New Jersey Presidents’ Council
Academic Issues Committee
January 20, 2023
10:00 a.m.

Zoom Meeting Link

https://raritanval-edu.zoom.us/j/82907071209?pwd=MmhlZnl2SStVVmdHbzFRVUlIcFcwQT09
Meeting ID: 829 0707 1209

Passcode: 505823

MINUTES

I. Call to Order / Roll Call  

Diane Recinos – Berkeley College

David Stout – Brookdale Community College

Peter Ubertaccio – Caldwell University

Rafael Castilla - Eastwick College

Deborah Preston – Mercer County Community College

Linda Scherr – Middlesex College

Pamela E. Scott-Johnson – Monmouth University

Junius Gonzales – Montclair State University

Donna Breault – New Jersey City University

Edwin Hou – New Jersey Institute of technology

Cindy Jebb – Ramapo College

Michael McDonough – Raritan Valley Community College

Sheri Pontarollo – Raritan Valley Community College

Roberta Harvey – Rowan University

Kim O’Halloran – Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey

Gary Crosby – Saint Elizabeth’s University

Leamor Kahanov – Stockton University

Jon Connolly – Sussex County Community College

Eric Taylor – OSHE

Donna Rogalski – OSHE

Lori Harris-Ransom – OSHE

Adrian Wright – OSHE

Catherine Sackey - OSHE

Allison Samay - NJPC
II. Approval of Minutes of the December 2, 2022 Meeting
Dr. Rafael Castilla moved for the approval of the December 2nd, 2022 meeting. Dr. Jon Connolly seconded the motion. Minutes were approved.

III. Report from the Chair
Mike McDonough, in noting the large number of proposals, thanked the committee members for their service on this committee and their willingness to accept multiple assignments. Mike also proposed that the committee consider a retreat at the conclusion of the spring semester to review some of the central and critical concerns that seem to dominant discussions.

IV.
New Programs
                 

A. Fairleigh Dickinson University
1. Master of Healthcare Administration, CIP 52.2211
First Reader: David Birdsell, Kean University
Second Reader: Roberta Harvey, Rowan University

Dr. Birdsell, while noting that the proposal was, in so many ways, exemplary, also identified one substantive concern: that the proposal failed to adequately address standard 3.4 (a). In short, the institution’s revision should offer a deeper analysis of the program’s distinctiveness, those programmatic elements that distinguish it from all other programs. Dr. Harvey also noted two other minor concerns: first, standard 1.6 (a), providing a clearer summary of the program outcomes; and second, standard 3.3 (b), providing a statement to address the notion of external collaboration (a consistency that the committee is applying to all proposals).

The final resolution was that this proposal will be returned to the institution for revision.

B. Rowan College of South Jersey
1. A.A.S. Mechanical Engineering Technology Program, CIP 15.085
First Reader: David Stout, Brookdale Community College
Second Reader: Edwin Hou, New Jersey Institute of Technology
Dr. Stout provided a brief summary of the proposal, noting that it offered a solid set of details in support of the program. However, he did identify one missing substantive element: standard 1.6 an analysis of the comparative programs, allowing Rowan College of South jersey to document both quality (rigor) and distinctiveness. The institution did list three similar programs, but did not offer any analysis or commentary about difference or distinctiveness. Dr. Stout did identify one or two other areas of perhaps more technical concern (academic credentials of the consultant). Dr. Hou and others agreed with Dr. Stout’s review.

The final resolution was that this proposal will be returned to the institution for revision.

C. Rowan University
1. Bachelor of Arts in Computer Systems Technology, CIP 15.1202
First Reader: Pamela Scott-Johnson, Monmouth University
Second Reader: Deborah Preston, Mercer County Community College
Dr. Scott-Johnson highlighted some of the defining characteristics of the program, including the multiple partnerships, the fully online delivery, the clarity of the course descriptions and the learning outcomes, and the variety of certifications embedded into the curriculum.

The final resolution was that this proposal be approved.

2. Bachelor of Science in Data Science, CIP 30.7001
First Reader: Linda Scherr, Middlesex County College
Second Reader: Jon Connolly, Sussex County Community College

The final resolution was that this proposal be approved.

