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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
The Faculty Senate presents here for consideration by the university faculty a proposal for 
implementation of a workload reform from a six-unit (3:3) teaching load to a five-unit (3:2) teaching 
load, premised on a (re)commitment to the kinds of high-impact practices and relationship-rich 
education initially envisioned by Stetson’s Unit Curriculum and laid out in Stetson’s Mission and 
Values.   
 
What would this reform mean for the typical Stetson student? From the student perspective, faculty 
would be more readily available for meaningful engagement both inside and outside the classroom; 
learning outcomes related to their field of study would be met through increased high-impact practices 
toward which faculty would be able to dedicate more time; and, finally, in many areas, there would be 
more, and more flexible, opportunities for students to receive credit toward their major and credit 
toward graduation more generally, including the number of short-term, affordable study-away and 
service-learning experiences. Overall, the reallocation of faculty time would mean stronger 
relationships with faculty members who will be leading students through hands-on, skills-based 
experiences; this would often occur in smaller groups. Stetson’s mission is to provide excellent 
education in a creative community where learning and values meet, and to prepare them to live and 
work as global citizens. Increased opportunities within their curriculum for deep engagement in 
relationship with content experts is aligned with this mission. 
 
We begin by describing the principles that guide our thinking, the goals we seek to achieve, and the 
outcomes we expect to occur. We then list a series of recommendations to the University, including 
next steps and implementation. We base our recommendations upon: 1) consultations with the Faculty 
Senate; the university faculty; the President and Provost; and the Deans of the College of Arts & 
Sciences, School of Business, and the School of Music; 2) a thorough review of internal and external 
data drawn from IR, Enrollment Management, Academic Affairs, and the Faculty Finance Committee 
as well as workload models and curricula at peer and aspiration institutions with 3:2 teaching loads (we 
are influenced in particular by workload reforms made by The College of New Jersey, Rhodes College, 
and Vassar College and curricular models at Richmond, Furman, and Washington & Lee); and 3) A 
careful review of the principles, goals, and outcomes of the Unit Curriculum, as initially articulated and 
deployed.i  
 
Should the university faculty elect to adopt this proposal, it is essential to recognize that its 
implementation will require significant additional work by faculty in its initial stages, and significant 
continuing work to implement the desired workload, scheduling, and pedagogical changes. 



II. PRINCIPLES AND GOALS OF WORKLOAD REFORM 
 
Principles 
According to available data (see Appendix I), student outcomes appear to have peaked at Stetson 
University in 2011, three years after the initial implementation of the Unit Curriculum (see Appendix II). 
Review of relevant data also shows that student outcomes and engagement declined at Stetson after 2011, 
even as Stetson faculty report teaching substantially more classes and advising more students than similar 
institutions, seemingly due to a combination of rapid enrollment growth, without comparable tenure track 
hiring, and a lack of Workload Reform usually associated with Unit Curriculum reform along the lines of 
Rhodes, TCNJ, and Vassar (see Appendix II, Appendix III).  
 
The decline in student outcomes since 2011 is no doubt linked in part to the decline in student selectivity, 
preparation, and ability to pay as measured by increasing acceptance rates, declining yield, declining CI, 
increasing Pell eligibility, declining persistence, retention, and graduation rates. There is nonetheless little 
doubt, based on the available evidence, that student outcomes and experiences could be substantially 
enhanced and persistence and retention improved if faculty had more time to invest in “high-impact” 
practices and a “relationship-rich education” (Felten and Lambert), as indicated by the successful 
outcomes in the period from 2008 to 2011. As illustrated below (Appendix II, Appendix III), most 
schools that carry out such a transformative Curriculum Reform grounded in high-impact practices and 
experiential learning do so in conjunction with a Workload Reform, either from 4:4 to 3:3 (e.g., 
Centenary), 3:3 to 3:2 (e.g., Rhodes, TCNJ), or 3:2 to 2:2 (e.g., Vassar). Stetson did not carry out such a 
Workload Reform and, indeed, did not maintain the 12:1 student to TT faculty ratio envisioned in the 
proposal, but instead moved to 17:1 by 2018-2019 (see Appendix IV). Fortunately, data on current 
enrollments, class sizes, and former peers with 3:2 teaching loads (Appendix V) indicate that we now 
have a unique opportunity to carry out such a Workload Reform by leveraging lower enrollments to 
improve student experiences.  
 
