the lack of any mechanism for transferring doctoral program crediis from the
foreign university to Lehigh during the time the student spends at hisfher home (foreign)
mstitution. In practice, this means that a student would be required to pay tuition credits, e.g.,
dissertation credits, to Lehigh University during the time period when he or she is physicafly at
hisfher home institution. This requirement significantly reduces the likelihood that foreign
institutions will encourage their graduate students to participate in "Cotutelle Arrangements®
with Lehigh University. Thus, it is proposed that Lehigh University accept a limited amount of
transfer credits for doctoral students participating in approved dual doctoral degree programs
with selected foreign universities.

The intent of the proposed new registration requirements is to allow the dual doctoral
degree student o transfer approximately 1-year's worth of work performed at his or her home
institution to Lehigh. Overall control of the guality of such dual doctoral degree arrangements
at Lehigh would be assured by formal approval of each specific proegram by the Dean of the
appropriaie College.

Propesal Endorsement:

The attached proposal for Dual Doctoral Degree Arrangements has been endorsed by the
Dean and Department Chairs within the P.C. Rossin College of Engineering and Applied
Science. It was also unanimously approved by the RCEAS faculty at a college faculty
meeting held on April 14, 2003.



{Graduate and Research Commitiee

Proposed New Ceriificate Program
(Fev. 12/07102)

1. Title of new centtficate program
Graduste Certificate in Siereoivpes. Prefudice, Discrimination, and inlergroun Relstions

2. Mission statement

This certificate program is intended to improve understanding of how social groups including those formed on the
basis of ethnicity. race. religion or gender influence the way that people perceive and interact with each other

3. [dentify the proposed market and or clients that this program is designed to address.

The pregram is aimed at schoot administrators educators, public policy and government workers and other
working adults.

4. Rationale for propesed new program:

This program will serve an impartant need for the Lehigh Valley community while providing income to the
participating departments and the Cellege of Arts and Scignces as a tuition-generating certificate program.

5. Description of proposed new program:
a. Admission criteria:

Applications will be processad by the CAS Graduate Programs offfice. Applicants must meet minimal
requirements for admission fo CAS graduate programs. Foreign nationals must meet standard tanguage
requirements. Applications will be forwarded o the Chair of the Psychelogy Department for review and approval
or rejaction. The Chair may delegate the review to the department Graduate Committee. In case of any question
of the suitability of a candidale 1o pursue graduate level courses in any of the panticipating departments chairs or
graduate coordinators of those depariments will be consulted

Drepartment permission will alse be required for admission to each individual course.  We recommend that
instructor permission be obtained as a matter of courtesy

k. Specific program requirements {inchde specific required and elective courses):

Requirement: A total of four courses at least two of which must be at the 400-leve]

S5P 3517 (WS 351} Gender and Social Change _
S5P 3797 (AAS 379) Race and Class in America {prereq: SSP 103 or consent of instructor)

SSP 374 Social Stratification

SSF 454 Urban Education: Inequality and Public Poticy

Hist 325 (38P 325, W5 325) History of Sexuality and the Family in the U5,
Hist 326 (SSP 326) Social Clags in American History

Hist 4420 Readings in 20 Century American Ristory

Psyc 311 The Psychology of Stereotyping Prejudice and Discrimination
Psyc 406 Social Cognition

Psyc 462 Stereotypes, Prejudice, and Discrimination

Psyc 464 Naive Realism in Social Judgment

Psyc 488 Psychaology of Gender



¢ can be taken at the 400 level by registering for SSF 461. Contact the Department of Sociology and
Anthropolagy for details.

b topic vartes; will count far the certificate when offered as "Sex, Gender, and Sexuality in Modern U.S. History”
or other relevant topic. Comact the Department of History for information on projected opics for upcoming
semestars.

6. Academic Impact Swtement:

a. s the proposed new certificate program interdisciplinary? [f yes. identify the programs and or
departments involved and the extent of thefr involvement.

Yes |t draws on courses from Fsychology, History  and Socislogy-Anthropalogy {and, by cross-listing
Africana Studies and Women's Studies.) About a third of the courses comes from each of the three
departments,

h. Identify any known effects of the proposed new program on other programs at the University.

Faculty in participating departments will secasionally have one of more students in the certificate program in their
Course

c. Hthere are known effects, individuals in charge of the affected programs must be consulted about the
propased new program and the following information provided:

{1 Who was consulted?
Chairs and program directors of the departments/programs listed who reviewed the proposal with their faculty as
needed. Also instructors of the courses involved
{2} Is the proposed new program acceptable to all affected programs?
Yes
{3) Will any changes be required in the affested programs? If so. describe.
Mo.

d. ‘Identify any known effects of the proposed new program on the University's commitment to diversity.
This program should reinforce the University's commitment to diversity by providing a program explicitly
designed o examine and foster understanding of group identity and associated societal problems.

7. Resource Impact Statement;
a. Provide each of the following:
{n Library impact statement
Thers should be no impact on the library because all courses are already rostered for existing undergraduate
and graduate programs
i2) Caomputer impact statement

Mo impact is expected.



{3 Faculty impact statement

Impact will be limited to the potential addition of one or 3 small number of adult students to & given course at any
titne.

{4} Facilities impact statement

Hone.

t.  Provide a statement indicating who will assume financial responsibility for any new resources required:

The depariments offering the courses would be respansible for any costs normally associated with their courses
as usuzl. No new of unusual resources are anticipated. The Psychology Department will assume any costs

associated with handling applications.



Graduate and Research Committes

Proposed New Certificate Program
TRav. 12707702

1. Title of new certificate program
Graduale Ceriifcale fir Cognitive Scicnce
2. Mission statement:

Respanding to encouragement to develop Graduate Certificates in areas of Psychological and Cognitive
sciences. the Cognitive Science Program in cooperalicn with the Psychology Department proposes a Graduate
Certificate in Cognitive Science. Cognitive Science by its inferdisciplinary nature is already configured to provide
graduate certification to qualified individuals. Ve se2 an cpportunity to provide valuable education to a
constifuency of gualified professionals at little or no cost to the participating departments and instructors.

3. |dentify the proposed market and or clients that this program is designed fo address.

Aimed at people working in technology-related businesses and other qualified individuals with an interest in
Cognitive Science

4. Rationale for proposed new pragram:

The specific rationale for this certificale is that it will serve a constituency of professional computer and
technology workers with financial benefit to the University, and benefit to the participating programs in bringing
professional perspectives to the classroom, with very little investment of resources. The low investment is
becausea the number of certificate students in any particular course wilt be small and the courses are ones that

woufd be offered in any case.
b, Description of proposed new program:
g Admigsion critoria:

Applications will be processed by the CAS Graduate Programs office. Appiicants must meet minimal
requirements for admission to CAS graduate programs. Foreign nationals must meet standard language
requirements. Applications will be forwarded to the Director of the Cognitive Science program for review and if
appropriate approval. The Director may delegate the review to & subcommittes of the Cogritive Science
Suparvisory Committes,

In addition, to safeguard the inierests of participating deparments and programs, department permission wilf
also be required for admission o each individual course. We recommend that instructor permission also be
obtained as a matter of courtesy.

b Specific program requirements (inglude specific required and elective courses):

Requiréd course: CogS 423

Electives: three additional courses from the following list, totaling at least 12 credits. At least two of the four
courses must be at the 400 level and the three selected courses must be spread over at least two depariments
The Cognitive Science Program will periodically update the list of approved courses

Cognitive Sclence:

Cogs 423 Foundations of Cognitive Scignce
CogS 478 (Psyc 478), Ontological Peychology.



Computer Science.

CSe 327 Artificial Int=lligence Theary and Applications.

Cse 332: Multimedia Design and Development

CSe 357: Data Mining

CSe 368: Arttficial Intelligence Pragramming

CSe 2o User Interface Systems and Technigues

CSe 414 Expert Sysiems

C5e 416: Advanced issues in Knowledge-based Systems (prereqguisite: CSe 414,
CSe 417 Topics in Inforrmation Fetrievaf

CSe 429: Virtual Environments

Psychology:

Paye 307: Seminar in Cognition

Psye 313: Person Perception

Faye 314: Social Cognition and Social Actian

Psyc 317 Psychology of Emction

Paye 320: Paychology of Language

Psye 321: Language Development

Psyc 351: Cognitive Develapment in Childhood

Psyc 369 Memory

Psyc 373: Sensation and Perception

Psyc 3xo0 Atypical Language

Fsyc 402: Developmental Psycholagy.

Psyc 403: Cognitive Psychology.

Psyc 406: Social Cognition

Psyc 443: Seminar in Language Acquisition. (Prereq: Psyc 402 or 403}
Fsyc 443: Seminar in Psychoiogy of Language [preraquisite: Psyc 403)
Psyc 476: Seminar in Cognition {prerequisite; Psye 403).

