LOCK HAVEN UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA

UNIVERSITY CURRICULUM COMMITTEE MINUTES

November 12, 2009

1:10 P.M.          PUB #4

Attending:  T. Baylor, S. Berard, T. Brink, J. Calabrese, H. Congdon, W. Eisenhauer, T. Fulton, A. Goonewardene, M. Grass, R. Heffner, E. Herrera, K. Kline, R. Lilla, L. Long, R. Myers, C. Offutt, J. Penman, M. Rose-Colley, T. Six, S. Strayer, C. Traister, D. Tyson, D. White, J. Whitling, E. Winch         

Absent:  P. Campbell, D. Erickson, M. Hazel, N. Hosley, C. Hughes, C. Jenkins, E. Jensen, S. Lee, J. Mitchley, P. O’Hara-Mays, T. Ormond, K. Owens, C. Rehn, D. Tess



Visitors:  J. Irons, J. Meek
A. Approval of Agenda:  The Agenda was approved on a W. Eisenhauer/M. Rose-Colley motion. 
B. Approval of Minutes from October 22, 2009:  The minutes were approved on a C. Traister/L. Long motion after the correction was stated that, Item D. 10. MRKT310 Entrepreneurial & Small Business Marketing – New Course was listed as being Approved with minor revisions.  That is not correct.  This item was Approved as submitted.
C. Chairperson’s Report:  T. Brink provided the following report:
1. MRKT310 Entrepreneurial & Small Business Marketing – New Course - Approved
2. POLI322 International Political Economy – New Course - Approved
3. SOCW450 Topics in Social Work – New Course - Approved
4. HLTH – Memo:  HLTH305 Introduction to Biomechanics, HLTH353 Physiology of exercise, HLTH407 Advanced Human Physiology and HLTH451 Advanced Human Anatomy – Revision – Change in Pre-requisites – Grade Policy – Approved
5. ENGL206 Methods of Teaching English I – Revision:  Combine Media I with Methods I - Approved
6. CHEM321 Quantum Chemistry and Spectroscopy – Revision: Pre-requisite change - Approved
7. CRJS259 American Gangs: History, Identification and Interdiction – One-time offering - Approved
8. MUSI108 Music Explorations – Add a line to the syllabus about General Education Elective; listed on a former version; lost during a revision - Approved
9. THEA110 Theatre Orientation – Revision:  Cross list as an Honors (HONR) Course - Approved
10. MUSI – Eliminate 2 courses (MUSI206 Sight Singing and MUSI120 Music Literature) from the check sheet for the music education program  - Approved
11. ECED225 Beginning Literacy – New Course – Approved
12. BIOL220 DNA Methods in Biology – New Course - Approved
D. CIS Report: R. Myers provided the following report which was accepted unanimously:  
1. ECED436 Social Studies in Early Childhood Education – Revision – Approved with revisions
2. HIST359 Fascism in Historical Perspective – New Course; One-time offering – Approved with revisions
3. HLTH:  BS in Health Science – Athletic Training Major – Revisions – Approved
4. HLTH2XX Evidence Based Medicine – New Course – Approved with revisions
5. HLTH2XX Evidence Based Medicine – Addition of Information Literacy Overlay – Carry over to 12/10/09
6. HLTH453 Clinical Experience 1 – Revision and increase to credits from 1 to 2 – Approved
7. JOUR190 Writing for the Mass Media – Title Change (was Newswriting); Revisions – Approved with revisions
8. JOUR493 Online Journalism – Title Change (was Technology Enhanced Reporting); Revisions – Approved with revisions
9. JOUR410 Nonfiction Writers & MCOM335 Gay and Lesbian Film – Request to permanently eliminate these two courses – Approved
10. MUSI3XX Orchestration – Renumber course and Revise Check sheet (was MUSI340) – Approved
11. PSYC4XX Sensation and Perception – New Course – Approved with revisions
12. SCI209 Secondary Science Methods I – Revision – Approved with revisions
13. SOCW410 Social Work and Aging , SOCW413 Women in Crisis, and SOCW414 Family in Crisis – Removal of these courses from the curriculum (these topics will be offered in the new course: SOCW450 Special Topics in Social Work) – Approved
14. SPCH3XX Communication Analysis – New Course – Approved with revisions
15. SSED210 Secondary Social Studies Methods I – Revision for PDE; Increase semester hours from 2 to 3; drop 1 credit Media – Approved with revisions
· R. Myers requested that items submitted to ucc2 be labeled clearly using the format found in the CIS Report section of the minutes.  Start with all capitals for the department prefix; add the course number, if applicable; list the title of the course/item; and end with a brief note of the action being requested (i.e. New Course, Revision, Check-sheet Update, Addition of IL/WE/EE Overlay, etc.).  This is increasingly important as many CIS members are no longer receiving hard copies of items, but are accessing them electronically.
· It was stated that the dates on CIS requested revisions sent to ucc2 should be changed to reflect the date of the CIS Meeting.

