Grand Valley State University

General Education Subcommittee 

Minutes of 10-26-09  
PRESENT: James Bell; Phyllis Curtiss; Roger Gilles; Hugh McGuire; Sheldon Kopperl; Dana Munk; Keith Rhodes; William Selesky; David Vessey; Kathryn Waggoner, Penney Nichols-Whitehead; Judy Whipps
ALSO PRESENT: Charlie Lowe, Interim Director of General Education; Krista Rye, Office Coordinator
ABSENT:  Deborah Bambini; Susan Carson; Kari Kensinger; Shelley Schuurman; Gerry Simons
GUESTS:  Maria Cimitile, Provost’s Office; Brian Kipp, Biomedical Sciences Dept; Suzy Showronek, GV Lanthorn
	Agenda Items
	Discussion
	Action / Decisions

	Approval of October 12 Minutes
	Motion to approve; seconded

	Approved.

	Approval of Agenda 
	Motion to approve; seconded

	Approved.

	Introductions
	Judy Whipps will be joining the committee as the CoIS representative.  Suzy Showronek from the Lanthorn joined us for a portion of the meeting; she is writing a piece on how Themes are progressing.

	

	Discussion of Themes
	Based on our discussions, let’s consider some draft language that describes our commitment to the current Themes and the degree to which we would consider revisions or alternatives to the current Themes structure.

Brian Kipp will be joining us later in the meeting to share his proposal for a Minor in Healthcare.  This will be a good test case for us to look at our goals and see if this minor should be considered a Theme.  It will be an opportunity for us to re-articulate what it is we value.

The Draft Language document highlighting where we are based on last meetings discussion was referenced (found on back of the Agenda).

GE assessment requirements present a challenge for the “theme as minor” idea. It may look like a good Theme, but it could be difficult to assess a full minor. Our options are to either, a) not do an assessment on everything, b) don’t do any assessment, c) or come up with a middle ground for assessing.
A committee member noted that when Themes were first started there were courses in multiple Themes.

In reference to the Draft Language document, it might be important to add the “why” to the first two bullets.  It could be significant.  It would be better to try and clarify.  The Chair added that right now the document is internal to GES, but that we should definitely develop the language for outside readers.

Is there anything to further clarify on the Draft Language document, or does this capture everything?
A committee member thought that there are way too many mutually-exclusive categories.  Also, the criteria can’t be too restrictive with pre-requisites, so as not to restrict a Theme to just one Major; or not so many pre-requisites that it becomes prohibitive.


	The Chair will add item to Draft Language reflecting our requirement that Theme courses not have too many prerequisites. Courses generally must be available to all students.

	Preview Discussion of Health Care Minor
	Professor Brian Kipp from Biomedical Sciences will join us to discuss the work of a task force developing a plan for a Health Care minor that might also work as a Theme.

Brian Kipp from Biomedical Science presented his draft proposal for a “Global Perspectives of Health Care in the 21st Century” Minor.
The goal of the minor would be to help with the lateral mobility of students in pre-nursing or other health profession majors.  The view of the committee that created the minor is that students would start it early in their college career.

Brian referenced a handout of the general outline and the proposed Core and Elective courses.  Some of the courses are not yet in existence.
The first course, IHS 100, would be very general. Why is this course so valuable?  Brian stated that students need to be aware coming in the door how challenging getting into some of the programs can be.  Also, students can get to know each other from the beginning in the classroom.  Most Health Care majors will be in the classroom together during their entire college career.

The remaining three Core Course would count towards other requirements, two GE Foundations.

Students would then choose four courses from the Electives category.  Some of these courses do not yet exist.

The overall goal is to give a broad global perspective and produce lateral mobility for some students that many not get into their intended major.

Questions that followed:  The minor is requiring 24 credits, is this a pretty large minor?  Brian responded that they looked at other GVSU minors and found that the range was between 18-30 credits, so 24 falls right in the middle.

The Faculty for other courses have not been involved, correct?  Brian responded that this is correct.  The committee is ready to write the prospectus, but still at the conceptual stage and looking for input from various bodies across campus.

The Chair asked the GES committee what their thoughts were on this proposal.  Discussion continued around a “theme within a minor,” versus a “minor as a theme.”  It seems there are two main issues: 1) all students would have to take three courses from different disciplines, and 2) programs would have to be on board for assessment (unless the proposal became a “theme within a minor”).
We need to make sure that students can’t navigate the minor in such a way as not to get a legitimate Theme.  As far as assessment, one member suggested the possibility of using the assessment already being done as part of course’s role within a Major.
It was noted that we probably wouldn’t even need to discuss this if we have a smaller number of Themes with larger amounts of courses.  This alluded to the six focus areas or global issues referred to in previous Theme discussions. 

Many of these courses will never be GE (e.g., BMS 305 or BIO 355).  Looking through the lens of the current Theme structure, it seems impossible to work at this point.  This is an implicit nudge toward the six larger Theme groupings.
Brian was asked about his initial thoughts on students taking three Theme courses rather than other courses in Electives in order to satisfy Theme credit.  Brian thought this would work as long as you could cross-Theme.  As far as assessment, hopefully there would be some middle ground.  The course will still be assessed, but many not for GE.