3. Master of Social Work, CIP 44.0701
First Reader: Diane Recinos, Berkeley College
Second Reader: Rafael Castilla, Eastwick College
The Committee identified four minor concerns that the institution is required to address: 1.7 provide more evidence of employer input; 1.9 (a) include a statement about how the program may adapt to new technologies; 1.9 (c) while the metrics for assessment are identified it is not clear how the institution will implement “course correction” strategies; and standard 2, rather than providing links to the labor market data include the data in the narrative. The Committee also noted that while the proposal identified 25 courses the institution only provided 6 course descriptions. This last concern prompted additional committee discussion, but is not a requirement at this stage for resubmission.

The final resolution was that this proposal was granted conditional approval. The institution needs to provide the revisions documented above.
4. PhD in Chemical Engineering, CIP 14.0701
First Reader: Donna Breault, New Jersey City University
Second Reader: Leamor Kahanov, Stockton University
The Committee recommended conditional approval, identifying one or two minor revisions: that the institution provide a little more detail regarding the engagement and effectiveness of the advisory board, that in 1.8 the institution clarify the distinction between services for undergraduate students and support services for graduate students, and that in standard 3 the institution provide more detail about the distinctiveness of this specific graduate program.

The final resolution was that this proposal was granted conditional approval. The institution needs to provide the revisions documented above.

5. PhD in Civil Engineering, CIP 14.0801
First Reader: Cindy Jebb, Ramapo College of New Jersey
Second Reader: Rafael Castilla, Eastwick College
Dr. Jebb expressed strong support for the proposal but noted some concerns: first that the student learning outcomes were not presented in the form of a table (1.5); second, that the Program evaluation Guide, providing material relevant to 1.5 (outcomes) and 1.6 (curriculum) was missing; and third, that the institution provided little evidence in 1.7 (documenting employer input).

The final resolution was that this proposal was granted conditional approval. The institution needs to provide the revisions documented above.

6. PhD in Electrical & Computer Engineering, CIP 14.4701
First Reader: Kim O’Halloran, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey
Second Reader: Junius Gonzales, Montclair State University
Dr. O’Halloran, while acknowledging the overall strength of the proposal, noted that the institution did not provide an adequate response to 1.7 – employer input. In addition, Dr. Gonzales wondered if the proposal needed more specific detail about DEI recruitment efforts and if there were more recent data about student outcomes and graduation rates.

The final resolution was that this proposal was granted conditional approval. The institution needs to provide the revisions documented above.

7. PhD in Engineering Education, CIP 14.9999
First Reader: Gary Crosby, Saint Elizabeth University
Second Reader: Jon Connolly, Sussex County Community College
The final resolution was that this proposal be approved.
8. PhD in Mechanical Engineering, CIP 14.1901
First Reader: Edwin Hou, New Jersey Institute of Technology
Second Reader: Diane Recinos, Berkeley College
The final resolution was that this proposal be approved.

D. Stockton University
1. Bachelor of Science in Accounting, CIP 52.0301

First Reader: Deborah Preston, Mercer County Community College
Second Reader: Michael McDonough, Raritan Valley Community College
2. Bachelor of Science in Business Analytics, CIP 30.7102

First Reader: Jon Connelly, Sussex County Community College
Second Reader: David Stout, Brookdale Community College
3. Bachelor of Science in Finance, CIP 52.0801

First Reader: Michael McDonough, Raritan Valley Community College
Second Reader: David Birdsell, Kean University
The final resolution was that all three proposals been returned to the institution because the proposal id not adopt the format of the standards forms. Readers found it difficult to determine compliance and were unable to locate some of the required information.
V. For Your Information
A. Montclair State University

New Undergraduate Certificate Program – General Education Studies

B. Raritan Valley Community College
New Certificate in Social Media Specialist
C. Rowan University

Initiation of Certificate Offerings
D. Stockton University

A concentration in American Studies 4+1 Program, Masters in American

Studies (CIP 05.0102) and Bachelor of Arts in Philosophy and Religion (CIP

38.0001)

A concentration in American Studies 4+1 Program, Masters in American

Studies (CIP 05.0102) and Bachelor of Arts in Political Science (CIP 45.1001)

