LOCK HAVEN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE MINUTES

April 23, 2009

1:10 P.M.

Bentley S06 – S07

Attending:  T. Baylor, S. Berard, T. Brink, J. Calabrese, P. Campbell, H. Congdon, W. Eisenhauer, R. Heffner,               E. Herrera, N. Hosley, K. Kline, R. Lilla, L. Long, J. Meek, C. Offutt, T. Ormond, C. Rehn, M. Rose-Colley, T. Six,        S. Strayer, D. Tess, C. Traister, D. Tyson, D. White, J. Whitling, E. Winch         

Visitors:  C. Grenoble, J. Irons, J. Lindzey, R. Mikula, J. Maynard
Absent:  L. Donahue, T. Fulton, A. Goonewardene, M. Grass, M. Hazel, E. Jensen, R. Johnson, S. Lee, J. Mitchley,       R. Myers, K. Owens, M. Stinson (student)
A. Approval of Agenda:  T. Brink made the following additions:  Under F. Curriculum, Program and Degree Development the listed items will be rearranged, allowing the items that will move quickly to go first, with T. Brink: Approval of 4 Updated Documents moved to #1 and E. Winch/J. Lindzey: Sampling Strategy for Assessment s of General Education (Gen Ed) Core Competencies; Reporting of General Education Learning Outcomes moved to #3.  Statement of Intent to Develop a New Program: B.S. Mathematics will be #2. The Agenda was approved on a W. Eisenhauer/N. Hosley motion. 
B. Approval of Minutes from April 9, 2009:  The minutes were approved on a C. Offutt/C. Traister motion.
C. Chairperson’s Report – T. Brink provided the following report:
1. BUSA – BS in Business Administration – Revision to check sheet – Approved

2. BS in Computer Science – Revision to check sheet – Approved

3. ACCT – BS in Accounting – Revision to check sheet – Approved

4. ELML310 Assessment & Differentiation in the 4 - 8 Classroom - New Course – Approved

5. NURS320 Health Assessment - New Course – Approved

6. NURS410 Nursing: Home, Community & Public Health - New Course – Approved

7. NURS315 Pathophysiology - New Course – Approved

8. NURS490 Nursing Research - New Course – Approved

9. NURS310 Foundations for Professional Practice - New Course – Approved

10. NURS350 Care of the Critically Ill - New Course – Approved

11. SPEC215 – High Incidence Disabilities Support – Revision – Approved

12. SPEC425 – Law and Collaborative Practices – Revision – Approved

D. CIS Report – The following report was unanimously accepted:
1. HPED – Revision to check sheet to add Special Education requirements  – Approved 

2. CRJS2XX – Diversity in Criminal Justice – New Course – Approved with minor revision 

3. ECE PreK-4/Special Education Dual Certification Program Check Sheet – New Program – Approved with minor revision
4. EDLD6XX – Instructional Strategies – New Course – Approved with minor revision 

5. EDLD6XX – Professional Development in Schools – New Course – Approved with minor revision
6. EDLD6XX – School Law –Revision and Renumbering (replaces EDTL641) – Approved with minor revision 

7. EDLD6XX – Supervision Leadership & Administration Issues – Advanced Field Experience – New Course – Approved with minor revision
8. ELML119 – First Year Seminar for Elementary & Middle Level Education Students – New Course – Approved with minor revision
9. ELML2XX – Learning Theory for Elementary & Middle Level Learners – New Course – Approved with minor revision
10. HLTH – Minor in Community Health – Revision – Approved with minor revision 

11. HPED305 – Psychology of Coaching – Revision – Approved with minor revision
12. MATH – Statement of Intent to develop a new program: B.S. Mathematics – Accepted
13. POLI3XX – African Politics – New Course – Approved with minor revision
14. PYAS6XX – Underserved Populations – New Course – Approved with minor revision
15. SPCH2XX/MCOM2XX – Communication Theory – New Course – Dual Listing – Approved with minor revision
E. Accreditation Review Committee – One item was received too late to be included at this meeting.
F. Curriculum, Program and Degree Development:

1. T. Brink: Approval of 4 Documents:

· Updated set of Rules and Regulations governing UCC 
· Updated, clean copy of the Proposal Cover Sheet

· Updated, clean copy of the Syllabus Guidelines

· Updated, clean copy of the Syllabus Template
A W. Eisenhauer/C. Offut motion was received to accept these documents.  S. Strayer suggested that labels be added to the A., B., and C. under V. Rationale and Impact and to the A. and B. under VI. Cost and Staff Analysis on the Syllabus template. T. Brink agreed to add these.  Motion passed unanimously. 
2. C. Rehn: Statement  of Intent to develop a new program:  B.S. Mathematics

       R. Mikula and J. Maynard also attended the UCC Meeting to provide details for this item.  C. Rehn stated that the Mathematics Department requests permission to develop a new program, B.S. in Mathematics, with tracks in Actuarial Science, Biomathematics, Financial Mathematics and Physics.  In addition to math courses, courses would also be needed from Business, Biology, and Physics Departments.  All of the upper level courses that would be used from these departments already exist – no new courses would need to be developed.  The Math Department would need to develop a few new courses which would be offered every 2 years.   