Psye 478 (CogS 478} Ontological Psychology

Psyc 450 Seminar in Cognitive Development. (Prereq: Psyc 402)
Psyc 464: Naive Realism in Sccigl Judgment {Prereq: Psyc 406)

Sociology and Anthropology:

SBP 402 Sociclogy of Cyberspace
Anth 376; Culture and the Individuoal
6 Academic Impact Statement:

2. Is the proposed new cerlificate program interdisciplinary? If yes, identify the programs and or
departments involved and the exdent of their involvement,

Yes. ltdraws on courses in Cognitive Science (25%), Computer Science Psychology,
SociclogyfAnthropology. Efectives must come from at least two departmeants so 50% (hwo courses) is
likely to be the rmaximum involvement of any department.

b. !denfify any known efiects of the proposed new pragram on other programs at the Uiniversity.

Facully in pariicipating depariments may cccasionally have students in the cerificate track on the raster

¢. [Ifthere are known effects, individuals in charge of the affected programs must be consulted about the
proposad new program and the fellowing information provided:

{1} Who was consuited?



d.

Chairs and Faculty of the Fsychology and Computer Scisnce Departments. Instructors of the SociAnthro
courses. Cognitive Science Supervisory Committes.

(2} Is the proposed new program aceeptable o all affected programs?

Yes.

(3 Will any changes be required in the affected programs? If so describe.
Mo

Identify any known effects of the proposed new program on the University s commitment to diversity.

Mo effects except pofential addition of professionalfcommunity perspectives to classes.,

7.  Resource Impact Statement:

a.

Provide each of the follewing:
(1) Library impact statement

There should be no impact on the library because all courses are already rostered for preexisting
undergraduate and graduate programs

(2) Computer impact statemant
Mo impact is expected.

(3) Faculty impact statement

Minimal, Faculfy may have a few more students in courses. but many of the courses have rather light
enrollments and so can easily absorb a few more students.

The required course CogS 423 will need to be offered more regularly.
(4} Facilifies impact statement
None.

Provide a shatement indicating who will asseme financial responsibility for any new resources
required:

We do not anticipate any appreciable costs. Costs related to course delivery will be carried by the
responsible departments or programs.



All Voting Faculty:

At the Monday, May 5 faculty meeting, a motton will be made to approve
two Graduate Certificate programs proposed by the College of Arts and
sciences. They were mistakenly omitted from the GRC course and
curriculurn chanige motions made at the previous faculty meeting.
Supporting materials for these proposals were at the Registrar's web site
prior to that meeting under "Course/Curriculum Changes 2003" , -->- the
GRC section, = "C&C GR CAS Chanees", and can still be found there.
The Graduate Certificate in Cognitive Science material 1s found by clicking
on a URL of the same name. The Graduate Certificate in Stereotypes,
Prejudice, Discrimmination, and Intergroup Relations material is found by
clicking on "Grad Cerificate in Stereotypes PrejDiscrintergroup Rel".

Regards,
George R. Wilson, Chair
Graduate and Research Committee



Proposal for Dual Doctoral Degree Arrangemenis

It is proposed that the Doctoral Degree Requirements at Lehigh be medified to allow for dual
degree arrangements with selected foreign institutions.

Background
Cutrent Registration Requirements at Lehigh

The current Lehigh University 2002-2003 Course Catalog {page 47) describes the doctoral
program registration requirements as follows:

Doctoral students whose graduate study is carried out entiraly at Lehigh Univérsity
must register for a minimum of 72 credits beyond the Bachelor's degree. However. resident
students who diring their entire doctoral program, including the semester of graduation, have
paid iuil tuition continuously (normally a minimum of 9 credits per academic semester) will
have satisfied the tuition requirements for the doctoral degree upen compistion of all other
requirements.  Students who have earned a Masters degree at another university must
register for a minimum of 48 credits. These requrrements include reglstratron for research or

dlssertatmn cred:ts

Pr'opr::sed New Registration Requirements at Lehigh

To allow fm d ua! degree arrangements it Is proposed that the docturai registratién’
requirements at Lehigh be slightly modified as follows: (Each individual student will have a
detaﬂed agreement of all requirements and research Jdentiﬁed in advance}

Doctoral students whose graduate sttidy is cared out entirély. at Lehigh Unwers:ty
must register for a minimum of 72 credits beyond the Bachelors degres. However, resident
students who during their entire doctoral program, including the semester of graduation, have
pald futl tuition continuoushy (normally 2 minimum-of 9 credits per dcademic semestar) will
have satisfied the tuition requirements for the doctoral degree upon comp[etmn of ail other
requirements.  Students who have eamed & Master's degree at another universify must
register for 8 minimum of 48 credits. These requirements include régistration for research or
dissértation credits. Students participating i approved dual-degree doctoral programs
mmfwng extemal institutions may ansfer up to 25% of iheir tofal required doctoral
program de‘SE’J"E‘E’HGRf.’E search crodits to L ehigh for work that was pen‘i:rrmed at the aexterns/
partner: institution.  Approval of such programs is required by ﬂ‘ra Dean of the refovant

f.ehfgh mffege



Discussion

The current Lehigh requirements do not support the astablishment of dual doctora!l
degree programs with foreign institutions. Such programs are common in Europe. Under the
auspices of a dual doctoral program the successful dual degree candidate receives two
degrees - one from his or her home institution and one from a second university in a foreign
country. In such arrangements, two faculty advisors {one at the horne institution and one at
the toreign institution) agree to supervise the doctoral student while collaborating on a
common research topic. For example, since 1994 the French government has established
laws defining and regufating dual doctoral degrees (Cotutelle Arrangemenis). The Cotutelle
permits French doctoral students 1o receive diplomas from French universities even though
they have acquired a significant portion of their education abroad. The main motivation is to
create strong links between research universities and researchers in other countries, with the
student often performing much of his or her research at a forefgn university. Though the bulk
of the research and course work might not be done in France, it's very important to the
studentthat he/she receives a diploma from a well-recognized French university.

.. Itwould be to Lehigh University's benefit to selectively participate in dual doctoral
degree programs with prestigious foreign institutions. A number of top-ranked US and foreign

universities already participate in such arrangements in an effort to attract top quality foreign -

students and improve research collaboration. Some universities have developed formai rules
for Dual (Cotutelle) Degrees. Since Lehigh University curreritly has no specific rules for
participating in Dual Degree arrangements, a foreign student who would fike to obtain a
doctoral. degree from Lehigh University and hisfher home. institution must satisiy all of
Lehigh's doctoral requirements -in terms of residency, paid tuition crediis, lahguage
requirements, Qualifying examinations, General Examinations, Dissertation and Defense. In
most cases, this does not appear 1o be an insurmountable obstacle for a dual doctoral degree
candidate, since these requirements can usually be met in a reasonable time period, aven if
the student spends a year at his or her.home institution performing research i absentia
under the co-guidance of both advisors. However, the main impediment to this “Lehigh Rules”
approach is thé lack of any mechanismi for transferring doctoral program cradits from the
foreign university to Lehigh. during the time the student spends at histher home {foreign}
institution” In practice, this means that a student would be required pay tuition credits, e.q.,
dissertation credits, to Lehigh University during the time petiod when he or she is physically at
hisfher home institution. This requirement. significantly reduces the. likelihood that foreign

institutions will ‘encourage their graduate students {o participate in "Coiutelle Arrangements”

with Lehigh University. Thus. it is proposed that Lehigh University accapt a limited amount of
transfer credits for doctoral students participating in approved dual doctoral degree programs
with selectad foreigh universities: S .

The intent of the proposed new registration requiramerts is to allow the dual doctoral
degree student to transfer approximately 1-year's worth of work performed atf his or her home
mstitution to Lehigh. Overall controf of the quality of such dual doctoral degree arrangements
at-Lehigh would be assured by formal approval of sach specific program by the Dean of the

appropriate Coflege.
Proposal Endorsement:

The attached proposal for Dual Doctoral Degree Arrangements has been endorsad by the
Dean and Department Chairs within the P.C. Rossin College of Enginsering and Applied
Science. W was also unanimously approved by the RCEAS faculty at a coilege facuity

meeting held on Apri 14 2003



Attachment 4

Faculty Steering Commitiee Report
May 5, 2003
TPresented by Matt Melone, Chair

Acknowledgement of Nelson Markley's ellorts. I would like the minutes to reflect
the FSC"s thanks to Nelson Markley for his efforts over the past three vears in
shepherding the wotk of the R&P subcommitiee. It has been a very busy thiee
years with much to show for his efforts imeluding the passage of a University
[Tarassment Policy and significant progress made by the other task forces, two of
which vou will hear from today. Nelson with continue to work with us at least
through the fall.

Acknowledgement of Judy Lasker efforts. Judy has compieted her four-year tetm
as the College of Aris & Scicnces representaiive and served as chair of both the
ISC and the R&P subcommittee, Her efforts were integral to the work of the
committee and are much appreciated . She will be missed.