Goals 
 
Research across higher education shows that what students “value most about college are the 
relationships they formed—the people who afforded them a sense of belonging, helped shape their 
professional and personal identities, and guided them in discerning their purpose in the world and values 
that are most meaningful to them”, first and foremost their relationships with faculty (Felten and 
Lambert, 147). This research is borne out in national studies, such as the National Survey of Student 
Engagement (NSSE). Indeed, according to NSSE data (Appendix I), Stetson’s own experiment in 
institutionalizing a “relationship-rich education” by moving to a Unit Curriculum (Appendix II) that 
incorporated a variety of “high impact” (NSSE/LEAP) pedagogies–– Capstone Courses and Projects, 
Collaborative Assignments and Projects, Common Intellectual Experiences, Diversity/Global Learning, 
ePortfolios, First-Year Seminars and Experiences, Internships, Learning Communities, Service 
Learning/Community-Based Learning, Undergraduate Research, and Writing-Intensive Courses (see 
Appendix VI)–– initially yielded exceptionally positive outcomes, as reported by our own students, far 
beyond those of similarly- and even better-resourced peers. But Stetson never fully institutionalized these 
practices or student experiences across the curriculum. Nor did we provide the time or resources for 
faculty to achieve these outcomes in the wake of rapid enrollment growth, since we did not provide 
proportional TT hiring (Appendix IV).1 

 
1 Indeed, as Felten and Lambert argue, while Stetson adopted, for example, “first-year seminars in an effort to work against the 
tide [of enrollment growth]… these well-intentioned programs either fail[ed] to meet their full potential or [left] students with 
[insufficient] relationship-rich experience[s] in their first two years of college” (52). Nor was sufficient time provided for 
“mentoring” students outside the classroom (Felten and Lambert, 53), much less institutionalizing the “high-impact” practices 



 
The goal of 3:2 plus 1 workload reform would be to allow faculty to support and guide the student 
outcomes initially envisioned and only partially realized by the Unit Curriculum by reallocating 5-6 hours 
a week of faculty time to a variety of high-impact practices, experiential learning, mentored research, the 
integration of faculty scholarship into the curriculum, and other forms of active engagement, both inside 
and outside the classroom, that are currently difficult to achieve under the status quo. These various forms 
of pedagogical engagement, which constitute the “plus 1” in the 3:2 plus 1 (see Appendix VI for 
examples), will be delineated by the faculty and reported upon annually in the FAR, until such time 
(initially three years) that we feel, based on qualitative and quantitative analysis, that the workload reform 
has indeed been institutionalized, as measured by the facilitation of a more robust and active pedagogy 
across our programs and schools. At that point, the reporting of plus 1s will be reevaluated, and we can 
choose to continue, discontinue, or reform reporting of plus 1s in FARs. 
 
