Grand Valley State University

General Education Subcommittee 

Minutes of 2/22/10 

PRESENT: James Bell; Susan Carson; Phyllis Curtiss; Roger Gilles; Hugh McGuire; Lauren Kaercher; Sheldon Kopperl; Dana Munk; Keith Rhodes; David Vessey; Kathryn Waggoner: Judy Whipps

ALSO PRESENT: C. “Griff” Griffin, Director of General Education; Krista Rye, Office Coordinator

ABSENT: Deborah Bambini; Kari Kensinger; Dana Munk; Penney Nichols-Whitehead; Shelley Schuurman; Paul Sicilian,

GUESTS:  Maria Cimitile; Roy Cole

	Agenda Items
	Discussion
	Action / Decisions

	Approval of February 15

Minutes
	Motion to approve; seconded.


	Approved.

	Approval of Agenda 
	Motion to approve; seconded.


	Approved.

	GE Assessment: CAR Reviews

	We will discuss Roy’s draft reviews in light of our earlier discussions in order to further develop our sense of the committee’s goals when responding to the CARs.  We will also discuss a plan for reviewing Roy’s future drafts.

The Chair stated that he was really glad that we are going through the process as a group and articulating our response as a whole.  

Roy shared that this thought process really started with Maria’s work from last year. Roy and the Director reread all of the assessments letters and documents that go out to faculty.   They looked at ways to remove some of the redundancy and lack of clarity. They also looked at the single letter that was proposed during the last GES meeting. Roy was beginning to wonder if tailored responses are necessary and wanted to bring that to the committee for input.

The Director shared what currently goes out to faculty for assessment:

A. You’re up for collection

1. Email

2. 2. Instructions

3. CAP (Plan)
B. You’re up for CAR

1. Short email

2. Blank CAR
C. We’ve received your CAR

1. Email

2. GE statement

3. Specific response (or “Vessey” letter)

4. (New Addition would be the top 4 things that are problems and/or working

The Director noted that our goal is really to “do no harm”.  We definitely could have the comments in the letter.  Her concern is that why do we do through this work is no one is reading.

The Chair asked what the difference would be, in terms of workload, between sending a generic letter and adding a paragraph or two of specific observations about the CAR? If we just have a grad student sending these out then do we just send a generic response? Roy added that he was looking at what is the least effort way to do this.

A committee member followed up that maybe a letter should be going out up front.  

The Director noted that some information is already in the directions.  If we want any individual response then it needs to happen at the CAR level.  It could be an embedded paragraph in the CAR (add then posted on the website).

A committee member asked if we are not reading or doing anything in response, then who is?  What information is generated in the review that is helpful or useful to us? Is there anything other than their actual data that is valuable to us? The Director responded that there are two sets of purposes.  The Director showed the new CAR document.  In addition to GE looking at the data, the CAR has also been updated to ask faculty what we really wanted to know.  The committee member responded that this document looks much better and seems much more helpful.

The Chair added that reflection on the assessment is not as much our interest, but the faculty interest, but we need to keep asking for it.  The Chair asked Maria what her thoughts were.  She likes the idea of having more information on the front end.  Ultimately, the process comes back to how it is going to help students.  She is hesitant to take out any personal response.  Aside from the data, there is qualitative value in receiving comments from the GE program.

The Chair asked how committee members were feeling now about a single document versus more of a response.  He liked the new approach, but felt torn because we are putting a lot of effort into a single faculty member with a limited value in the big scheme.

Another committee member was also torn between the two options.  If we give a generic response we can probably assume they will give a generic read.  He would like to see some sort of “non-generic” response, possibly in the CAR form itself.  Our response could be a “for office use only” type of document with GE comments.

Two committee members asked about having a checklist.  A committee member responded that originally we did have, but moved away from that option.  However, you can see some benefit in acknowledging all areas.