Policy Structure

The Policy Structure sets forth the mechanism by which all future university
policies are put in place. The Board ol Trustees, in junc 2002, approved the
University Policy Stucture. The 2001-02 Faculty Steering Committee did not
support the Policy Stracture as proposed and wrote a letter, dated May 28, 2002
to Bill Hecht, chair ol the Academic Affairs Committes of the Board of Frustees.
In that letter the committes made clear its objections to the proposed Policy
Structure. Spocifically, the Faculty Steering Committee believed that the Policy
Structure failed to make explicit the wole that the Rules and Procedures of the
Facully plays in the promulgation of policies that affect areas over which faculty
liave responsibility. Moreover, in the section dealing with the creation of advisory
groups, the Policy Structure provided no reference to cxisting faculty committees
with responsibility over the subject matter at issue. Although the Board of
Trustees approved the Policy Structure over these objecttons, Mr. Hecht, In
response to the aforementioned letter welcomed 1ecommendations to improve the
policy. :

The Faculty Steering Conwnittee and its R&P Subcommittee have dralied
recommended changes to the Policy Structure, The recommended changes lake
inly aceount the original objections to the Policy Structure, faculty comments, and
the faculty resolution adopted by the College of Arts & Sciences on January 27
2003 . Moteover, we have also taken the opportunity to propose several other
small changes of an editorial kind.

Academic Freedom Policy. A draft Academic Freedom Policy is now posted and
comments are welcomed. This drafi ook into account various comments from the
faculty, from the commettees represented on FSC, and the resolubion trom the
College of Arts & Sciences. FSC intends to bring the policy for faculty vote by
alectromic ballot following the procedures nsed to approve the Harassment Policy.
The following is a tentative time line: Proposcd Amendments submitted by
9/5/03; Proposed Amendments communicated to Faculty by %/8/03; Amendmients
voled on at %/15/03 faculty meeting; elecironic hallots sent 1-2 weeks after faculty



meeting; voting deadline two weeks after ballots distributed. T is likely that the
recomnmendations of the Faeulty Personnel Review Committee, chaired by Iim
Gunton, will follow the same sequence ad be voted upon in a combined ballot.
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April 25, 2003

Bear Colleagues,

The Faculty Committee on Personnel and Policy Review is now distributing both
hard and electronic copies of a revised list of possible changes to section 2 of R&P
for faculty consideration and cornment. In addition, there is a proposed preambie
20 R&P outhining the -expectations for tenure and promotion at Lehigh University.
This April 17, 2003 draft is the second major step in the process for bringing a
final set of proposed changes to the faculty for a formal vote. The first step was the
initial draft of possible changes, distributed to the University faculty in March
2003, and discussed at an open faculty meeting on March 17, 2002, The revised
draft takes account of suggestions made at the open faculty meeting and by e-mnail,

to the initial draft, We outline these changes below.

The next step in the consideration process is the May S University faculty mesting,
where the April 17 draft will be discussed. Amendments can be proposed over the
summer by e-mail. The University faculty will vote on the amendments during the
first fall faculty meeting. After the incorporation of any approved amendments, the
fmal proposed changes will be set and distributed to the faculty. In the final step,
the University faculty will vote whether to approve the entire set of changes by
electronic voting, - .

We present a short summary of the existing procedures and the most significant
proposed changes below. The details of the proposed changes are given in the
docum_ent.. _ N L - o

Summary of current procedures for tenure and promotion:

Under current rules and procedures, the department faculty makes a
recommendation for or against temure/promotion, after considering the candidate’s
materials and the external reviewers’ evaluations of the candidate's scholarship.
All these materiails are then sent to the College Tenure/Promotion Committee,
which writes a recommendation based on its consideration of the candidate’s
materials, the department faculty recommendations, and the external evaluations. .
After reviewing the materials, the Dean also makes a recommendation. All _
documents and recommendations are next sent to the Provest, :

If the College/Promotion Committee and the Department agree, their collective.
recommendations constitute a “Faculty Récommendation.” The Provost may
overfurn a faculty recommendation onlv by presenting the case to the Academic
Affairs Commitfee of the Board of Trustees; that committee then advises the
President and the Board. On the other hand, if the recommendations of the



College Tenure and Promotion Committee and the Department do not agree, there
is no “Faculty Recommendation.” The Provast, after examining the candidate’s
materials and the recommendations, makes a recommendation o the President

and Board.
Summary of proposed major changes:

We propose o replace the current faculty recornmendation” by "College
recommendation.” In the revised draft, we have defined the college
recommendation to be a majority among the department faculty, the coﬂege

tenure and promotion committee and the Dean.

We propose a University Comtrnittee on Tenure and Promotion composed of the
current chairs of the college ténure and promotion committees of the four

colleges, with members serving staggered three-year terms.

When the Provost does niot concur with a college recommendation, rather than
referring the case to the Academic Committee of the Board of Trustees (current
practice}, he or she presents the case to the University Comumittee on Tenurs
and Promoton. This committee will conduct its own review of the case and
make a recommendation to the President. When the President disagrees with a
College recormnmendation that the provest supports, or disagrees with a
University Committee recormmendation, the President shall meet with the

" University Committee to discuss his or her recommendation.

The outline of the draft of the proposed changes is as follows: the changes are”
ordered by categories: i.e. department, college, Dean, Provost, university commitiee

on temire and promoetion, and President. Within each category we summarize the
current procedure, our proposed change and its rationale.

Respectiully submitted,

Faculty Personnel Policy Review Committee

Helen Chan {hmcOy Nicholas Ladany (nil3)
Manoj Chaudhury (mkcd} Rajan Menon (rm04)

James Dearden (Jad8] Rosemary Mundhenk (rjm4)
George DuPaul (gjd3} Nandkuumar Nayar (anayar)
Jim Guanton {Char) . (jdgd) Roger Simen (rds2)

Diane Hyland {dthi) Perry Zirkel [paz0)
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PROPOSED CHANGES TG R&P SECTION 2
(REVISED DRAFT: APRIL 17, 2003)

Departinent

A. Current: Section 2.2.6.4 (Departmental Evaluation for tenure) concludes
with “...each tenured voting member {including the chairpersomn, if tenured)
submits a written evaluation of the candidate’s qualifications based on the

crrteria”

Similarly, in Section 2.2.9.4 (Departmental Evaluation for promotion) “Each
participating faculty member (including the chairperson if tenured and holding -
a rank above the candidate) writes an evaluation of the candidate based on the
criteria s;pemﬁed in the preamble and applied in the triennial evaluations of the

faculty member.”

Proposed Change. Add the sentence to each of these sections: “These
letters of evaluation mist be substantive letters that appraise the
candidate’s record in teaching, research, and service and that address the
question of whether or not the candidate merits tenure and the reascns for

the recommendation’.

Rationale: Ihe comrmittee has heard testimcn}f that letters of evaluation
sometimes are inadequate in appraising the candidate’s record based on
the criteria. This does not serve the best interests of either the candidate or

the department.

B. Current: Section 2.2. 5 2 [Bxternial Evaluatmn] .The cha.upersnn then
advises the candidate of the people being cunmdered as external evaluators.
The candidate may nominate his/her own external evaluators. The Dean, in. -
consultation with the chairperson, approves the final selection of at least three
evaluators. at least one of whom must be one of the candidate’s nominees.”

Proposed Change: " .The chajrpe:f sor then advises the candidate of the
people being CDI‘.LSIdEIEd as external evaluators. The candidate may
nominate his/her own external evaluators. The Dean and Provost, in .
consultation with the chairperson, approve the final selection of a pocl large
enough to obtain five or more external evaluations, at least one of whom
must be ore of the candidate’s nominees, Should any additional letiers be
solicited . the ahove procedure must be followed.”
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Rationale: There are two parts to this recommendation. The addition of the
Provost to the process is to ensure that the Dean and Provost agree on the
external evaluaticrs, preventiag the need for subsequent solicitation of
informartion from other external sources. The increase to five or more
external evaluations is to bring the process into agreement with existing

practice in the four colleges.

2 Collese Commitiees

A. Current: The charge to the college tenure and promotion commitiees is
inconsistent across the colleges. These college committees are described in
Sections 2.2.6.9, 1.3.3.1.2.1 (CAS}, 1.3.3.2.2 (CBE), 1.3.3.3.3. 1.3.3.4 (CEAS),

and 1.3.3.4.1 [CE).

E.

Proposed Change. The College committee is to make its own substantive
and independent recommendation on whether or not a candidate merits

tenure or promotion.

Rationale: Thiz statement affirms the defining role of the committee,
namely that it must make a recommendation that addresses the merits of
the case, and not simply whether the correct procedural steps have been
taxert. The recommendation of the committee would thus be based on a
careful review of all the relevant information in the candidate’s tenure or

promoten file.

