Grand Valley State University

General Education Subcommittee 

Minutes of 1/25/10 
PRESENT: James Bell; Susan Carson; Phyllis Curtiss; Roger Gilles; Hugh McGuire; Lauren Kaercher;Sheldon Kopperl; Keith Rhodes; Kathryn Waggoner, Kari Kensinger; Penney Nichols-Whitehead; Paul Sicilian, Judy Whipps
ALSO PRESENT: C. “Griff” Griffin, Director of General Education; Krista Rye, Office Coordinator
ABSENT:  Deborah Bambini; Dana Munk; David Vessey; Shelley Schuurman;
GUESTS: Maria Cimitile, Provost’s Office
	Agenda Items
	Discussion
	Action / Decisions

	Approval of January 18 Minutes
	Motion to approve; seconded.

	Approved as corrected.

	Approval of Agenda 
	Motion to approve; seconded.  Removed Curricular Log #7021 from agenda; it is not related to General Education.

	Approved.

	Curricular Items
     Log #6817


	Log #6817 new-course proposal from Dalila Kovacs in Chemistry.
Motion to approve; seconded. Approved with request to change language in course description from "is not applicable" to "does not count" in regard to Chemistry Major.

	Approved.
Approved with request to change language in course description from "is not applicable" to "does not count" in regard to Chemistry Major.



	     Log #6994
	Log#6994 course-change proposal from Dave Leonard in Chemistry

Motion to approve; seconded.  Discussed mentioning that there are size appropriate writing/teaching strategies to use.  Reference was made to SWS, FTLC and handouts available from the Writing Center.


	Approved.

	LEAP Inventory update
	Analysis conducted by Statistical Consulting Center (Phyllis)
In the fall semester, Charlie, Maria and Roger met to discuss the results of the Inventory.  Phyllis had offered the Statistical Consulting Center to do some additional analysis.

A summary document and the analysis were presented to GES (previously distributed via email).

In summary:

There were various ways that departments filled out the inventories.  Discussion continued around definitions.  The AAC&U definitions were shared the Dean’s Council and Unit Head meetings, but those were not necessarily passed on to those filling out the inventory.  In retrospect, it would have helped to have a glossary.

It seems that oral communication, quantitative literacy, scholarship and self reflection on learning, and what employers want for graduates were all low.

The committee discussed assessment at length. There seemed to be uncertainty as to what qualifies as doing an assessment for purposes of filling out the inventory.  The response was to ask if it is formally assessed and/or was an assessment instrument used?

The Director added that if the assessments are happening in the major, we need to think about the graduating seniors.  Do they get the skills they need?  If the intent is “all doing together” then we are.

The example of Ethics was used.  The results show that 70% are not getting it in their major.  A committee member asked if there is a way for majors to show what they are not doing.  Couldn’t GE pick up those areas or supplement?  The Director responded that we could if the student never changed major, but the stats show that 80% of students do change majors.
It was also noted that a major might require a course in, for example, ethics.  However, that department may not teach a course in ethics, so even though it is required and not a gened and in a different department.  How do we assure students get it?  Another committee member added that some faculty are meeting goals more than others.

The Chair stated that it seems that our goal would be to have 100% of these goals in all majors, but then we would still argue for them to be in GE.  For all goals less that 100% this is a good reason to include in GE.  Even those who approach 100% it still seems like GE should include written communication regardless of what major they are in.  If we include the LEAP goal in the GE program it allows us to sharpen our argument.

A committee member added that it comes down to what additional work we are adding to the faculty and how we can ultimately help with work load.

We are looking at two ways of assessing GE goals: 1) we want every single major to assess, or 2) we need to make sure they are in GE and assessed in GE.

The Chair added that it is important for us to talk to UAC as this would change the way majors are assessed and this would be a mandated change from that.  We should also note that we would be redistributing goals and not adding more.  The Chair suggested we continue this conversation, or at least get a feel for the key components.
The Chair suggested that we figure out how to present this data of LEAP inventory to faculty.  A committee member added that in past forums, one thing we kept hearing was “we do that already”, so she would encourage GES to really focus on how best to present.  The Chair added that while there are many that are doing it, but only a certain percentage of others are.


	

	Chair’s Report
	Discuss one possible revision model as a starting point
The Chair distributed two draft documents for discussion purposes.
The first one, labeled TWEAK, is keeping the current program as is.  MTH 110 is out, basic skills are moved into written communication area, also add writing 305, and have Global Issues instead of themes.  There are still 15 courses.
The second document, labeled DRASTIC, would have one course capstone which would include a final assessment of writing.  Global Issues would be a single course.

The committee discussed facets of both proposed plans.  

As for the “Drastic” approach the capstone would integrate multiple disciplines to solve a problem.  This would not replace capstones; this would be a GE capstone.  The multi-disciplinarity would come from students learning in teams in the courses.  Perhaps only a certain percentage of specific majors would be allowed in the capstone.  For example, 25% from BIO.  It could be restricted to senior year, and students would have to declare their major.  We will have to see what the possibilities would be with doing this through Banner.

Examples were shared from LIB studies and COM, with questions about getting enough courses offered, students’ preference to be with students in their own discipline and/or whether or not they have the expertise for these courses.
Another committee member did like this model and thinks it would be good.  She said that from the professional perspective, we would hope that students would be equipped to discuss issues from the perspective of their own discipline with students from other disciplines.
If the university thinks it is important than each unit can decide how to distribute and this should help to address some student’s issues.
The Chair noted that every single category has reduction in goals.

Q: What about WRT 305?  In the “Drastic” model it enveloped in capstone.

Discussion continued about where oral communication and whether this competency should be part of the instruction.  We don’t really talk about the how, but rather require it.  And is there really enough time for faculty to provide that type of instruction, especially if it is a large section. The Director stated that something we’ve learned through assessment is that sometimes there is a lack of understanding to carve out time to teach it and assess it.  It may never have been taught to students.  Perhaps we need to re-have conversations with campus on expectations.  Do they teach it, or give students the opportunity only.

The Chair asked the committee where we should go from here.  A committee member added that we need to get in writing how many time we address this skills.  Maybe it is only taught one time, but shows up elsewhere.  Or, it may be offered three times, but not taught really well. 
The plan for our next conversation is to discuss each of these goals.  How many times do they show up and who and how are they offered.


	

	Next steps re: LEAP/Themes/Basic Skills revisions


	If we want to have a campus-wide discussion, we probably need to look into it by mid- to-late February if we want it to happen this year.   Otherwise we would be looking at next fall.


	

	Director’s Report
	The Director emailed a spreadsheet report to the committee on unit participation in GE.

	

	New Business
	
	

	Adjournment
	Motion to adjourn; seconded.

	Adjourned at 4:26pm
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