One of our guests added that one more effective way to help this process is if the GE committee met with the departments.  While it may be difficult, it might be an opportunity to have some conversations about GE curriculum and assessment.  Fellow faculty members, not Administrators, would be better received. A committee member responded that he was concerned about being dragged into a role of taking on a larger task of assessment for the university.  The guest responded that it should be thought of as not to promote assessment, but rather to promote GE. The committee member agreed but said focus might be belittled if the mission becomes assessment.

It was suggested to have a meeting of all faculty/course in a certain category and more cross-dialogue.  Perhaps once a year.  The Chair added that our next steps are category reports, which would lead into a meeting.  A committee member added that perhaps there would be an opportunity for us to report on out GE during the all-college meetings.  This would give a face to the GE committee.  Roy added that the committee did meet with the Themes groups in the past to talk about assessment.

The Chair said that he would like to include some specifics in the letter. A committee member added that he can think of four kinds of specific comments to include: 1) strong; 2) weakness/problems; 3) things to consider; and 4) questions that the faculty member has. The Director noted that we could add these common mistakes from the letter into the beginning of the instructions and they give faculty the letter with comments in response to their CAR.

The Chair proposed to see a new version (in this method) and to call for consensus next week.  Roy and the Director will streamline the letter and hopefully we can square it all up at the next GES meeting.


	

	Curricular Item

     Log#6863
	Log #6863, a course-change proposal from Toni Perrine in Communications.

Motion to approve; seconded.

There was some follow-up discussion on information literacy and that while it is not the traditional information literacy look, their measure is more the sample of “comprehend, interpret, and analyze the text”.


	Approved.

	LEAP GOALS/ GE Structural Revisions
	We will reflect on last week’s discussion and our current ideas on keeping, reducing, revising, or transforming the Themes.

The Chair started with the need for GES, at some point, to have a consensus on the upper level component.

The Student Senate representative shared her take.  For the simple fact of having one course, she thinks that students would love it, as it would be a much better fit with schedules, although she still thinks it would be the same amount of work.  Students wouldn’t just try to take the easiest classes to get a Theme over with.

A committee member stated that she liked the idea shared at the last meeting to put some capstones into the Themes and see how they do.  She suggested calling the category Integrative Problem Solving (not Themes), organized around these global areas.  She also is suggesting two courses rather than one.

Another committee member shared his idea of maybe having a “Theme a Year” that could be tied in with books, community events, advertising, etc. It could be restricted to Junior/Senior upper-level component.

Committee members brought up some concerns about issues around team teaching and assessment.  Others noted that such a “Theme a Year” approach might be our best shot at community engagement.

The Director outlined all of the possible options that we had been discussing:

A

B

C

D

LEAP GOALS

Themes=Global Issue

9 credits
optional capstone

only 300-400 level
Global Issues

6 credit

optional capstone

only 300-400 level
Global Issues

3 credit

capstone

only 300-400 level

team taught
6 global issues

or

Year of Issue 1 2011

Year of Issue 2 2012

Co-curricular

Lib 100 Model

1 capstone

Global Issue

Instruction facilitates

Only 300-400 level
3 credit (or 6)

Integration (from multiple disciplines)
Problem Solving

Team/group

Civic Engagement

Our guest added that if the capstone course is something we want to review to not let the logistics hold us back at this point.  This is a good option to integrate LEAP goals, curricular and co-curricular together.

The Chair stated that our first decision is to come up with the ideal we want to works towards. We want to have a concrete proposal for the campus to react to.  A committee member suggested making it more open, more of a brainstorming session for the campus community.  A guest respectfully disagreed, stating that GES is an elected body and that we need to have something to present.

The Chair asked the committee to think about where they are on the upper-level component and we will discuss at the next meeting.


	

	Director’s Report
	No report.


	

	Chair’s Report
	Update on the GES/GEC proposal and preview of some upcoming proposals from History were tabled until the March 1st meeting.


	

	New Business
	
	

	Adjournment
	Motion to adjourn; seconded.


	Adjourned at  4:39p
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