Current: There is considerable structural variation among the college

tenure and promotion committees in the university. Two of our colleges have
separate tenure and promotion committees and two hdve combined tenure-
promotion committees. ‘Th addition, the sizes of these comrittees vary from

college tor callege

Pmpose:d Change: At least 5 members of each committee must vole without
abstention on any tenure or promotion case. The committee will write a
Ietter that summarizes the vote and the majority retommendation.

Rationale: The above proposal would ensure some consistency across the
colleges, but stil! permit a variation in the nature and size of these
commitiees. The need for at least five members to vote on any tenure or

- promotion case is to ensure a broad view of the candidate as opposed to the

limited view of just one or two individuals. It is the recommeridation of the
committee that the mintmim number to make this very important
determination is five.
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C. Current: There is no formal requirement for a minority report from a
college promotion or tenure committee.

Proponsed Change: In the absence of a unanimous committee
recommendation, the committee chair designates a member representing
the minority opinion to write a letter to the Dean expressing the reasens for
the vote of the minority. This would modify several sections in R&P:
2269,2299 133.11,1.3314 13321,1333.1,1.3.3.32,

1.3.334, 1.3.3.4.1.

Rationale: Minority positions should be formalized and should be
expressed ¢learly with a strong rationale.

D. Carrent: CAS leITEnﬂ_}T requires {number 9, R&F 1.3.5.1.4) that "When a
committee considers a member of an under-represented group fas currently
defined by U.3. guidelines for eliminating discrimination in employment], the
Dean wiil appoint a tenured member of the university’s affirmative action/

equal opportunity commission to serve as a non-voting member of the
committee for the duration of that specific case. The AA/EQOC member will send

a separate report to the Dean.’
Froposed Change: Remove this requirement.

Rafionale: This procedural requirement is unclear, unique to CAS. and
could expose the university to claims of unlawful ‘reverse” discrimination.
Currently there are no U.S. government guidelines for defining “under-
represented group” in this context; the category therefors relies on self-
definition and could result in an endless proliferation of “under-represented
wroups” and in individuals being identified as members of unders
represented groups against their own wishes, The procedures of college
teniure and/or promotion committees across the University shauld be as-
consistent as possible; this requirement applies only to the College of Arts
and Sciences. Furthermore, existing University equal opportunity policies
and external lega_l regquirements alreadj,r mandate that all tenmre and
promotion reviews must be performed in a non-discriminatory manner. We
recommend that education and training of tenure and promotion
comimitiees on these non-discrimination prmmples be undertaken on a

regula_r baSIS

3. Replacement of *faculty recommendation” by “College recommendation®

Current: The term “faculty recommendation” is currently used if the
department and college tenure or promotion committee concur on a
recommendation. R&P Sections 2.2.2.1, 2269, 22611 2299 and

2.2.9.11.
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Proposed Change: At the College level there shall be three
recominendations: the department, the College tenure or promotion
Committee and the Dean. The “Collese recommendation” refers to the
recommendation shared by two or three of these groups.

Rationale. The proposed change strengthens the role of the Colleges in the
tenure and promotion process. This change also is to recognize the formal
role of the Dean in the tenure and promotion process. The Dean plays a
pivotal role in the process of appointment, promotion and tenure and
should have a formal recornmendation. The sigritficance of “College
recommendation” is spelled out in ftem 5.

4 Role of the Provost

A. Coarrent: Section 2.2 9,11 Administration’s recommendation: “In the
absence of a faculty recommendation” (that is, when the departmental
recornmendation and the promotion and tenure committee’s recommendation
do not agree) the Provost will review carefidly both the departmentat
recommendaton and the promotion and tenure committee’s recommendation
and evaluate the candidate’s qualifications in terms of the criteria (as stated in
2.2.1.5) and as appiied in the triennial evaluations} hefore making his/her final

recommendation ™

Proposed Change: If the Provost accepts the college recommendation, he or
she will communicate this in writing to the President, providing the
rationale for the recommendation.

Rationale: - This proposal is to take into account the proposed change in
terminclogy from *faculty recommendation” to *College recemmendation”
and the proposed new role of the President. Otherwise it is in accord with

existing practice.

B. Current: Section 2.2.6,11- Administration's Recommendation: “...In the
event that the Provost is considering a recommendation contrary to a *faculty
recomrnendation” as described in section 2.2 2.1, the following procedures will
be ohserved: The Provost will call a meeting with the Dean, the college
promotion commitiee, and the voting members of the department who
participated in the evaluation of the candidate. The Provost will provide
reasons for non-concurrence. All thase involved will seek to resolve their
differences. In the event that the issue cannot be resolved, the college
promotion and tenure commitiee and the department will select three
advocates lor the "faculty recommendation”. This group and the Provost will .
present their respective positions to the academic affairs committee of the
Board of Trustees, first in writing and then in person. The Academic Affairs
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Committee will then render an opinion on the matter for the consideration of
the President and the Board of Trustees.”

Proposed Change: The Provost may decide fo rsject a college
recommendaton following his or her review of the candidate’s file. In this
event, the following procedures will be observed: The Provost must notify
the Dean, the college tenure or promotion commitiee, and the voting
members of the department who participated in the evaluation of the
candidate and provide compelling reasons for non-concurrence. The
Provost rnust refer such a case to the University Committee on Tenure and
Promotion in a timely fashion, so that the Cominittee has adequate time to
complete its review before the deadline for a tenure or prornotion

recormmendation.

Rationale: The candidate’s departimental colleagues work closely with the
candidate and work in academic fields either the same as or closely related
to the candidate's field. For these two reasons, typically the department is
the best judge of the candidate’s contributions to the university and the
acadermic discipline. The college promotion and fenure committee and
Dedn ensure that the college-wide standards are applied consistently
across the departments. If the Provost disagrees with a college
recommendation, then it is incumbent on the Provost to notify and to
provide his or her reasons for non-conctrrence fo the department, the
college tenure and promoetion committee, and the Dean. The Provost must
then refer the case to the University Committee on Tenure and Promeotion

{see item © below]. .

Creation of a University Committee on Ternure and’ Promotion

Current: As stated in Section 2.2.6.11 above, in the event that the Provost
disagrees with a faculty recommendation ... “the college promotion and tenure
cormmittee and the department will select th_tee advocates for the “faculty
recornmendation”. This group and the Provost will present their respective
positions to the Academic Affairs Committee of the Board of Trustees, first in
writing and then in person. The Academic Affairs Committee will then render
ai1 opinion on the matter for the consideration of the President and the Board

n::a:_f Trustees”

Proposed Change: Create a University Commitfee on Tenure and Promotion
whose charge is the following: The University Committes on Tenure and
Promotion is charged with the responsibility of reviewing tenure and
promotion recomimendations when the Provost does not concur with a -
college recommendation. It is a standing body and shall consist of the
Chairs of the Promotion and Tenure committees from each of Lehigh
Umniversity’s four colleges. (There are currently a total of six such Chairs)
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The Chairs will each serve staggered terms of three yvears, with two chairs
rotating off each year. When the period of service of a given committes
Chamr expires, that Chair will be replaced by the current Chair of his or her
college commitiee. If a committee member voted on a given case earlier in
the process, the member will participate in the digcussion of that case, but
not vote n the university committee. The Chairs of the Tenure committess .
will vote on tenure cases; the Chairs of the Promotion committees will vote
on promotion cases. The nniversity committese will receive the official
tenure or promotion dossier, containing all the rmaterial assembled by the
department, the letters written by the college tenure and promotion
comrnittes, the Dean and Provost. Under normal circumstances the
accumitlated fite on the candidate is the basis for the committee s
recommendation. Onee the commuttee reaches a recommendation, it shall
submit a report describing its recommendation to the President of the
University. If the comumitice is divided, there shall be two letters, one
expressing the majority position, a second representing the minority

position.

Note on Suggested Implementation: Initially the Chairs will each serve
staggered terms of from one to three years, in order to reach a steady state
in which each member serves for three vears, The inital terms will be as

follows:

Chair of College of Arts and Sciences Promotion Committee: one year
Chair of College of Engineering and Applied Science Promotion committee:
one year -

Chair of College of Business and Economics Tenure and Promotion
Commiftee: two vears .

Chair of College of Education: two years

Chair of College of Arts and Sciences Tenure Committee: three years

Chair of College of Engineering and Applied Science Tenure Committee:
three years

Rationale; In concurrence with the external reviewer’s suggestion that the
members of the Board of Trustees should not be directly involved with the
process of tenure and promotion, formation of a university committee is

- recommended. It is further recommended that this university committee be
compesed of the Chairs of the Promotion and Tenure Committees who have
direct experiences with various promotion cases. Their collective academic
expertise representing all four Colleges will help ensure consistency across

_the University.