We recognize that some simplification of curricular pathways, following the parameters of the Unit 
Curriculum Reform and programs at other 3:2 institutions with Unit Curricula, may be necessary in 
several programs in order to implement such a reform. Perhaps, too, programs will envision +1s as 
alternatives or enhancements to existing program requirements. Along these lines, we also hope that we 
might leverage improved pathways to refine and recalibrate our learning outcomes in new or existing 
courses and/or integrate new courses into our majors and general education (see 3:2 plus 1 Planning 
Guide in Appendix VII). Some examples include reducing the number of units in programs that have 
more units than are typical at other 3:2 institutions with 32-35 Unit curricula (e.g., Furman, Washington 
& Lee, and Richmond); integrating essential learning outcomes and “high-impact” practices (e.g., 
research methods, scholarly writing, statistical training, or other critical skills) across multiple units 
within a major curriculum instead of relying on a single (or small cluster of) methodology and theory 
courses; utilizing more courses that might that have similar learning outcomes in other programs; 
redistributing some general education requirements from higher enrolled programs to lower enrolled 
programs; creating a more intentional advising process that helps identify and advise students who are 
not succeeding, especially in high demand, highly-scaffolded majors, to find suitable alternatives; 
developing curricular pathways with fewer and/or mutual requirements that might facilitate the 
possibility of more double majors and dual degrees across the three schools; and enhancing our General 
Education program by embedding new GLOs for Diversity and Inclusion and Global Learning, possibly 
via the V and JSEM courses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
envisioned by the Unit Curriculum. 



III. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

We envision a five-year implementation process, which begins with faculty approval of this proposal 
and creation of a Steering Committee (Year One); continues with the planning and implementation of 
workload and associated curriculum reform (Years Two and Three); and then moves on to the 
assessment and evaluation of the outcomes of the reform (Years Three through Five). 
 
1) Steering Committee (Year One): Immediately after approval of this proposal by the faculty and 
administration, establish a steering committee composed of the Senate Academic Affairs Committee, the 
Chairs of University Curriculum Committees, the Deans, and additional faculty appointments and sub-
committees as needed, to oversee and guide implementation of the proposal, per recommendations 2) 
through 6). The committee should work closely with the Deans and Provost to assess and ensure 
progress.  
 
2) Provide  a broad list of “high-impact” practices that constitute a “plus one” (Year One). This list 
will draw on existing “high-impact” practices already delineated in Stetson’s T&P standards within and 
across divisions and schools, supplemented by additional best practices at other 3:2 schools with 32 Unit 
Curricula. The deployment of these practices will generally fall into two categories: “high-impact” 
practices that are embedded into one or more of a faculty members five full (or multiple half) unit 
courses; and/or “high-impact” practices that foster student engagement outside of the regular five-unit 
curriculum, such as independent studies, reading groups, mentored research, internships, and study-
abroad. Since the kinds of “high-impact” practices and engagement envisioned by the “plus one” closely 
align with both the Unit Curriculum Reform (Appendix II), including the AAC&U and LEAP rubrics on 
which this curriculum and the curriculum at many liberal arts universities with 3:2 and 2:2 teaching 
loads, these rubrics might provide a guide for articulating some of these practices (Appendix VI). All 
tenure-track faculty will be expected to indicate the ways they are continuing or implementing additional 
versions of such practices in the FAR for the first three years after the workload reform (Plus 1). 

 
3) Develop a Plan (Year Two) and Implement (Year Three)  3:2 Workload Reform at the Program Level. 
After the approval of the proposal in Year One, spend the next Academic Year (Year Two) developing a 
plan to reduce all full-time faculty teaching at least a 2:2 load, inclusive of course releases for service, 
by one additional course per year, beginning in the second academic year following the approval of the 
proposal (Year Three). While the planning process may indicate isolated cases where additional FTE are 
essential to implementation, the goal is to achieve this reform in a cost-neutral fashion, provided that 
Fall undergraduate enrollment does not exceed 2,750 students (at which point a proportional increase in 
TT hires has been promised). All faculty already on half time (2:1) or less will continue with that 
workload unless or until we have the resources to provide additional reductions in course load. We will 
also evaluate the structure of administrative course releases more generally to determine whether we can 
regain some FTEs from faculty in administrative roles (e.g. the President and Dean of A&S, already 
teach one course a year). While all junior faculty and new tenure-track hires will come in with a 3:2 
teaching load, tenured faculty who choose to do so may continue with a 3:3 workload unless or until 
they retire or depart Stetson, at which point a 3:2 load would become the norm for their respective tenure 
track line. Full-time non-TT Professors of Practice and Visiting Assistant Professors should also receive 
a single course reduction in load to increase the opportunity for incorporating “high-impact” practices 
among non-TT faculty (e.g., moving from a 4:4 to 4:3 load wherever possible).  