· The CIS will begin to use a “Sign-In” sheet at their meeting.  Items will be dealt with in the order that their representative arrives and signs in at the CIS meeting.

E. Accreditation Review Committee:  Nothing at this time.
F. Curriculum, Program and Degree Development:  

1. The Special Education Department will soon submit a letter of intent to develop a Master of Arts in Teaching and Special Education.  They are also developing a track: Community Services Track in Special Education.
G. Unfinished Business:  Nothing at this time.      
H. New Business – 

1. Middle States and General Education – Self Study Recommendations:  J. Meek distributed the most recent recommendations from the Middle States Self-Study group (document attached to these minutes).  Open meetings have been held as well as visits made to groups in an effort to keep everyone informed.  When the preliminary visit was conducted in October, it was underscored that the team will be looking closely at the recommendations to see if LHU is following through on them.  It was noted that the draft of the recommendations contains revisions developed from input that the committee has received.  The Responsibility column lists only the administrator/ group that oversees a particular section – many other people are involved, making it difficult to list everyone. 
J. Meek pointed to the section: Strengthening Assessment of Learning, Especially in Gen Ed. as the section that the department chairs and the UCC should be aware of.  He read 6.2 and 6.3 and then added that changes should have data to provide reasons why they were made – not just that it was a good idea.  After reading 6.4, he stated that we have not been doing this in any systematic way.  He read 6.5 and then 7.4 and added that this is the plan that has been discussed at the UCC.  He read 7.6 and added that J. Irons is here to discuss this point, and added that some say that this recommendation is defective because these changes have to go through departments and council of chairs, etc.  It is understood that this will happen.  The goal of this recommendation is not to list the entire process, but to focus on the intended results.   These recommendations came out of the General Education working group that was chaired by J. Irons and contained faculty from several disciplines.  J. Irons stated that most programs have some form of a program review; however, Middle States working group felt that there was no such process for General Education – a process to evaluate what is working and what is not working. 7.6 is the recommendation that the group developed to provide an assessment process for General Education. T. Brink called for discussion and the following was stated/questioned.  (J. Meek responded):    
· In Item 6.4 does Internships mean Field Experiences?  Yes. Does this imply that this is not being done already?  It is done where there is a course that contains a field experience; however, where an individual student does an internship outside of a course, there is not a structure, a standard of expectation of what happens in an internship or field experience.    So the implication is that there are some students who do this?  There are instances where a student may set one up outside a course and not be very specific when they set up that credit experience.  Would it be possible to say Internships outside of a course or Internships outside of a course syllabus?  There are many internships and field experiences that are evaluated.  Is it right to infer that we are not assessing our internships?  
· K. Kline was part of an unofficial group that A. Casper formed to come up with some kind of a uniform assessment for these experiences. They realized that internships are so varied that it might not be possible to come up with an assessment that would fit all of them.  One of the items that Middle States is concerned with is that we know how we assess learning in the classroom; however, in the areas of service learning, study abroad, and internships the learning is more fluid, more diverse.  This is also tied into how we assess the External Experience as well, of which internships are a subset. The intent is not to impose a one-size-fits-all on all internships; however, there are areas that are common to every internship.  Everyone who does one should come away with a better knowledge of the field, a better knowledge of themselves and how they relate to the field.
· How can a department prove that their internships are being assessed?  What data needs to be submitted to whom to prove that this is being done?  This is part of the process. The OAC should be able to assist the University and a department in developing an assessment process and trying to think this through.  But departments do not report to the OAC. 