6. Role of the President

Current: The President currently has no formal role in the process.
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Proposed Change. The President shall receive the materials that constitute
the candidate’s tenure or promotion fiie, aiong with the recommendation of
the Provost, and when applicable, the recommendation and report of the
University Committee on Tenure and Promotion. The President shall review
all materials pertinent to a recommendation on tenure or promotion and
make a written recommendation to the Board of Trustees, If the President
does not agree with a recommendation of the University Committee he or
she shall first meet with the committee to review the case and the
committee’'s recommendation. If the President does not agree with a

College recommendation that the Provost supports, the President shall first
meet with the University Committee on Tenure and Promotion to review the
case and discuss his or her reccmmendation. This proposed change

should be appended to the end of revised R & P sections 2.2.6.11 and

22911

Fationale: Tenure and promotion recommendations are not final untl
approved by the Board of Trustess. In most cases, the President’s 1ole
would simply invelve transmitting the recommendation of the Provest to the
Board of Trustees. In cases that are reviewed by the University Commitiee
ont Tenure and Promotion, where the Committee concurs with the Provost's
recommendation, the President will transmit this recommendation to the
Board of Trustees. When the University Committee on Tenure and
Promotion dees not concur with the Provost's recommendation, the
President shall review all materials pertinent to the recommendation,
consult with the Committee and the Provost, and make a recommendation
to the Board of Trustees. The ultimate responsibility and accouniability for -
faculty personnel recommendations should unambiguously reside with the

President.

7. Role of the Personnel Committes

The above changes do not in any way affect the current rights of the faculty to
appeal to the Personnel Committes,

Rationale: The right of appeal to the Personnel Committee is essential to
protection of faculty due process. Further, nothing in these proposals
limiis the Persennel Committee’s right to petition the Board of Trustees
regarding a personnel recommendation, as outlined in R&P 1.2.2.6. The
powers of the Personnel Committee are outlined in R&P 1.2.2.6.
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Preamble: The Larger Purpose

As an academic community defined by love of learning, dissemination of
knowledge, beld inquiry, and civic responsibility, Lehigh aims not only to
preserve its achievements but to surpass them, not only to retain its reputation
but to extend that reputation nationally and internationally, by persistently
mproving the quality of teaching and schelarship. Lehigh University's '
standards and procedures for faculty tenure and promotion should foster these

aspirations.

A unwversity can be no better than its faculty. The quality of the faculty
will attract superior students to Lehigh, enhance its atmosphere of learning,
and strengthen the University’s standing as a premier center of learning. The
university expects its faculty to excel in all three areas of scholarship, teaching,
and service.  Lehigh's students deserve teachers who demand the hest of them,
who foster intellectual independence and critical thinking, and who are
dedicated advisors. Faculity must also distingl_'.lish themselves as scholars by
advancing the boundaries of knowledge and inquiry, Beyond the attainments
in teaching and scholarship are the professors’ contributions to the Umver sity.
their profession and the surrmmd_mcr commumty :

Lehigh will thus award tenure: and pmmutmn for excellence in all three
domains. Scholarship will be judged excellent when there is comipelling
evidence that a professor's academic achievements are recognized and valued
in a wider intellectual universe. Detailed assessments of the professor's work
by scholars of proven stature are essential for the University to judge whether
this latter standard has been met and will supplement the appraisals made by
Lehigh's own academic departments. Faculty must demonstrate excellence in
teaching, which must be assessed on the basis of a faculty member’s
performance at Lehigh, through evaluation by university colleagues. Command
of the subject, clarity of communication, the active purstit of new knowledge
and insight, and attention to the intellectual development of students are
indispensable gqualities of effective teachers. Although untenured faculty
members are expected to contribute to University governance and community
service, their records in this sphere matter less during tenure reviews than
iheir accomplishments as teachers and scholars. By contrast, tenured faculty
secking promation to the rank of full professors are individuals to whom the
University has made a permanent commitment, and they must demonstrate
regitlar and substantial involvement in governance and community service in
addition to continuing achievements in instructon and research.



Freamble: Tae Targer Furpose

Winle the standards and procedures for teniire and promotion at Lehigh
flow from the vigion just articulated, their design and implementation are also
grounded in four cardinal criteria of an operational nature.

First, the requirements and procedure for tenure and promotion must be
concetved and applied by the faculity, for these guidelines are more than a set
of rules; they embody a belief in and commitment to sustaining an inteflectual
community and will remain formulaic constructs unless the faculty has helped

define them, is actively involved in implementing them, and embraces them.

Second, the principles and procedures must be as clear and transparent
as possible—to those to whom they are applied and to those who apply them.
This ideal can be realized in part through explanatory documents that are
precise, but the department chair, the Dearn, and the Provost have an equally
vital role to play. Professors seeking tenure or promotion will ook to these
officers of the University for clarification about standards and procedures, and
these officers must do their utmost to ensure that candidates understand what
the expectations are and how their record stands in relation te them.

Third, the standards and procedures must be fairly applied to all faculty
members. Candidates for femire and promotion miust be thoroughly protected
from arbitrary and capricious behavior, and there must be mechanisms in
place to prevent such conduict and to allow candidates to seek redress. '

F'ouri‘h, the standards and procedure must not hinder efforts to advance

the caliber of teaching and scholarship at Lehigh; they are orderly and
reasoned means for betterment, not formulations to defend stasis. As such,
they must enable decisions on tenure and promotion that serve the interests of

the University and promeote its intellectual vitality and growth.

~11 -
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[ will be brief. The Faculty Governance Review Conunittee has nearly completed a draft of its
teport. Tt will be circulated electronically hefore graduation to all faculty members and we ask
that vou read it and send comments and suggestions for change to committee members over the
summer. We will have a revised repoit to citculate at the fiest faculty meeting of the fall and will
then @ mew to lollow the procedures developed by the Faculty Sieering Committee, those which
the Personmnel and Policy Review Committec are following, in seeking the endorsement of the

facutly for our report.

In shott, we will be proposing a reaffirmation from both the faculty and the administeation of the
principle of shared governance., We will recommend a change from faculty governance by
commmillee of the whole to a system of governance by elected ;egresentativcs. We will also
propose changes to university standing committees whiehwitt streamline their workload and
cmpower themn as a voice in determining educational and research policy. Fmally, we will
1ecommend that the current R&P be broken into several documents, each aimed at a particudar
university audicnee and updated annually.

These are substantive and important changes about which we still need your best counscl and
advice. Please read our draft report when it arrives on your computer and respond to us, We
have already made a number of Tevisions to our document o the basis of faculty conunents and

we expect to make many more.
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Faculty Financial Planning and Operations Committce
Report to the Faculty for AY 2002-2003
April 34, 2003

Asha Jitendra (Chair), Edward Lotto, Alastair McAunlay, John Smith, Stephen
Thode

Backgroond on the FFPOC (From R&T 1.2 .2.5). The faculty conumitice on financial
planning and operatiens (FFPOC) conststs of five faculty members elected to staggered
termns. One at large member at the rank of either assistant or assocrate prolessor at the
time of election is elected by the university facuity for a two-vear term. One member is
clected by cach of the college faculties for a four-year term. The commities will be
chaired by the college representative who 1s in his or her third vear of service on the
committes.

The FEPOC Committee 15 a standing comumittes at Lehigh and represents the concerns of
the faculty m advising the president, provost. and the vice president for finance and
administration regarding financial plamning. The primary purpose of the commiites 13 to
ensure that the long-range academic concerns of the faculty arc represented in the
financial operations of the vniversity. To this end, the committee shall receive appropriate
information and make timely reeommendations i the financial planmng process, The
committee reports regularly to the faculty (R&P 1.22 5} The past chair represents the
FFPOIC commuittee as a member of the facoily steering commuttes.

While not slaled i R&P, 1 hag been cusiomary tor the FFPOC chair to attend meetings
of the finance subcormamuties of the Board of Trustees at the invitation of the vice
president for finance and administration.

Ghbjectives for the past vear. During the 2002-2003 academic vear, the commitice
constdered the following issues:

1. The effect of the US News and World Report college rankings on Lehigh's planning,

2. Perceptions of the deans of each college 1egarding issues that impact the financial
planning and operation of the college.

3. Changes in number of staff.
4. The 20/20 plan.

5. Communication with other university commitiees.



L'S News and World Report Rankings

Our rantking has been decreasing from 34 in 1599 to 38 in 2001 to 40in 2002, The LI5S
News arlicles suggest some directions for further study. One is examining ways to
tmprove our ranking of 34 in Financial Resources {a measure of spending per student on
such things as nstruction, rescarch, and student services), which accounts for 10% of the
ranking. The conmniitee spent some time discussing the &5 News and World Report with
the provest to gain insight into T.ehigh’s plan for improving our overall ranking.
Specifically, the comunittes discussed Lehigh's planning efforts 1n incicasing ow
financial resources ranking, recruiting top graduate siudents, and increasing the numbcer
of endowed chairs. The provost referred fo the Academic Abfairs Stralegic Plan and
Budyget decisions, 2002-2003 as a response to these issues. Specifically, he discussed
overal]l factors thal would etfect change in ranking, such as class selectivity and
admission, retention of studenis { [tom 84% to 88%), and class size. The provost noted the
importance of having students declare their majors early as one strategy for addicssing
retention. In particular, he noted that the definition of elass s12e has an impact on our
rankings. For example, students may enroll in a number of courses resullmg m oversized
classes at the beginming of the scmester and then drop out along the way, The provost
discussed a strategy lo limit smdent overload of credits by maximizing scheduling
{(oversized classes vs. small classes) He noted using the Ranner system fo get good
strdent data and discussed possibly charging students for overload of credits. The
comrnittes was particularly concerned about the faculty student ratio. The provost
conceded that this to be a problem and discussed the notion of cffective planning in terms
of olTering specific courses with low enrollments less ollen and increasing the teaching
loads ol faculty who don’t do research.