 
4) Develop a Plan for (Year Two) and Implement (Year Three) Simplified Curricular Pathways and/or 
Additional Curriculum Reform, as needed, at the program level: Following the initial goals of the Unit 
Curriculum Reform, all majors “should generally require a minimum of 10 course units and a maximum 
of 12 course units within the department of the major. Minors should generally require a minimum of 4 
course units and a maximum of 5 course units.” While it is expected that this number of units (10-12), 
which should include all collateral requirements and prerequisites, will be the norm across the 



Humanities and Social Sciences Division, it is understood that the Natural Sciences, the School of 
Business, the School of Music, and some interdisciplinary majors may need to retain a more robust 
number of units (13+). Any majors that require 13 or more units will be encouraged to justify that 
number by pointing to programs and learning outcomes at peer and aspiration schools, most logically 
but not exclusively 3:2 schools with 32-35 Unit curricula (e.g., Furman, Washington & Lee, Richmond), 
and/or pressing accreditation needs that cannot be met in fewer units. 
 
5) Assessment (Years Three through Five): Ensure that programs and curriculum committees charged 
with assessment include  the goals of the 3:2 Plus 1 Workload reform in subsequent program and general 
education assessment of learning outcomes and include a formal discussion of these efforts in their 
annual reports for the first three years after the reform. Some examples of successful outcomes, as 
suggested above, might include, but are not limited to: quantifying and valuing out of load high-impact 
pedagogies currently practiced by faculty; increase in high-impact practices and learning outcomes 
related to the QEP (GAP); recognizing remediation in faculty workload; more (and more flexible) 
opportunities for students to receive credit toward their major and toward graduation more generally, 
including the number of short-term, affordable study-away and service-learning experiences, etc.; a 
reduction in the bureaucracy around curriculum reform, whether in developing and implement new 
methods within existing courses or introducing new credit-bearing opportunities; integrating DEI and 
global learning outcomes more intentionally into General Education and programs. The positive 
outcomes for faculty and students are deeply integrated. 
 
6) Evaluation (Years Three through Five): The Faculty Senate should engage the University faculty and 
the Deans to examine the University's tenure and promotion process to ensure that the process is 
consonant with the teaching expectations implied by the change in workload. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Appendix I: Data on Student Engagement, Yield, and Faculty Workload 
 

Spring 2020 HERI Survey: Faculty Workload 

 

 
 

Yield Rate: Fall 2023 Enrollment Management Goal Setting Presentation (September 2022) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Declining Rate of Independent Study Courses Taught (IRE, 2022) 

 
 

 
2017 NSSE High Impact Practices Compared to Peers 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 



Appendix II: Principles and Goals of Stetson Unit Curriculum 
 
PRINCIPLES AND GOALS OF THE UNIT CURRICULUM 

 
As indicated in the 2008-2009 Unit Curriculum reform, a “Stetson education is transformative. It 
extends students’ knowledge of human cultures and the natural world. It enables students to become 
more reflective about their beliefs and choices, more aware of different ways of understanding the 
world, and more prepared to respond creatively to challenges they will face in their lifetimes. It 
transforms students into informed, engaged, and empowered individuals and citizens.”  
 
In pursuing this curriculum reform, we emphasized our commitment to the following five principles: 
 
1) “Knowledge of Human Cultures and the Natural World: Students gain knowledge that enhances their 
understanding of the world they inhabit; makes them more reflective about their own and others’ 
beliefs; enables them to respond thoughtfully and flexibly to cultural, social, and environmental 
change; and gives them the opportunity to increase their capacity for aesthetic responsiveness and 
scientific inquiry. They become aware of themselves as members of distinct intellectual and cultural 
traditions. 