· This information should go into the department’s annual review.  The OAC should be able to help a department to develop a rubric to assess these experiences. 

· Many departments already have an assessment rubric for internships/field experiences.  Aren’t the right people getting the right information?  Many students are being assessed for these experiences.  

· Would it be better if this read “Ensures that outcomes are identified and learning is assessed for internships, international studies and service learning”?  
· Would it be better to separate these groups?  International studies are assessed, but service learning may not be.  Experiences outside the confines of the course may not be assessed.  There are different stages of development of these experiences.  If there needs to be a review of the assessments of internships and field experiences the outcomes need to first be established.  Does the University want to establish a common one, such as being able to interact with clients or in education, with students; and then, there might also be departmental ones?
· Some departments might already be assessing properly; but, how do they get the right information to the right person?
· If a department has internships, why couldn’t this be one of their goals in their Outcomes Assessment Plan?  Every department submits one of these, so if an internship is required in this plan, you will have your data.  
· As far as evaluating the Gen Ed Curriculum, about 12 years ago a group was paid over the summer to write an assessment plan for General Education and it never went anywhere.  It was done after General Education was revised, including the overlays. So it wouldn’t be appropriate to the current General Education Program.
· J. Irons stated that many departments are collecting the data but maybe the group that wrote the Chapter 6 recommendations did not know where to find it; therefore, there needs to be a centralized location to send it so people aren’t asked to do it over and over again.   

· J. Whitling, Chapt. 6 Chair, stated that her group did find that in the disciplines that required field experiences the documentation was being completed and was reported in their annual reports.  These were not the problem and possibly these internships/field experiences need to be separate from this grouping; however, some departments that do not require them are not as formal in their assessment and might need a way to document and assess their internships.  It was the unofficial ones that 6.4 sought to address.  Also, service learning and International Studies External Experiences were more the emphasis of this recommendation versus internships.
· Although the necessary reporting is happening in most disciplines that require field experiences, there are still areas where it is not being done.  Possibly a standard needs to be developed for these.
· Discussion moved to item 6.2.  It was asked if this item was something that Middle States says we have to do or is this item something that LHU wants?  Placing a hit counter on this area in a department’s webpage to try to document this is absurd – students will not visit these areas.  More importantly, it might be desirable for students to see the learning objectives; however, the results are not recorded for this audience.  Results are recorded so departments can evaluate if they are achieving or not achieving objectives and make data driven decisions in response to that.  Students don’t need to know the results. 
· What if the results are negative?  If a student is dismissed and the results published on the web show deficiencies that your program is working through – whether or not it is related, it should not be published on the web for public consumption.  Those are internal control documents that a department uses for continuous improvement – not to be used against you in a public court.  Whether or not a student is dismissed from a program has nothing to do with it, but this has happened in some departments.  It was stated that if they are on a master computer, they are probably already indexed on many search engines and are available for all to see.  If they are on a public server, anyone in the world will have access to these documents.  Firewalls will not prevent viewing.  Many computer savvy students know how to get around firewalls.
· Students should have access to learning outcomes; however, the results are not for them.  Middle States does require that students be aware of learning outcomes and the data about whether our students are learning or not is expected to be available in some fashion.  There are ways to do that.  The expectations could be listed and a department could provide some statistics on how many of their students meet them – 94% passed the test on the first try; 70% have jobs at the end of one year – there are other ways of reporting without providing all of the detailed internal documents. These are the types of results that students care about – as long as the numbers are accurate.