Further, the provost discussed graduate recruitment with the commtise and noted that it
invoives more than providing larger stipends to graduate students. Elis plan delineates
ways 1o improve student life for graduate students such as social offenings, subsidhzng
health insurance, and increasmg visibility of graduate student center. The provost noted
that increasing the nmnber of endowed chans 1s the highest priority in the capital
campaign and in the president’s agenda. The goal is o Increase the number of facuity
irom 417 to 430-460 using endowed professorship. Other Largets are increasing endowed
UG scholarships and consttuction of a new environmental science bunlding. Another
factor discussed was the decrease in alumni giving, In 1996 we were ranked number 2 in
percent of alummi @mving and n 2001 wo had fallen to 17. In 2002, this rank improved to
13 from the previcus year. Much of the change was causcd by a change in the reporting
procodure designed fo give more aceurate results. "The provoest responded to this issue by
cmphasizing the importance of cultivating the younger alumni and working strategically
with the development folks in this area. To addilion, he discussed the move toward a more
conststent technique for reporting data on alumni gving.

The committee decided to focus on examining the budget with respect to the percentage
spent on the academic side of things.

ket



A Preliminary Report on the Lehigh Budget

Lo fulfill its mission, the FFPOC needs to have access to budect information that
corrcsponds to the actual activities of the wnversily. Recently, Peggy Plympton provided
the committee with several different budget documents and explained them to the
committee. We are very grateful for her time and ellorl. With her help, the commitiee has
been educating itsclf on Lehigh’s financial status and expenditures. Some of the
committes’s concerns have boen the relative growth of academic versus adminisiralive
expenditures and the amount of discretionary spending in the budget. At this potnt, itis
not possible to say anything definttive about cither of these issues.

What we have done to this point 15 look at the financial information and make some
ocncral abservations.

For compatative purposes, below is a table ol percent budget increascs for sclected
functional units of the university from actual FY97 compared to budget FY 03,

| Functional Areas : % increasc in expenditures from
{selected) FY %7 (actual) to FY03 (budget)
i Arts and Sciences 36
‘Business and Economics 09 L
Education : 38
FEngineering and Applied Science 34
Research N 70
Library and Techmeal Services ! 43
" Provost-Other 113
 Finance and Administration 44 N
| Financial Aid - 32

On the revenne side, the management of the endowment revenue merits some
explanation. Lehigh has a policy that endowmen expenditures cannot decline from oue
vear lo the next. The stated endowiment expenditures are now at about $45 million, an
incTease ol S percent over the previous vear. The aclual endowment carnings are about
$20 million less than what is being spent. {This deficit increased from 515 miition the
previous year.) When this deficit is combined with the decline in stock prices, the total
endowment declined from $973 million to $917 million from FY 01 to FY 02, New
contributions to the endowntent were approximately $12 million dollars. Overall the
endowment declined by 5.9%. I'inally we wish 1o note that in the past threc years, Lehigh
has added $70 million in long-term debt, albeit at very low interest rates. The total debi is

5150 milfion.

Az part of our analysis of the budget, we would like to become involved in its
devclopment starting in the fall ol the vear. We will work with Pegay Plympton in this
part of the project. In addition, in the future we want to make a report on the size of the
various budget items a regular part of our annual report.

[F%]



Perceptions of the Deans Regarding lssues that Impact the Firancial Planning and

Operation of the College

The committee or college representatives of each college met with the deans of
CEAR. COE, and CBE for the purpuse of 1dentifving the deans’ perceptions regarding
relevant 1ssues for the committee to consider. Each of the three deans was interviewed
to gain information about the college's strategic planming efforts with regard to
faculty and financial resources, departmental budgets to achieve the mission of the
college, space utilization, and plan for technology support. Dean El- Aasser reported
that in the CLAS, the stralegic planning would lead to a transformation aleng three
axis or goals. They include (1) people, {2) programs, and (3) public relations.
According to Mohamed, with the initialion of new programs as a result of the 20520
funding, faculty renewal is essential. While 21 faculty membeis in CEAS are
expected Lo tetire by the end of 2004, the college’s long-rangc strategic goal is to
procure 20 new faculty for AY "02-°03 and to go after17 open positiens n the
university during AY '03-"04, Dean El-Aagser indicated that there is ne plan to
increase beyond 110 faculty. The projection of 110 [aculty in CEAS will cnsure a
student faculty ratio of 12.9 to 1. Based on a funding plan of $27million ($14 million
from the college and $13 million from the 20/20 budger), new programs will be
nitiated in several areas in CEAS such as bio engineering, environmentat [T,
computer scicnce and business, and information and systems engineering. Furlher,
Dean Fl-Aasser pointed out that the new 4-year programs would need laboratory
space in addition to faculty in the new areas. He reported the need for fund raising
with regard to new space, while reallocation of space may be another means of
addressing the space issue. The dean was enthusiastic and noted that when programs
initiated this vear become sucecssful, then the college is in a belter positton to go after
other funding such as @ new Photonie Center funded by the state and federal
government. With regard to public relations, Dean El-Aasser pointed out that 11 1s
important to publicize the new programs and how students ate benefiting from them
as well as highlight faculty works and awards. In summary, Dean El-Aasser indicated
that the strategic planning for CEAS was positive and would move the collcge in new
directions to benefit the cotlege.

Dean Sally White"s discussion of issues and concerns of the COE as it engaged in its
strategic planning was prefaced by her stalement that President Greg Farrington is
“wildly supportive of Education.” He {s well thonght of and has high expectations for
the college. However, there is a seeming disconnect between what we achieve and
what we get. Dean Whitc was referring to the fact that while the college has risen in
national rankings; it has historically struggled to gel the needed resources.
Specifically, these inclode space, faculty, and technology support. She noted that
while onr research expenditure per capita is the highest tn the umversity and we hring
in ICR with all the granis funded, we do not receive our fair share from the university
to support us. For example, the classtoom of the future was not created as an equal
share of allocation of funds. The strategic plan of the college will identify some gaps
in terms of faculty and space. Dean White reported that the college would be going
for the 20720 funding to initiate the International program and to ensure that the



newly established Center will be a sclf-sustaining venture If we didn t have the 20/20
funding, we would need more operating budget. The strategic plan ilinstrates the two
critical needs in the COE — more lacully and space. The long term strategic pianning
is good and ties into financial plaoning.

«  Aninterview with Dean Richard Durand indicated that the College of Business and
Economics has developed plans for three critical strategic arzas. These include:

» Bio-business. A proposed bio-pharma-tusiness program combining an MBA
with biotechnology meiluding chemical engineering and biological seiences. is
aimed at the pharmaceutical industry. Internships with pharmaccutical and
medical consulting firms are also part ol thes imtiative:

s Information technology. Plans include a Value Chamn Rescairch Institute to
partner with industry 1n sponsored research. Also includes MIB3A concentrations
in project management and strategte management, and a *4-+17 master’s program
comibining an underpraduate engineering degree with a master’s degree 1n
economics; and,

» Financial services. The proposed Innovative Center for inancial Services
rescarch would promote, perform and dissentinate reseatch in the various areas of
financial scrvices. Working with government, corporate and foundation sources.
the proposcd center would identify issues, pursue research funding and share
research results through conferences publications and curmculum development.

Complementing these inftiatives are facully hiring goals in the arcas of health care
economics, value chain management and sirategy, and (inancial services.

Changes in Number of Staif

FILPOC has continued its investigation of changes in staff at Lehigh, in part in response to
a peneral faculty feeling that there has been a large growth in staff recently. We have
attempted to sort fact from rumor, and present our analysis here. In responsc to the report
of the committee last vear, President Faminglon and Provost Yoshida sent an email to the
entire faculty on May &, 2002 In i they presented their analysis of the sinmation. We
thank them for helping us in our task. As they note, we have some data from 1988 to
2004 along with some more specific data from 19972000

Tn the analysis presented in the email of May 8, 2002, all stall members arc lumped
together, exempt, non-excmpt, and research non-exempt. We would like to further refine
the analysis by considering the groups separately. Research non-exempt are staft
members hired on faculty rescarch grants who help in that research. As such, they are a
measure of the amount ot research donc in the sciences and engineering, but are not part
of the staffing paiterns of the university as a whole. Thus, we will eliminate them from
the analysis. Exemipt slaff are “exempt” from rules on overtime and thus are typically
people in administrative positions. Non-exempt staff are not exempt from those rules and
thus are tvpically support slaff worlang fiorm 9 to 5.