VI. Old Business
A.  New Jersey Center for Teaching & Learning
1.      Master of Science in Teaching and Learning Biology, CIP 13.1322

First Reader: Peter Ubertaccio, Caldwell University
Second Reader: Pamela Scott-Johnson, Monmouth University

The initial review and discussion concerning the New Jersey Center for Teaching and Learning’s resubmission for a Master’s of Science in Teaching and Learning Biology prompted a lengthy and nuanced debate. The first reader identified a number of concerns, all prompting him to recommend that the Committee not approve this program:

▪that the proposal seems to mistake – or to ignore – that state requirement for biology/life science K-12 faculty. This requirement establishes a 30-credit framework and successful completion of the Praxis II subject area exam;

▪that a central flaw in the proposal continues to be the fundamental distinction between teaching science and “knowing” science: in other words, if the program is to prepare “science educators,” then those students must have a firm grasp of the science itself;

▪that following from this line of critical discussion, an essential question remains unanswered: will the program admit only those students with a baccalaureate degree in science? If so, then the program will provide an opportunity for those students to expand their pedagogical repertoire and to achieve better results in the classroom. But if the program will admit students without that science background, then those significant objections remain;

▪that the program fails to mention or to reference the New Jersey Science Learning Standards;

▪and that the program appears grounded in only pedagogical framework or theory and that it might benefit for the inclusion of other teaching theories and frameworks, offering students a more comprehensive toolkit for instruction.

Then, a very lengthy discussion followed. The following topics continued to animate much of the conversation:

▪that the institution did respond to the concerns raised during the initial review, but some of these responses prompted additional concerns. For example, in revising their response to 1.5 (a), readers were able to identify new concerns;

▪that committee members would like to see clarity about the enrollment pre-requisite: in other words, will the program only accept those students with an appropriate background in the biological sciences? (although the institution notes that this program is open to students without any prior biology credits);

▪that many members expressed the urgent need to train teachers and the continuing market needs in New jersey and beyond;

▪the continuing expansion of CEP and AP requires science teachers with substantive science backgrounds and expertise; yet in 1.6 (d) the institution asserts that the program is designed for students without any prior biology credits or content knowledge;

▪continuing chorus of members uncomfortable with the notion that you can teach a science without a science background (or 30-credits in the discipline);

▪that this robust conversation highlighted a unique academic decision (and critical function of the committee): how do you best prepare students to teach a science without those students possessing a science background?

▪that if the institution were to recruit only those students with a science background, the proposal would likely be approved (or if the institution were to teach the science itself within the program);

▪that for some members the question of “quality” remained: in other words, that the burden to demonstrate program quality rests on the institution, especially in terms of academic quality and rigor. Some members felt that the institution needed to provide more evidence of that ability to document and sustain academic quality;

▪that the institution needs to provide more evidence of how this program is in compliance with those standards that seek to document program quality;

▪similar concerns framed the conversation about the computer science proposal and the elementary mathematics proposal;

▪the following items identified the concerns regarding the elementary mathematics resubmission: 

▪Standard 1.2:  Although the distinction of elementary math is K-8, which may be accurate, the scaffolding and distinction is not identified in the coursework or elsewhere other than the justification for the reviewer’s comments.  Thus, not evident to students or marketing materials.

 

▪Standard 1.3 – adding a Librarian did not change the concern with content experts and the faculty teaching in the program.

 

▪Standard 1.5 – no substantial change other than justification with the scaffolding.

 

▪Standard 2.1 – same comment as Standard 1.2

 

▪Standard 2.2 – the standard asks for employment statistics which is what has been provided – yet program demand pertaining to student pipeline has decreased across NJ and the nation potentially diluting current programs.  At the same time, the affordability is attractive for equity and inclusion.

 

2. Master of Science in Teaching and Learning Computer Science, CIP 13.1321

First Reader: Junius Gonzales, Montclair University 
Second Reader: David Birdsell, Kean University

3. Master of Science in Teaching and Learning Elementary Mathematics, CIP 13.1311

First Reader: Leamor Kahanov, Stockton University
Second Reader: David Stout, Brookdale Community College

The final resolution was that these three resubmissions will be returned to the institution for revision.

VII. New Business