· It was questioned if departments really need to or will be able to list learning outcomes and results for all programs and all courses?   A program outcome is one thing but do we really want to say that we need to list them for every course in the curriculum?  Some departments have hundreds of courses.  Some course outcomes are listed in syllabi on the UCC webpage, but course results are not.  Listing an outcome and the results for every course offered on a department’s webpage would be too difficult and time consuming.  J. Meek said he did not think that they meant to say course results.  He will take this back for clarification and look at what Middle States asks for in this area.  He thanked those who provided this observation.
2.  Middle States and General Education – Removing the word “DRAFT” from the Sampling Strategy for Assessments of General Education (Gen Ed) Core Competencies & Reporting of General Education Learning Outcomes document:  J. Meek stated that the original document, labeled “Draft”, was accepted in May 2007 with a motion that it would return to the UCC in September 2007 for further discussion.  There, it was then returned to the Outcomes Assessment Committee for further discussion/clarification.  There remains a question about the acceptance/approval of this document and whether it is still in “Draft” form or not.  (See attached supporting memo – J. Meek to T. Brink dated 10/27/09; Draft document also attached)  J. Meek questioned how to get the word “Draft” removed from this document.  The following was stated:
· If there are going to be any revisions, put a math learning outcome in the document.

· Art Department would like to have another look at it before it is voted on as they are in the process of changing their general education courses.
· J. Meek asked if the process would be to re-distribute this document to the department chairs and have it put on a future UCC agenda?  He is puzzled by the statement in the 10/11/07 minutes, “At any point in the future, a motion may be made to open this, or any document, for discussion and/or review.”  Isn’t this true of anything that is discussed at UCC?  Is this document any different that it still remains in draft form?

· T. Brink stated that it should be re-distributed and it will be put back on the agenda.  At the next meeting, everyone needs to be ready to raise any issues, discuss this, and either approve or reject it.  This document will be sent out electronically in the next few days.  All departments need to take the time between the November and December meetings to work on their input and be ready to talk about it at the December meeting.  Inaction is passive approval.  

· T. Brink stated that there is also an implied request in the first part of the report that has yet to be dealt with, also:  Are we willing to put together a General Education Committee that will look at general education from the ground up?  Is the UCC ready to address this or do they still need time think about it?  This is a big issue that impacts many departments – any one that teaches general education courses.  
· Is any data being collected about students who go on to grad school and are we looking at LHU compared to other institutions so we have some results and can make adjustments, if necessary?
· Not all grad students need the GRE, so scores would only be a partial measure.  If a school requires it, they are the ones who will probably have the data.  LHU is not collecting any such data.  
· Is there any data from students who go to grad school and take the GRE concerning how prepared are they?  If GRE’s aren’t required for all grad students, then could data be collected that would encompass all grad students, such as data on reading, writing and math?  Which are gen eds.  
· T. Brink asked if there should be a second agenda item for the next meeting to discuss the establishing a discussion group to talk about this issue of the general education committee to see if we want to establish one.
· An item that was on and then off the UCC agenda earlier this semester, a request from the OAC to determine if the General Education Subcommittee’s role should be changed, is still being wrestled with.  In our General Education curriculum we get our information in several ways – through terminal courses that are department specific and through overlays that encompass many departments.  The OAC proposal is to authorize the Gen Ed Subcommittee to be a coordinating entity to look at all of the information from all departments and try to put together a picture that tells us about writing or information literacy – the multi-disciplinary data.  That is related, but it does not give the General Education Subcommittee the authority to own and improve gen eds.  

· When the OAC was ready to discuss this, they were supposed to get back to the UCC.  They have not yet.

· These issues are parallel, but they are not the same.