From 1988 to 2060, exempt stafl inereased Irom 525 to 386. In that same time petiod,
non-exempt staff decreased from 490 to 443 . The number of exempt staff rematned fairly
conslant from 1988 to 1997, fluctuating siightly around 323, From 1997 to 2000 it
increased from 325 to 386, The number of non-exempt staff increased from 450 10 512
berween 1988 and 1992, but then decreascd rapidly 1o a low of 436 in 1997 Between
1997 and 2000, the number increased shghtly io 443 (see Graphy}.

\ . ) ) ——Tixempl Slall”
Change in Number of Stafi B xﬂn&fmmt Kpadt
550
=0a B B— H TR
T
_ B w
5 450 _ —— ]
]
=400
A
BGO T T 1 T L] T 1
o4 m = — &y o = %] P (o] T o ]
3 = 2 3 & & = 3 3 & & 3 2
= — — — — — = — iy — — — o

T ears

We have somc speeific data for the period [997-2000 for the increase of approxamately
60 in non-exempt staff. [n that period, Advancement mercased by 11 1, Zoellner by 8.5,
Finance and Administration by 9.1, Library and Technology Serviees by 8.2, and
Athletics by 7.4. All the other increases are 2.5 or lower. As the president and provost
remark in their email, LTS has incrcased because of the need for computer support, and
Advancement has geared up for the now campaign. In addition, we need to put these
numtbers in perspective, perhaps by taking into account their percentage merease.
{Infortunately, the data containing the absolute number of staff members, as opposed to
the change, secms to have been lost. One crude measure of the relative size of the change
can be obtained by comparing the change to the budgst for cach arca We will work on
this comparison next yeat.

We look forward to receiving the data for 2001 and 2602, Because of problems n the
changeover to the Banner System, this information is still unavailable to us. In addition
we will refine our work in order to get a better idea of the gpecific increascs and the
reasons for them. Further, in response to a question presented at the last FSC mecting of
the vear, we want to find out if there are staff at Lehigh not accounted for in the
categories of exempt, non-cxempt. and exempt research.



20420
1 he committee briefly discussed the progress and ditection of the 20/20 program with the
provost. The Provost provided the committee with data on the 20020 proposals. Proposals
approved in concept from the inception of the 20720 program include the followmg:
Computer scicnce and Engineenng, Industiial and Systemns Engineenng, Electnical and
Computer Engineering, Masters in Accounting, CBE. COL International Programs,
Increasing PT Prof Programs, Chemical Engineering, Humanities Center, Choral Arts
Program, Design Arts (proposal being revised), Vice Provost for Rescarch, ETS —
Linderman Feasibilily Study, LTS — Technology Classtoom, LTS — Netwotlc
Infrastructure. These proposals amount to S709,576 for FY01, $3.255938 for FY 02,
$8.415,227 for Y03, and $6,134 998 for future S requests. The cumulative tolal $
requested is $12,671,936. Proposals under review include Scholarly Research and
Bioscience/Biotechnology . Proposals not received and not funded are Optoelectronics
and Student A ffairs — Disabiliites, respectively. The goals to be achieved by these
programs are categorized as increasing revenus, enhancing cxisting programs. of
providing basic infrasiructute.

Input to the FGRC
In response to the Iaculty Governance Review Committee (FGRC) regarding issucs of
faculty govemance function and structere of R & P, cur comunittee rmsed a concern that
R&P was selectively utilized by the administration and ignored in personnel decisions
and student evaluations of teaching. Specifically, the FFPOC commnuttee's response to the
three questions raised by FGRC is desenbed below.

1  What is the charge to your commiittee, as membeis of your committes actually
understand it today ?

It is the understanding of the committee that it represents the concerns of the
[aculty to the president, provost, and the vice president for fimance and
administration regarding financial planning with the specific intent ihal the long-
range academic concerns of the facully are represented in the financial operations
of the umiversity. As such, the commitiee’s involvement entails receiving
approprale information and making timely recommendations in the financial
planming process.

2. What is working well as your committee responds to this charge?

The administration has been very accessible and responds 0 most migrmalion
requested by the committes, In some instances, the information provided 1s very
generous in kecping the committes inkormed.

Whalt 1% not working well as your committee responds to this charge?

Ta}

In general. commumnication among the committee, administration, separate
colleges, and trustees is not working as well as imtended. Specifically, the lack of



a college analog to the FFPOC committec makes it difficult to ascertain the
decree to which deans may choose to engage with us as they may with other
committees. However, this vear we chose to invite the deans to meet with the
committee as a group of individually with the college tepresentative and their
interest and involvement with the committee’s agenda was evident.
Recommendalions to improve communication among all conshiluencies would
include the following:

1. The tole of the FFFOC at Finance Subeommittee Mectings of the
{rustees needs to be made clear. At present, while not stated in R&P R
has been customary for the FIPOC chair to attend meetings of the
finance subcommiitee of the Board of Trustees at the invilation of the
vice presidemnt for finance and administration Howevel, the role of the
chair at these meetings is not clear.

2. Strengthen our communication with the four colleges and the deans”
offices in each collcoe. Perhaps, have the dean or associate dean who
deals with money repott to us from time to thme

3 Any change in governance or faculty concerns should be
communicated to all partics involved. For example. following Board
of Trustees’ meeltingy, the chairs of university faculty committees
should be briefed by the administration about the meeting.

[n addition, the FFPOC committee provided feedback to the FGRC 1egarding ideas for
improving their current committee structure. The FFPOC committec felt it makes sense
for FCC and FFPOC to combine, since they are both dealing with financial matters that
inlertwine. However, if either or both of these commitiees ever get to have any insight
inio the budget process, the work might become unmanageable tor one committee. The
combined committee would have to be large enough to complele the commitice’s
responsibilities and would have to be caretuf in setting up subcommittees to get things
done. On the whole, our committee [iked the changes, especially the [act that a faculty
mentber would chair the faculty meetings. However, the committee had a problem with
item # & fi.e | the lour college representatives elected to the steering commities should be
senior faculty members with distinguished academic records). The committee was
apprchensive about who would judge that the college representatives on the steering
committee have distinguished academic records and what semior faculty members mean

{Associate professor? Full?).
Issucs to Work on Next Year

Faculty are at the front line in accomplishing University goals: academic quality;
underaraduate education; research, graduate education and lifelong learning; innovation
in education; visibility; culture and style; and alumni relations and development (see
v lehiph edw/abour/lupresidentsevengoals.asp). Therefore, In academic year 2003-
2004, FEPOC will [ocus on ways, within its charter, 1o expeditc progress toward these
University goals. The following issues will be considered:
1. Fnhance collaberation between faculty, admmnistration and staff to facilitate
faculty participation in University goals.
2. Improve perception that FFPOC has an fmpact on University operation,




Lad

Provide an avenue (o allow taculty to express concerns regarding financial
planming amd operation.

Frovide a conduit between administration and faculty with inlormation on
enhancing University and College rankings.

Contimie commumnication with other Umversity commirtees,



Attachment 8

Faculty Personnel Committee Report 2003

As you may know, the Faculty Personnel g
L . STapir

Committee 1s a five persani,representatweigammmee
of the faculty. One full professor is elected from each
of the four colleges, and an at large member 1s
elected who must be an associate professor at time of
election. Term of membership is five years and no
faculty member may serve more than one term on the
Personnel Committee. A member normally serves as
chair during the fourth year of the five year term, and
past-chair and Faculty Steering Committee Member
during the fifth year. This year’s committee consisted
of Me as chair, Professor Richard Aronson as past
chair, Professor Jeffrey Sands as chair-elect, and
Professors Jacob Kazakia and Jennifer Swann age <
Committee Members.

The Faculty Personnel Committee advises the
Lehigh Board of Trustees on an appointment to the
office of president, vice president, provost, or dean.
The Personnel ittee also hears appeals from
any faculty meg‘gﬁ{ﬂ%f%n %ﬁi‘%&%&tinn is conducted,
the Personnel Committee is empowered to examine é
all letters and other documents and to question 7 e -
members of the faculty and admmistration for the ﬁ"@ﬂm‘ o :
purpose of establishing the facts of a case.;’"Tﬂe// ¥ Mqﬁ\ . 3'
Personnel Committee may, at its option, petition the %JOF"EL&” |



Provost, the President or the Board of Trustees for
the reconsideration of a decision that caused an
appeal. The Committee considers any testimony,
discussion, or recommendations to be confidential,
but recognizes that such material may not remain
confidential after the Committee makes its
recommendation.