     T. Brink clarified the procedure:  Before a new program is developed, a department must bring the proposal  before the UCC stating that they want to develop a new program to provide other departments a chance to be aware of the action in case they have concerns or questions.  It is not necessary to speak with affected departments individually at this time – coming before the UCC provides the notice.  Once the proposal goes to Harrisburg and approval is granted to develop the new program, then all of the affected departments will be notified.  Questions:
· What is the projected enrollment for each of these tracks?  This information is not available yet; however, the department wants to be able to offer other options in math besides BSED. They have received some inquiries. It was discovered that all but 3 (California, Edinboro and Cheney) of the PASSHE schools offer some type of math degree other than education.  Many new programs, both undergrad and graduate, have been created including Biomath, an up and coming research area, in the last 8 years or so.  Proper advertising would help enrollments.  

· Concern was raised since some majors have just been placed in moratorium.  The department offers the BSED and has a B.A.  The B.S. would be a new degree with tracks in applied mathematics in four concentrations.  This addition would make LHUP more marketable in comparison with the other PASSHE schools.  

· How would it affect LHUP’s ability to offer General Education Courses?  Most of the courses needed would be upper level courses and would not affect the ability to offer Gen Eds.   Most courses that will be added are typical courses for a math department and would only add breadth to the department and make it more marketable.

· How would this affect biology?  It is anticipated that these tracks would help the affected departments as most of the courses that would be needed would be upper level courses –  boosting low enrolled sections.
     A C. Traister/J. Whitling motion was received and passed unanimously to approve the Statement of Intent.   
3. E. Winch: Sampling Strategy for Assessments of General Education (Gen Ed) Core Competencies; Reporting of General Education Learning Outcomes  
      E. Winch: the documents that were provided as background at the April 9th UCC meeting came out of the OAC subcommittee that is trying to create a schedule for assessment.  These are working documents.  Departments are urged to approve these documents as LHUP will need to provide assessment figures to Middle States.  S. Berard sent his department’s suggestions (included at the end of these minutes) to all UCC members.
· S. Berard was asked: If the rubrics for Oral Communication and Critical Thinking were removed, would  his department then not have a problem with the documents? That is correct. 
      E. Winch:  these outcomes match directly to the rationale and criteria that have been accepted. Chairs are urged to approve the documents so the assessment cycle can begin. An attempt was made to make the gathering of assessments as fair as possible.  J. Lindzey was present to address sampling strategies and other questions.  J. Irons, Chair of the Middle States General Education Sub-committee (Standard 12) attended also.  Currently there is a Middle States Review and a Self-Review under way.   Departments were urged to begin to do assessments.   Once the Middle States Self-Report and an assessment cycle is completed, it could be recommended that the General Education Sub-committee review the rationale and criteria to address the needs and concerns that surface.  
      S. Berard explained the thought process behind the memo from his department.  The concern centers on the rubrics for Oral Communication and Critical Thinking and how they might have been developed from the General Ed rationale and criteria.  Possibly conducting some type of faculty-wide discussion on the outcome statements would be helpful.  The WE and IL rubrics are clearly rooted in the General Ed curriculum as it exists and those should go forward according to the schedule offered.  His department agrees with that.  Their concern with the OC and CT rubrics is that the faculty at large has not yet seen them.  
      J. Lindzey stated that the MC rubric is probably not ready yet, also.  Possibly what needs to be done with it is to allow the departments who are directly involved to vet it, piloting it in small groups first as some departments have no involvement with MC.  It would be premature to present it to the faculty at large before this is done.
      S. Berard stated that his department doesn’t necessary want the rubrics to go the full faculty, but they would like clarification: On what are the rubrics based in terms of the outcomes statements?  They see the OC rubric and wonder how will it affect the departments?  Many disciplines might have a role in shaping the CT outcomes.  Much work has already been done; however, now might be the time to put the outcome statements out for a general discussion and not just have one or two representatives from a department speak for the entire department.  Put the big issues out for an “all faculty” discussion so we can move on with the other rubrics whose connection to the Gen Ed curriculum may not be as clear.  
      J. Lindzey stated that the group working the rubrics, the skills and content areas, have found that the rational and criteria need an overhaul.  They have tried to come up with a short list of modifications.  The process of developing and piloting the rubrics does help to define what needs to be done to the rationale and criteria.  Caution should be exercised in initiating such a large project the fall before Middle States arrives.  