· Some departments, especially those who have many general education courses, are maxed out already.   They might not want to get involved with this for fear that it would add to their workload. 
· Some cannot offer WE courses as a WE has a max of 25 students and their courses have at least 40.  
· The ideal scenario would be for students to have a WE in their sophomore, junior, and senior years; however, due to enrollment size this is often not possible and they only get one in their senior year.  Is this valuable?  Yes.  Does it provide developmental growth?  No.  So if we are not doing it right, should we be doing it at all?  The programs that are growing at LHU are not able to offer WE as their sections are too large.
3. R. Myers asked if it would be possible to have a flexible start time for UCC to allow the CIS extra time to complete their work, if necessary.  CIS is not able to start until 12:20 due to the teaching schedule of several members.  The CIS would like about 10 extra minutes as needed. T. Brink stated that he would agree to this request but noted that the end time of UCC cannot be altered due to teaching schedules.  A C. Offutt/C. Traister motion was passed unanimously.  

Meeting adjourned at 2:00 PM.

Respectfully submitted, 




Stanley Berard


Ginny Snyder

Secretary



Recording Secretary

NOTE:
The CIS will meet at 12:20 on December 10, 2009.

Fall 2009 Meeting Dates     PUB #2
December 10, 2009

Spring 2010 meeting dates      PUB #2
January 28, 2010               February 11, 2010               February 25, 2010
March 25, 2010                    April 8, 2010                       April 22, 2010
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Lock Haven University Self-Study Recommendations (draft: 11/12/09)
page 1 of 2
	Recommendations
	Indicators
	Responsibility

	Clarify Mission
	
	

	1.1
Develop a revised statement of the university’s mission that will better focus institutional energies and resources and facilitate planning and decision-making.
	Revise mission
	President/
Str. Planning Committee

	4.1
Define more clearly in the university’s mission statement the student population we seek to serve. 
	Population defined
	President/SPC

	Develop Strategy to Address Systemic Challenges 
(Funding, Demographics, Costs)
	
	

	2.3
Develop and implement a long-term strategy to address challenges posed by declining state support, changing student demographics, and rising costs. 
	Plan developed & implemented
	President/SPC

	4.2
Identify optimal numbers and characteristics of undergraduate and graduate students envisioned in the university’s plans for increased enrollment.
	Optimal student body defined
	President/SPC

	4.3
Develop new academic programs and majors within the context of LHU’s mission for undergraduate and graduate students to offset the imminent decline in high school graduates. 
	Programs approved and initiated 
	Provost/SPC

	Align Planning and Budget with Mission
	
	

	2.1
Review budget allocations to ensure that expenditures correspond to the university priorities, as outlined in the mission and strategic plan.
	Review results published 
	President/
VP Finance

	2.2
Continue to promote transparency by sharing planning and budget information with the university community. 
	VP presentations & fiscal website
	President/
VP Finance

	Review Governance and Administrative Structures
	
	

	3.1
Conduct a thorough assessment of existing structures of shared governance in light of the university’s evolving mission and changing environment.
	Review results published 
	President/VPs

	3.2
Clearly document the roles and responsibilities of various constituencies in governance, and make this information readily available to all members of the university community.
	Documented and published 
	President/VPs

	3.3
Ensure that all committees have a clear charge that specifies responsibilities, authority, reporting relationship(s), membership, and how chair is selected.
	Charges reviewed and published
	President/VPs

	3.4
Ensure that all governance units promptly make available minutes of meetings, policy recommendations under consideration, and decisions.
	Minutes posted for all units
	President/VPs

	3.5
Establish a central public repository for approved policies.
	Policies website
	President

	3.6
Conduct a program of periodic and comprehensive review of administrative structures (i.e., grouping of functions and lines of authority) and processes to evaluate its effectiveness in light of the university’s substantial growth, evolving mission, and changing environment.
	Process developed; first review completed
	President/VPs

	Support First-Year Student Success
	
	

	4.4 
Develop a consistent, structured first-year experience for all students, using recommendations of the Foundations of Excellence report to improve second-year persistence and graduation rates.
	Developed, implemented and assessed
	Provost/VP Student Affairs