 
2) “Personal, Social and Environmental Responsibility: Students gain a greater sense of responsibility 
and develop their capacities for ethical reflection and action in their personal, professional, and public 
lives. They are prepared for civic engagement and capable of analyzing the ethical dimensions of what 
they say, do, and believe. 

 
3) “Intellectual and Practical Skills: Students acquire skills in analytical, critical, creative, and 
quantitative thinking; in written and oral communication; in problem-solving as individuals and as 
members of groups and communities. They can assess empirical and theoretical claims, interpret cultural 
expressions, evaluate competing ways of understanding the world, and respond creatively to challenges 
in both their personal and professional lives. 

 
4) “Specialized Knowledge and Skills: Students develop a deeper knowledge of at least one subject, and 
acquire skills necessary for that knowledge, by the successful completion of a major. 

 
5) “Integrative Learning”: Students gain the ability to synthesize learning and to think beyond the 
paradigms of any one disciplinary approach to the world, by applying knowledge and skills to complex 
questions that invite multi-disciplinary inquiry. 
 
In order to carry out these five principles we emphasized the following goals: 
 
1) “Significant improvements to the first-year experience, through small class size, pedagogy that 
emphasizes and fosters active engagement, and course content that provides multiple opportunities for 
focused exploration of enduring and contemporary questions from a range of disciplinary perspectives.” 

 
2) A “curriculum that offers opportunities for experiential learning, to include study abroad, study away, 
service learning, community-based research, and out-of-classroom experiences that complement learning 
in the major, in general education, and in elective courses. Encourage experiential learning through 
courses that emphasize student engagement and/or experiential learning off campus… Faculty who 
participate must be able to count a course taught for this purpose as a full course unit as part of the 
regular teaching load. Increase the use of integrative, interdisciplinary, or multi-disciplinary approaches 
in our courses.” 

 



3) A “new understanding of general education, starting with the assumption that it requires the 
development of new knowledge, new understandings, and more sophisticated skills in, for example, 
writing, speaking, and critical analysis, over all four years. The general education curriculum should 
become simpler and more coherent in its structure, more intentional, and more engaged with larger 
issues and challenges students are likely to face in the 21st century.” 

 
4) To “implement courses, culminating in the senior project, that emphasize a student’s ability to 
develop independent understandings, through research or creative expression; these may well depart 
from received ideas and make unique contributions to what is known or understood about a topic.” 

 
5) To “focus more of the academic experience on the values the university has already articulated as 
distinctive to a Stetson education: understandings of human diversity and difference, both globally 
and locally… commitments to human wellness; and environmental awareness, responsibility, and 
sustainability.” 

 
6) To “enhance our students' capacity for active decision making, including their educational choices.” 

 
7) To “increase our faculty's ability to offer a variety of engaging courses by lessening the rigidity of 
the general education curriculum. 

 
8) A “curriculum that will encourage more students to complete their education here with us, 
increasing both retention rates and graduation rates. Our students will achieve greater success in terms 
of both job and graduate school placement. In turn, the quality of students we attract may also increase. 
The value of a Stetson education may increase as well.” 
 
9) “This proposal does not envision maintaining the status quo with respect to the allocation of faculty 
time, and its distribution between course for general education and courses in support of majors. Once 
faculty time has been apportioned to successfully teach the courses which need to be taught, the 
College should prioritize further allocation of faculty time to help ensure that faculty sabbaticals are 
well supported, to reduce the College's dependence on adjuncts, particularly in courses for first year 
students, and to move the College forward in giving release time for tenure-track junior faculty in order 
to assist them in meeting College's and the University's research requirements for tenure and 
promotion.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



Appendix III: Principles and Goals of Unit Schools’ Combined Workload and 
Curriculum Reforms 