This year The Faculty Personnel Committee met
weekly, and heard appeals from three faculty
members on very different grounds. Specific
recommendations were made to the President in each
of these three cases in accordance with R & P. In
addition, in one case the Committee petitioned
directly to the Board of Trustees. Finally, we
interviewed candidates for administrative jobs, and
worked collaboratively with the newly appointed
Ombudsperson and Harassment officer.

Because of its advisory status, the Faculty
Personnel Committee functions best when both
faculty and administrators are candid, open with
respect to problem solving, and motivated to resolve
rather than escalate problems before them. Very

often the committee is the last place a problem lands.

hat cme before the Personnel
) c‘zﬂnzplex and emotionally




charged and sometimes intractable. This year was no
exception.

We recommend to the faculty that Personnel
issues be brought to the Personnel Committee before
they become so difficult as to defy solution and that
faculty work closely with the newly appointed
ombudsperson and Harrassment Officer to prevent
problem escalation.

I will speak for myself in expressing disappointment
in what the Committee was able to accomplish this
year and concern about general 1ssues of shared
governance at Lehigh. While Lehigh has great
strengths and areas of true distinction, those areas in
need of improvement will require the concerted and
collaborative efforts;and trusting interactions between
Faculty and Administrators at all levels.

Wf KZWM//@W/
/ ol }7 '“W//
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Attachment 9

Draft
Faculty Compensation Committee
Report to Faculty for
2002-2003

Members: Tina Richardson (Chair), Laura Olson (Vice Chair), Richard Roberts,
Parveen Gupta, Dawn Keetley, April Metzler, Ken Sawyers, Constance Cook, Lee

Stanley

Committce Responsibilities. The FCC's responsibility according to R& P
1.2.2.5 indicatces ... “The committee investigates the level of faculty compensation
and benefits relative to market conditions, peer instiations, nniversity priorities,
amd Faculty need. It meets regularly with the administration to participate in the
formation of compensation policy and the distribution of fringe benefsts. The
committee reports regularly to the faculty on its findings and recommendations. The
committee chairperson represents the faculty compensation ecommittee as a member
of the faculty steering committee.” The Committee was committed fo this charter
and worked hard to represent faculty interests in spitc of certain challenging
dynamics associated with organizational change in gencral and administrative
prerosatives,

The committee has beer actively involved in tracking the evelution of compensation
overtime via the benchmarking data and peer institution comparisons, Additionally
we have been involved in reviewing the salary adjustment process and merif pay
inerease processes. Another major issue FCC directly provided input into is the
changes in Lehigh University’s health carc bencfits given national realities. What
follows is an overview of compensation and benefits issues that the committee has
been involved with for the academic year 2002-2003,

Health Care Benefits

FCC was represented on the Advisory Committee on Employee Health Care
Benefits. The recommendations of that Advisory Committee resulted in the decision
to offer cmployvees multiple healtheare plan options. The national trends associated
with health care cost increases resufted increased employee contributions and
increase University contributions to health care which significantly off set some of
emplovee expenses. -

Plan options and Changes to Benefits Tnchud
1. ClassicBlue {the $6{00 deductible fee for scrvice plan)



PPOBIue - the preferred provider organization

SclectBlue {the point of service plan)

Keystone Health Plan Central (HM(O)

Intesrated Behavioral Health (IBH} benefits which wmurrors the benefits
previously available through Magellan. TBH specializes in behavioral health plan
administration, employee assistance program., psychiatric disability management
and waork-life services. -

U g

Eligihility Dates for Benetits

FCC reviewed and supported recommendations of the staff in ITuman
Resources that effective July 1, 2003 the eligibility start dates for many of the
University' s benefits programs be changed from its current requirement of “first of
the manth following™ and employee’s first work day and benefits end dates defined
a5 “the last day of the month in which an employment ends® to an alternative
policy. The proposed policy change will eliminate the waiting period to begin
participation in the flexible benefits plan and its affiliated plans and extend first day
bcenefits coverage Additionally, the ending date for benetfits will be the employces
Iast of work. A possible exception to the termination of medical benefits on the last
day of work may be permitted for those transferring from Lehigh’s medical plan to
Medicare. Individuals in that transition may be allowed coverage throngh Lehigh
through the end of the month in which their employment cnds.

Merit and Salary Adjostment

Salary Adjustment Process (SAP)

The University’s Administration continues to support the SAP and makes some of
the salary adjustments necessary each vear. This task is complex and difficult.
Initially, the salary study and henchmarking ﬂ_ata were used to assist in this process.
That has remained unchanged in this year ot the process; the CUPA-HR data along
with other data sets available in specific disciplines will be used again, but the actual
list of universities in the sample will be different becausce participation in the CUPA-
HR salary survey varies from ycar to year. This has implications for salary
comparisons as salary targets vacillate each vear. The Administration contends that
the CUPA-HR and other data sets will be used to provide general guidelines only.

In order to determine relative performance of Lehigh faculty with that of colleagues
in pecr institutions, data from the NRC 1993 study will be nsed as a gnide for
making such comparisons. Merit, which focuses on individuals and individual
performance, is bascd upon performance in three areas: teaching (40" ), research
and scholarship (40%). and service to the university (20%).

Peer Institutions



Lehigh's AY 2002-2003 CUPA peer institutions list of comparable universitics has
heen modified from the previous year. The Administration describes the change as
slight and duc to the fact that participation in the CUPA-HR salary survey varies
from vear to year. This position was the soaree of spirited discussion and debate
durine the year.

The peer set trom all the instifutions participating in the CUPA-IIR survey includes
private nniversities classified as ‘‘Doctoral” under the new Carnegie classification
scheme and ranked as “Tier 17 or “Tier 2™ “National Universities™ by U.S. News &
World Report. Of abont 75 good universities in this scheme only 31 participated in
the most recent CUPA-HR faculty salary survey.

Changes to the Peer Institutions List tor the AY 2002-2003 inchided the tollowing:
Enstitutions dropped: Washington University, Illinois Institute of Technofogy,
Georgetown, and Johns Hopkins

Institations added: Duke, Duquesne, Howard, University ot Davton, University of
St. Thomas and University of Tulsa. :

This resulted in the following Comprehensive list of institutions: Baylor University,
Boston University. Brown University, Case Western Reserve University, Catholic
[miversity of America, Clarkson University, Dukc University, Emory University.
Fordham University, George Washington University, Howard University,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Pepperdine University, Saint Louis
University, Southern Methodist University, Stanford University, Texas Christian
University, Tulane University, University of Dayton, University of Miami.
University of Saint Thomas, University of San Diego, University of San Francisco,
University of the Pacific, University of Tulsa, Vanderhilt University and Worcester
Poelytechnic Institute.

FCC in Upcoming Academic Year

(xiven the FCO committee’s responsibility to investigate the level of taculty
compensation and benefits relative to market conditions, peer institutions,
university prioritics. and faculty need, 2 major task for the opeoming academic year
is to work toward increasing the committee’s ability te influence decisions that
increase benefits that meet the needs of faculty (such as issues regarding lifc
insurance options. health insurance options, the merit review process, and 5AP).

The major benefits concerns that will top the azenda for the commiitee include a
review of the healthcare plan options the are currently in place. the SAP, make
faculty aware of the fact that next vear the three year financial streams may reflect
the downtiorn in the market which means salary raises are likely to be smaller and
determine how to best monitor and track the changes in all additional benefifs over
time. In order to do this the committee will develop a formalized communnication
gvstemn with the Faculty to ensure that Facubiy concerns are addressed and more
input is received. This may be done through open meetings with the faculty, brown



bag lunch discussions, electronic surveys regarding benefits andfor other
commumnication mechanisms,



Gianne P. Conard AlA
4637 Kemp Court
Alexandria. VA 22311

June 1. 2003

Mr. Stephen F. Thode

Secretary 1o the University Facutty
Rauch Business Center

621 Taylor Street

Bethlehem, PA 18015

Crear Mr. Thode:

Please extend my warm thanks to Drs Cargill, Tarby, and Williams for their {ovely
and fitting Memorial Resclution in memory of aur father. it capiured the flavor of
his life and personality and is a wonderful fribute to a man who lived and loved a

full life.

Lehigh was a large part of our lives growing up - from our first swimming lessons
to our first fraternity parties [[ won't say which came first!]. My sisters and | grew
up wandering the corridors and labs of the old Williams Hall, the smell of
formaldehyde ever etched in cur nostrils and the gems of the geclogy [abs
sparkiing in our eyes. The embrace of the giant beech tree in front of the library
still encircles childhood memories. Visiting our father on campus was always a
treat, and the Lehigh community was a warm welcoming. and stimulating
environment.

Lehigh meant a [ot to our father, and we are glad to know that his faculty peers
recognized and respected his commitment and passion for research and.
especially, for teaching the students to whom he dedicated so much of his
attention. [t means a loi to all of us that this resolution was adopted. Thank you.

Sincerely.

Gianne 1. Cénard