	4.5
Establish an early warning system for all first-year students that would facilitate academic success and improve second-year persistence and graduation rates.
	Developed, implemented and assessed
	Provost/VP Student Affairs

	4.6
Identify responsibility for efforts to ensure first-year student success (e.g., monitoring class sizes, course offerings, and the first-year experience as a whole; developing policies and programs to support student success).
	Job description written/revised
	Provost/VP Student Affairs

	4.7
Develop a comprehensive program of academic support services to ensure that all students receive appropriate support. 
	Implemented and assessed
	Provost/VP Student Affairs

	7.3
Provide sufficient seats for general education courses, particularly for first-year students in foundational skills.
	Publish data annually 
	Provost

	Publish Necessary Academic Information
	
	

	1.2
Develop and implement a system for archiving and maintaining public access to each year’s academic catalog.
	Developed and implemented
	Provost/
Registrar

	4.8
Develop and publicly disclose policies and procedures regarding the transfer of credit.
	Developed and published
	Academic Regulations

	7.1
Clarify general education requirements for associate’s degrees and publish these in a central location.
	Requirements published 
	Provost/
Registrar 

	Support Faculty Recruitment, Retention, Development
	
	

	5.1
Ensure sufficient funding for recruitment (advertising and interviewing) of highly qualified faculty candidates.
	Search success data (%)
	Provost

	5.2
Develop outcome measures and a comprehensive program for retaining new faculty.
	Implemented and assessed
	Provost

	5.3
Ensure sufficient funding to support faculty in scholarship, service to their professions, and participation in national professional conferences.
	Develop metrics & report results
	Provost/VP Advancement

	Strengthen Assessment of Learning, Especially in Gen Ed
	
	

	6.1
Continue to support academic programs (majors, minor, and general education) in identifying and assessing student learning outcomes and competencies.
	All have outcomes and assessment plans
	Provost/
Assessment

	6.2
Provide students with easy access to program and course learning outcomes and results from department web sites.
	Outcomes on all program sites
	Provost/Deans/Chairs

	6.3
Require assessment data in support of proposals for course and curricular changes. 
	Implement review process 
	Provost/Deans/
UCC

	6.4
Identify outcomes and assess learning in internships, international study, and service learning.
	Identified and assessed
	Provost/
Assessment

	6.5
Ensure that student learning in online courses is regularly assessed. 
	Review process implemented
	Provost/Deans/Chairs

	7.2
Increase opportunities to develop and assess general education competencies within majors.
	Pilot assessing competencies in 4-6 majors
	Provost/Gen Ed Subcommittee

	7.4
Complete and implement the general education assessment plan including implementation of a simple and centralized data reporting system. 
	Completed and implemented
	Provost/OAC/
Assessment

	7.5
Ensure sufficient administrative and financial support for faculty initiatives in assessing general education.
	Identify needs in annual reports
	Provost/OAC/
Assessment

	7.6
Develop a faculty-driven process for ongoing review and improvement of general education, possibly reconstituting the existing general education subcommittee of the UCC with authority to review learning outcomes data and propose curricular changes.
	Developed and implemented
	Provost/UCC

	Strengthen Institutional Assessment
	
	

	3.7
Ensure that information for institutional decision-making is readily available to members of the university community.
	IR website as central repository
	President/VPs/
IR

	8.1
Develop (from existing and new processes) a comprehensive program of institutional assessment, including assessment of the university’s mission, Council of Trustees, governance, administrative structures, policies, and other non-academic offices. 
	Developed and implemented
	President/VPs/
Assessment

	8.2
Document use of assessment data (on student learning and other institutional outcomes) in decisions regarding resource allocations.
	Annual reports
	President/VPs


Memo
10/27/09
To:
Terry Brink
cc: Ginny Snyder
From:
Jim Meek
Subject:
General Education Learning Outcomes
I thought that the document should have an approval date on it, so I went back through the UCC minutes to be clear about the date. I remain, however, unclear. 

