CLA EPCC Meeting #8

Fall 08 12/9/08
3:30 PM—AS-385

Members Present: Linda España-Maram (AAAS), George Hart (ENGL), William Johnson (PHIL), Brett Mizelle (HIST), Alosi Moloi (AFRS), Sophia Pandya (RST), Jennifer Reed (WST), Heloiza Herscovitz (JOUR), Marcus Young Owl (ANTH), Mark Wiley (CLA), Cherie Dougan (CLA).
Guests: Peter Lowentrout (GEGC), Lisa Maxfield (GEGC), Keith Freesemann (GEGC)

1. Minutes from November 18th meeting (#7) approved.

2. GEGC presentation of Benchmarks

* Moratorium on GE course proposals will be lifted Fall 09.

* GE now has a separate website for both students and faculty: www.csulb.edu/divisions/aa/ge/.

* GEGC is looking at 13 SLOs and at assessment programs based on SLOs, which is a big change from the past.

* Will be assessing SLOs by course in Spring 09; asking faculty to identify three SLOs of the 13 that their courses meet.

* Will then set out new a 5-year recertification cycle.

*Meant to be much less work than old system and allow more interaction with colleagues in the recertification process.

*The intent is to make the recertification process more meaningful and collegial, and create a more cohesive GE program across the university.

Also note that the assessment process is not meant to single out courses, but to look at the program as a whole.  Individual courses or instructors then are not the focus.

*Also the new system is seen to lighten the workload of the colleges in the university, especially CLA.

What happens to new classes that are currently in the backlog, waiting for approval?

The effort will be to ‘streamline’ the process to fit with the curriculum calendar; and to shorten the time frame from approval to implementation.  New courses might be made effective the next semester instead of waiting a full year.

New courses can be submitted at the end of Spring 09 (the same deadline as the curriculum deadline) to be reviewed at GEGC in Fall 09, and effective Spring 2010.  

What about recertification of old courses that have been waiting to be done?

Since the criteria has changed, they will need to be recertified under the new criteria—which asks faculty to identify 3 SLOS.  In the meantime, those old courses remain certified until they can be addressed.

The selection of the SLOs will not change the category of the course.

The other part of the review process is that faculty will be asked whether they want to participate in a collaborative group recertifying courses, or to do it individually.  GEGC encourages ‘faculty learning communities’ organized under the benchmarks.  Most likely the Global Benchmark will be first to be assessed.

How do the three identified SLOs work to connect to other courses?

The GEGC will randomly select courses to measure whether outcomes are met—not aiming to target individual courses.

For the selection of the outcomes, each course should come up with three to guarantee variety, but they will only be grouped by one.  And then that course will be grouped with many other courses on campus.

The hope is that faculty learning communities identify the most important benchmarks to assess.

When new courses for GE are approved, they will still be put in CSU mandated categories.  But the content outcomes should stay with each department—each course assessed within each department.

The GE is intended to be the ‘universal thread’ for the university, not owned by any one college.

Are individual courses responsible to what faculty learning communities suggest?

If a course does not meet assessment standards, it will not be recertified.

Each course will not be individually monitored, but the criteria needs to be uniform across courses within a group.

How will GEGC select departmental representation in assessing SLOs?

Each department’s curriculum representative will be contacted asked to participate in relevant faculty learning communities; about 3 meetings per semester.

Is there a model of this GE system implemented that we can look at as an example?

The model has not been used at other large universities like this one.  Something close to it has been done at smaller schools.

3. EPCC Discussion of General Education Benchmarks

General comments:

Quantitative Benchmark seems excessive compared to the others.

Concern over the use of the term ‘Benchmark,’ because the standard that sets is unrealistic, and the term thus inaccurate.

The process needs to be more transparent and accessible.

Any other comments or concerns should be sent to Mark Wiley and Brett Mizelle ASAP.

Meeting adjourned 5:00.