 
Rhodes College 
 

 
chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://dlynx.rhodes.edu/jspui/bitstream/10267/2249/1/Intro%20to%20T
he%20New%20Rhodes%20Curriculum.pdf 

 
The College of New Jersey 
 

 
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/http://tcnjft.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/MOA-62.pdf 

 
Vassar College 
 

  



Appendix IV: Data on outcomes of Unit Curriculum 2008-2011 and negative trends after 2011 
 
 

2012 IR report on 2011 NSSE Data 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 



Appendix V: Data indicating Workload Reform is possible 
 

Enrollment Numbers from Fall 2023 Goal Setting (September 2022) 
 

 
 

More Open Seats in Fall Classes (IRE, 2022) 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



More Open Seats in Spring Classes (IRE, 2022) 
 

 
 

Current Stetson Curriculum Structure 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Stetson Curriculum Structure Compared to Peers 

*The Gen Ed number includes all hidden requirements, whether four semesters of language (Richmond) 
or additional WE (Stetson, Washington & Lee), so this number might appear higher than what is 
officially listed at Stetson (9) or comparison schools (10-12).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Total 
Gen 
Ed* 

ENGL EDUC HIST PSYC BIOL CSCI MUSC ACCT 

Furman (U) 32 14 9 19 10 14 13 13 18.5 13 

Richmond (U) 35 13 11   11 15 15 16 13 23 

Wash & Lee (C) 35 14 11   12 14 13 12 12   

Siena (C) 38 12 15 23 16 12 16 15   21 

Vassar (U) 32 11 11.5 9.5 11 10 11 11 11.5   

Average 34.4 12.8 11.5 17.17 12 13 13.6 13.4 13.75 19 

Stetson (U) 32 11 12 20 11 12 13 15 25.5 17 



Appendix VI: Examples of “High Impact” Practices, including Sample “Plus Ones” 
 

From AAC&U and LEAP High Impact Practices  

     
 

 
 
https://www.aacu.org/trending-topics/high-impact 



http://ts3.nashonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/AACU-LEAP-High-Impact-Practice-Characteristics.pdf 
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://provost.tufts.edu/celt/files/High-Impact-Ed-
Practices1.pdf 
 
Scale of Educationally Purposeful Activities (From NSSE) 
 

  
 
chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://provost.tufts.edu/celt/files/High-Impact-Ed-
Practices1.pdf 
 

Sample Plus Ones 
 
Outside Regular Five Unit (3:2) Load 
 
Mentored Research with Faculty (RA, ISY, 499) 
Mounting Senior Exhibition 
Mentored Research with Faculty in non-498/499 courses 
Linked and co-taught courses 
Department Research Colloquia 
Career/Skills Colloquia/Workshops 
Teaching Assistantships 
Study Abroad Class 
Service-Learning (RA, Internship, ISY) 
Public History/Art Projects  
Mentoring Honors Project (ISY) 
Reading Group, Tutorial, or Half/Full Unit ISY 
Mentored Internships (ISY) 



Developing Department level E-Portfolios 
Scholarly/Creative Projects that enhance curriculum/pedagogy 
Technical work like firing kilns, repairing equipment, supply management 
Maintaining open studio/office/lab hours in areas that need extra supervision 
Mounting an exhibition with students outside of a class  
Planning a Visiting Artist/Lecture Series 
 
Within Regular Five Unit (3:2) Load 
 
Introducing High-Impact Practices related to the QEP (Information Literacy) 
Introducing Theory and/or Methodology 
Introducing Opportunities for Primary research 
Introducing Travel/Study Abroad Components 
Introducing Experiential Components 
Introducing DEI pedagogies 
Introducing Oral Presentation, including preparation for academic conferences 
Introducing Group Activities and Projects, including peer review 
Integrating co-curricular lectures, discussions, and other out-of-class opportunities 
Integrating conferences, outlines, and drafts 
Integrating Service-Learning and Community Engagement 
Introducing Writing-Enhanced Pedagogy 
Integrating General and Discipline Specific-Information Literacy  
Mentoring Research in non-498/499 context (100/200 level classes) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