The label of “draft” was required to be on the document by motion (May 10, 2007) and it is not clear that subsequent actions justify its removal (much as I would like it removed). I can find no subsequent motion that explicitly indicates final approval of the document (despite the minutes of 10/11/07, but only a series of revisions, the last of which occurred in November 2007. 

It would appear that the document could be appropriately labeled “approved May 10, 2007; revised 9/27/07, 10/11/07, 11/08/07.” Do you believe the subsequent actions reverse the “draft” requirement?

Minutes of May 10, 2007

· A R. Myers/C. Jenkins motion was made “to approve this document as a draft now, with the stipulation that it will be readdressed at the first meeting (later changed to the second meeting to allow returning faculty time to gather input from colleagues and have at least one Department Meeting)  of next year regarding specific language and any revisions that may be developed over the summer.”  (that way LHU Assessment and Planning may get started working on this over the summer and the UCC has committed itself to coming up with assessments for General Education, but we recognize right away that it is an ongoing process and will require revisions.)

· This document will be made available clearly marked “DRAFT.”

Minutes of September 27, 2007

6.  T. Brink stated a motion – accepted by R. Heffner, seconded by S. Berard; passed unanimously to allow this document, with the changes made in these listed motions, to return to the Outcomes Assessment Committee (OAC) for further discussion/clarification.
Minutes of October 11, 2007 contains a statement re. “approval” that does not appear to be supported by the minutes of September 27.

G.
Unfinished Business:  A question about the status of the Proposed Learning Outcomes for General Education document was raised.  It was stated that the document was approved at the September 27th meeting.  At any point in the future, a motion may be made to open this, or any document, for discussion and/or revision.  

Minutes of November 8, 2007 record additional amendments to the statement plus the following:

J. Meek will re-distribute the Proposed Learning Outcomes for General Education and include the changes made at this meeting.  The document will also be posted on the main assessment web page: (http://www.lhup.edu/planning-and-assessment/ assessment/ assessment.htm).
Revised 11/08/07:  UCC

Proposed Learning Outcomes for General Education

 [Note: these outcomes were derived from existing statements about general education and mission.]
Lock Haven University prepares students for personal and professional success by developing thoughtful, knowledgeable, and responsible graduates. 

1) Thoughtful – Students will demonstrate reasoning, research, and communication skills that promote career success and lifelong learning.

a) Communication: Students will communicate effectively both orally and in writing.

b) Critical Thinking: Students will employ analytical skills to develop rational understanding, solve problems, and make decisions.

c) Information Literacy: Students will recognize the need for information and will effectively and ethically gather, evaluate, interpret, and attribute relevant information from appropriate sources to synthesize knowledge and support conclusions.

2) Knowledgeable – Students will demonstrate curiosity about and knowledge of the data, concepts, and methods of the various fields of human inquiry and the ways these impact the environment, society and their own lives.

a) Humanities: Students will identify, evaluate, and interpret major aesthetic and philosophical movements, and assess their impact on the environment and society.

b) Natural Sciences: Students will identify, evaluate, and interpret major scientific concepts and methods through observation and scientific experimentation, and assess their impact on the environment, contemporary society and the student’s own life.

c) Social Sciences: Students will identify, evaluate, and interpret political, social, psychological, and historical movements and processes, and assess their impact on the environment, contemporary society and the student’s own life.

3) Responsible – Students will demonstrate personal and civic responsibility.

a) Wellness: Students will gain the knowledge and skills to make informed and appropriate health choices for themselves and others.

b) Ethics: Students will demonstrate knowledge of the skills, modes of inquiry, research tools, and theories that will enable them to make well-reasoned, responsible decisions, and act in accordance with high ethical standards in their personal, professional, and civic lives.

c) Citizenship: Students will contribute productively to their communities and the world.

d) Interpersonal: Students will relate respectfully and work well with others, including those different from themselves in background, gender, ethnicity, religion or culture.