      J. Irons, Chair of Middle States Gen Ed Working Group, explained the difference between the goals for General Education and the measurement tools for assessment that determine how well LHUP is doing.  The instructors who are providing the coursework should be the ones who are most involved in deciding how the outcomes are measured and that should take place first with the people who are teaching the class.  However, the overall goals of General Education should be shared by the entire university and by the entire faculty.  There needs to be a process in which the entire faculty, from time to time, every 5 years or so, revisits the overall goals to make sure that they are accurate.  The General Education Subcommittee and the OAC have modified the existing General Education Outcomes from 1999 in order to make them manageable for assessment.  In the process of doing so, they have possibly turned them into something different than what was voted on back in 1999.  As the process continues, the full faculty needs to be in agreement with the direction it is headed.  That is why there needs to be a full faculty discussion – to make sure that everyone is on board and that this is the desired direction for the General Education Program.  
      The assessment process works at every stage.  If you go back and see that what you are doing is not what you thought you were doing, the process has supplied data and changes can be made.  The process is working.
      J. Meek added:

· Some of the elements of the Rationale and Criteria are more along the lines of “the course shall include” than “the student will” (which would be a real outcome statement). Some others describe outcomes, but using language like “the student will appreciate,” which cannot really be assessed.

· Timing is an issue.  This fall may not be the right time to seek input from the entire faculty.  Not all departments have been approached yet about how trying to develop a way of gathering information might influence the way the rationale and criteria are addressed.  Possibly this fall might be a time to “revisit Gen Ed part one” but there would be several sequels in the future.  
· Not sure about the precedent of the entire faculty voting on a rubric.  Would that body then need to approve subsequent changes?  Would that tie the hands of the OAC to make changes to the rubrics in the future?  Would they need to then always go to the full faculty before making any changes? Normally bodies such as the faculty, or the board of the university, or the UCC would approve statements of principle and then delegate to responsible parties to implement within the parameters that are sketched out.  Faculty input is important, but to what extent?  Discussion is important and a vote could be useful at some point.  
· With Middle States coming, it is not clear if it would be better at this point to have a discussion than to look like LHUP does not have Gen Ed outcomes because they haven’t been voted on yet.

· The UCC approved the documents as a draft at an earlier meeting.  What does “approving as a draft” mean?
· Faculty need to be involved, but the process should not be slowed down too much.  Middle States is coming.

· Middle States standards, 2002, lists as one of the expectations that our curricular are designed so students acquire and demonstrate college level proficiency in General Education and essential skills including at least oral and written communication and critical analysis and reasoning.  
· State System Policy, 1993, stated that in terms of General Education, we need to include and assess skill in various forms of inquiry, abstract logical thinking, inductive reasoning, critical analysis, and the ability to find and use information and communication skills – including those required for effective reading, writing, speaking and listening.  These are requirements.  
      Other comments included:

· A concern was raised about the possible lack of anonymity.  This is especially a concern for a department that only offers one section of one course.  Assessment should be mapped to the student and not the faculty member.
· What should be measured in assessment is the ‘value’ that has been added to the student who comes in as a freshman and leaves as a senior.  Can they read, can they write, can they think critically?  This assessment is not measuring faculty.  No one faculty member is ultimately responsible for any particular student.  Those providing instruction to seniors are dependent upon the foundation that was laid in the 100 and 200 section courses.
· Are the rubrics holistic enough?  Should they be made more general to better fit across the board?

· Assessment needs to begin somewhere.  If we don’t get started, we’ll never get anywhere.  Bad assessment is better than no assessment – it can be fixed, changed, modified and made better.  The assessment model that was started with NCATE seven years ago looks nothing like what is used today.  In the beginning, too much data in too many areas was collected; however, much was learned from the process.  Today the model is good.

· Assessment is needed.  Every meeting with NCATE eventually got around to, “Show us your assessment.”  Middle States will probably make the same requests.
· Can a department use their own rubrics?  Some departments will need to add to these rubrics to insure that the data that is needed for their accreditation is gathered.  The value of data is in the mass of the data.
· There are 2 or 3 components of General Education, depending on how you look at things:  1.  Courses; 2.  Overlays; 3.  General Education applied in the majors (General Education is accomplished as coursework for the major is presented.)  This last part is not listed as a part of General Education at LHUP; however, Middle States would like it to be.  Assessment needs to be geared toward each component.  Assess the courses.  Assess the overlays.  If there is an IL or MC overlay, how well are they working?  If Gen Eds are being taught in the courses, how well are the courses working?  
· Departments already provide assessment data in their program reviews; however, only a few include writing, critical thinking, and information literacy in their learning outcomes.  Learning outcomes that relate to Gen Eds have been pulled out of past program reviews.  Some areas are already doing assessment and providing data.
· Possibly the Planning and Assessment Office could give direction on how program reviews could be improved to include information that is needed as the reviews are done each year. Every department is involved with the outcomes that need to be assessed.  Are students able to speak and read; are they able to gather information?
        T. Brink called for a motion.  The question was asked that if a motion was made to approve, would this be implemented in the fall?  J. Lindzey: A time-line has not been assigned to this document.  Not even the UCC has the authority to begin or enforce a time-line – to say that assessment will be done in each of the courses listed in the document.  This plan is a roughed-out framework to get samples while trying to distribute the burden..  
        A motion was made by S. Berard to accept the report.  It was seconded by N. Hosley.  A question was asked, There is a difference between accept and approve, right?  Yes.  No further discussion followed.  The motion was accepted with one dissenting vote.
G. Unfinished Business:  Nothing at this time.      
H. New Business:  A request was made for the revisions that the CIS requested today to be submitted soon in order for items to be forwarded for administrative approval.   