Appendix VII 3:2 Plus 1 Planning Guide 
 

1. Compare Enrollment and FTE (Enrollment per class) in AY 21-22 and AY 22-23 to AY AY 18-
19, AY 19-20, and AY 20-21 (which was a class largely recruited pre-COVID). To what degree has 
the decrease in enrollment over the past two years been matched by a proportional decrease in 
FTE? If not, how much of those enrollment “savings” can be put toward implementing a 3:2 plus 1.2 
 
For example, if your average class size over 35 courses offered by 6 full-time faculty (1 course release for 
chair) was 14.5 through AY 20-21 (508 students typically served) and is now 12.7 over 35 courses since 
AY 20-21 (445 students typically served) offered by 6 full-time faculty (1 course release for Chair), could 
you now offer 29 courses for those 455 students (15.3 per class), or .8 more students per class, not 
including any additional credit-bearing “plus ones”, and still serve your majors? 
 
2. Compare your Major Requirements to Furman, Richmond, Washington & Lee and, if necessary, 
other 3:2 institutions with 32-35 Unit Curricula (e.g. Reed, Grinnell, etc.). Does your major require 
a similar number of units?  
 
For example, if Furman and Richmond average 12 units, counting all prerequisites/corequisites in your 
major, and your major requires 14 units, could you reduce your major requirements by two units and 
embed those learning outcomes in existing courses (or “plus ones”, see below)? 
 
3. Are there any Major Requirements, elective or otherwise, that might easily be fulfilled by 
targeted, credit-bearing “plus ones”? 
 
For example, if you cannot reduce the number of units in the major, could you offer a cluster of tutorials 
or special topic courses or mentored research or experiential learning opportunities for majors that might 
count toward a typical elective or methods requirement, but have rotating subject matter and smaller 
enrollments? 
 
4. Are there Major or General Education Requirements beyond prerequisites and co-requisites that 
could be fulfilled in other disciplines? 
 
For example, some programs at 3:2 and 2:2 liberal arts universities permit or even require 2 units of 
intermediate and/or advanced coursework in cognate disciplines, whether as electives or major 
requirements. In terms of General Education, if your department or program has pressure to deliver 
certain courses or has pressure on course caps, despite a decrease in enrollment, it might be possible to 
remove General Education designations and permit those outcomes to be serviced by cognate departments 
with lower enrollments and/or fewer majors. 
 
5. Are your FTE’s considerably below the threshold typical of Stetson programs relative to former 
peers like Richmond and Furman? 
 

ENG  EDU HIST PSYCH BIO CSCI MUST ACCT Overall FTE3 
 
Richmond  18 6 16 15 21 7 2 9 94 

 
2 Note that enrollment in AY 21‐22, initially bolstered by CARES ACT funding (a 72% discount), already began to falter in 
Spring 22, a trend that continued into AY 22‐23, although PowerBI does not include the specific Fall 2022 numbers. 
3 FTE based on TT (Assistant, Associate, Full) and, if discernible, Full‐time Visiting Professor/Lecturer; no emeritus, full‐time 
deans, adjunct, or lab assistant positions included 



Furman  12 11 12 11 15 7 3 7 78 
Former Peer Average 15 8.5 14 13 18 7 2.5 8 86 
Stetson   11 15 8 10 11 4 2 6 67 
 
Stetson percentage .73 1.76 .57 .77 .61 .57 .80 .75 .78 
 
If so, then perhaps there is a case for making 3:2 plus one contingent on one or two additional FTE, 
whether TT or contingent.  
 

 
i In format, language, and content, this proposal draws substantially on the College of Arts & Sciences 2008-2009 Unit 
Curriculum Reform. 