A committee member added that in regard to the idea that if you complete the minor, you complete the Theme – if this catches on, how would we assess the GE program?

It always comes back to the issue of a minor as a Theme having problems with oversight.  There has never been a problem with a Theme within a minor, but the idea of a minor as a Theme makes it difficult to see how some courses could meet GE requirements.

A committee member added that if we create a new Theme the content goals would be different for that Theme.  Brian was asked if the current understanding and/or hope for this minor would be to have students take the Core course before Electives.  This had not yet been decided.
The Chair noted that the group consensus seems that the minor as Theme, in the current structure, is probably not going to work. But there are many variables still at work in university discussions involving LEAP, themes, assessment, etc. The LEAP inventory may tell us more about which “GE” goals are being met within the majors. 
It was mentioned that the survey/audits are due in the Provost’s office on November 2nd.

How would the Task Force react if it boiled down to students having to take a theme within the minor?  Brian responded that it would definitely undercut some of the other goals they are trying to achieve and would affect lateral mobility for students.

The sticking point is that it is awfully difficult to assess. If the sticking point is the process, maybe the process is the issue and not the goals.

What advice would we give to Brian to take back to his committee?

Outside of assessment, there needs to be a reasonable expectation that students cannot get through the minor without getting the requirements of a Theme.

One possible solution was to perhaps make the Core upper level and match Theme requirements and then just take two Electives.  A committee member countered that they would not recommend having upper-level core courses.  We shouldn’t impose restrictions either way.  The Theme and minor are separate things; it’s nice to fulfill, but we really don’t want to have any minor that gets a Theme requirement as well.
The Chair restated that the committee consensus was that a minor as a Theme would be very difficult in the existing structure, or even a revised structure.  If this [Healthcare] minor won’t work as a Theme, then most minors won’t work as a Theme.

A committee member stated that we tend to jump to assessment as the issue.  However, even without assessment this won’t work.  How could we look at this with any confidence and say it is meeting the GE goals.  Looking at this, it makes the six focus areas sound better; they are doing a good job of multidisciplinary crossover.  This would be a good use of creating minors out of those six Themes – you still would have integration and multidisciplinary focus.  An example of a new Religion minor that is in the process of being created was referenced.
The question was asked where the six focus areas came from.  The Chair will look into.  Are there other ways of dividing up?  Are there other models from other institutions?  The Chair believes that the GE Director researched this and will look into it further.

A guest asked when the deadline is for this committee’s decision on Themes.  UCC and ECS are looking for recommendations from GES by the end of the semester.  GES plans to issue an interim report by the end of the semester –whether that is a decision, our thoughts, or a proposal remains to be seen.

	The Chair will look into finding the list of the six focus areas, as well as research that may have already been completed on models from other institutions.

	Curricular Items

   Log #6816
	Log #6816, an amended course-change proposal from Rob Franciosi in English

Our request was for a new syllabus of record and a CAP to present the goals that will be satisfied.  A committee member added that it is always good for GES to look at the CAP when reviewing course-change proposals. This proposal is for ENG 105 (not ENG205).

Discussion continued regarding the content on the GE course form.  It doesn’t appear that it is any better than before, as it’s not really clear on how assignments are completed in class.  The goals and objectives are there, but there is no “how”.  What “type” of papers are they doing?  The committee agreed that they should show something to indicate what they are doing – what kind of papers are they? Reflection? Are they using informal citations, or teaching how to use citations?

It was noted that we didn’t specifically ask for that, we just asked for the new syllabus of record and a CAP.  The changes we received do reflect what GES asked for.

Committee consensus is to leave the two documents as is, but to articulate to Rob to be more specific with the description in the GE course form of the methods that will be used for course assignments. 

Are we sure we want to ask Rob to make changes for ENG 105, or should we [GES] focus on revising the form.

Motion to accept changes to Log#6816 for ENG 105 with exception of having the Chair send an email to Rob regarding our discussion of including specific methods that will be used for course assignments and that GES will take as our task to redo the GE form; seconded.

	Motion passed.

Chair will send an email to Rob regarding our discussion of including specific methods that will be used for course assignments. 

GES will start the task of redoing the GE form.

	Director’s Report        
	We received a request from another institution that is developing their GE program.  The requestor would like to see our new curriculum-proposal form.  The new system doesn’t allow us to show the form until after it is completely entered in the online system.
Does anyone object to us sharing our program proposal form with him? There was consensus on from the committee that it was okay to share.

Discussion continued and there was agreement that it would be helpful to have a blank form posted for others, especially those filling out the forms, to see what it looks like before starting the process. 

The Director will look into finding a hardcopy of the form and posting it on the website.


	The Director will locate a copy of the curricular proposal, send a copy to the requestor, and also post a sample on the GE website.

	Chair’s Report
	No report.

	

	New Business
	
	

	Adjournment
	Motion to adjourn; seconded
	Adjourned at 4:27pm