Meeting adjourned at 1:55 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Stanley Berard




Ginny Snyder

Secretary





Recording Secretary

NOTE:
The CIS will not meet on September 10, 2009 – the first meeting of the 2009 – 2010 academic year.
UCC:MT042309
From: Berard, Stanley P. 
Sent: Tuesday, April 21, 2009 1:45 PM
To: UCC members
Subject: To UCC members, re Gen Ed Sampling Strategy at 4/23 UCC meeting

Dear colleagues on the UCC:
 

I write in advance of our meeting Thursday to present to you three resolutions approved at the April 14 meeting of the Department of History, Political Science, Economics, and Geography. As the department's representative to UCC, I am instructed to offer these for your consideration. I quote them directly from the draft minutes of our meeting:
 

         "OAC Sampling Strategy for General Education Outcomes--distributed to regular faculty by email 4/8/09:  Chair reviewed the document(s) and provided background.  After considerable discussion the department proposed:
1.       That in the interests of providing for the best possible assessment, it is recommended that the Learning Outcomes for General Education document go before the full faculty for discussion and approval.  (Harlowe, Burnham) unanimous.
2.      that at this time the proposed sampling be conducted upon only those overlays previously approved by the faculty. (Nesbitt, Dunkle) unanimous.
3.       that the product of the initial sampling be analyzed with a view to further revision to the proposed instruments. (Dunkle, Burnham) unanimous." 
 

Here is our rationale for these proposals:
 

Resolution 1:
The Learning Outcomes document was approved by UCC as a distillation of the goals stated by the faculty in the Rationale and Criteria for General Education. It was approved as working guide for the development of assessment instruments. The document has been immensely successful for that purpose--faculty members on the OAC have done considerable work to prepare rubrics and devise a plan for testing them.
 

At this point, however, it is time to subject the outcomes statements themselves to a faculty-wide, cross-departmental discussion. We say this because, given the degree of involvement that will now be necessary from a wide range of faculty, and given the use to which assessment data might and should be put, we are concerned that there be as much faculty "buy in" as possible at this point. We are concerned that faculty clearly understand and can claim some ownership of the outcomes stated in the Learning Outcomes document.
 

A faculty-wide vote on the Learning Outcomes for General Education document could be held in the first half of the fall semester. We would presume that some combination of faculty-wide forums and smaller discussions would precede the vote. This would be a small delay, but it has a strong prospect of buying a much more effective assessment process in the long run.
 

Resolution 2:
Testing should proceed for those rubrics based on overlays that already have faculty-wide approval (the WE and IL rubrics). Discussion and approval of new overlays--or at least of the Learning Outcomes for General Education document--by the entire faculty should provide a basis for faculty acceptance of additional rubrics. As of now, the rubrics for Oral Communication and Critical Thinking do not have a basis in any general education overlay, requirement, goal, or outcomes statement that has been approved by the faculty, in spite of the considerable work that has been put into these rubrics by several faculty members.
 

Resolution 3:
This is not only good practice, but it also assures faculty adopting the rubrics that there will be opportunity to adapt them further to the needs and circumstances of a variety of particular instructional goals and methods.
 

I should also note that we did not address the contents of the proposed MC rubric in our department meeting. We have only begun forming judgments on it in the last few days. Based on what I have heard so far, there needs to be substantial opportunity for feedback on it before proceeding. That is understandable, since work on it began only recently compared to the other rubrics. For now, we will address this through OAC.
 

I welcome your reactions to our consideration of this important matter and look forward to the discussion at Thursday's meeting.
 

Regards,
Stan
Stanley P. Berard, Ph.D.
Associate Professor of Political Science
Chairperson, Department of History, Political Science, Economics, and Geography
208 Raub Hall, Lock Haven University, Lock Haven, PA  17745
570-484-2187 (ph)             570-484-2830 (fax)
