
General Education Task Force Meeting

February 3, 2005
Tigertail Lake
M I N U T E S

Members Present: Steve Obenauf (Chair), Beau Beadel, Patrick Ellingham, Ed Erazo, Peggy Green, Deborah Hefferin, John Rogers, Ken Ross, Jane Treptow, Xiao Wang
Ex Officio Present: Eileen Holden, Deborah Nycz, B. G. Thompson
Visitors: Linda Kliston, Carlton Anglia – Computer Science, North Campus

I. Chair Obenauf called to order at 2:11 p.m.
II. Approval of the Minutes: Motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes from the January 19, 2005 meeting as presented. 
III. Demonstration of Technological Literacy Assessment on North Campus
Chair Obenauf thanked task member John Rogers for suggesting and arranging the demonstration on how the North Campus Computer Science Department assesses a student to see what kind of skills they have.  Linda Kliston prepared and demonstrated a short version of how the software (SAM 2003) used by that department works. This software incorporates most of the Microsoft Office Suite programs such as Word, Excel, and Powerpoint.
Professor. Kliston began by saying the student must first go on the scheduling side. They can determine if they want the test scored by percentage or grade. The software sets the time limit for testing; however, the instructor can adjust it, and can select the number of attempts the instructor feels is fair in judging the students’ knowledge. SAM 2003 also has a security feature so the student must be in the room. Linda added that the student could skip questions and then go back to them at the end if time were still available.   She reported that despite students reporting they have a high level of skill, the percentage of students who have all the abilities the department is looking for in this test is low, about 5%.  Eileen Holden asked if we could customize the test to meet the outcome of different courses. Linda and John explained that the test bank if very large.  Steve Obenauf asked about the feedback from students on the testing system and Linda responded most students do not like it because “they have to read.” 

Ken Ross said SACS asks for computer competency – who defines what “computer competency” is?   John Rogers responded that having a basic knowledge with Windows, Word and Excel should suffice.  He noted that the percent of students testing out of our current computer gen ed course, CGS 1061, is less than 50%.
Dr. Holden said the college in as a whole should decide that BCC would endorse as technological literacy. We may then develop an instrument that will test it. Eileen added that the Instructional Technology Committee is talking about what faculty feel are the technology skills our students need.  As the group discussed this it was noted we have knowledge we want students to have at entry level and additional skills upon completion of the gen ed package.  The gen ed philosophy talks about the student’s success upon completion of the gen ed package.  John Rogers felt that the goal is to give them abilities they will need to be successful in all their classes. Eileen said somewhere in the grid should determine at what level class determines the literacy. 
The consensus of the technology assessment demonstration was that it was user friendly. It was suggested that perhaps it should also be tied into CID so the score could be recorded. Peggy Green suggested that a portfolio could be one way to show student computer literacy at graduation .  Steve mentioned that Russ Adkins, Associate V.P. for Instructional Technology, would be attending a future meeting to discuss e-portfolios, etc. 
Some colleges look for a certain skill level at entry or require students to take a course.  There was discussion as to whether BCC should institute something of this nature.  The system could be similar to that used for reading.  Eileen said she would like to see a remediation/lab program – if you don’t pass this test you do a diagnostic prescriptive.  This remedial course would be separate from general education.  Steve Obenauf summarized this as assessing students, remediating them and then accessing them at the end.   Concern was expressed about how a remedial computer course would be set up.  Offering through continuing education could be difficult and having a “00” prefix may not be possible.  Requiring extra credit hours might also be problematic.
Steve asked about the Health Science Core that Nursing Students have to take. Eileen Holden responded they have a 75-clock hour core through Continuing Ed, and for a lack of better words, these are pre-requisites to taking the credit classes. She further explained we are on a collision course with State Board of Nursing and the State Board of Community Colleges for how this pre-requisite is set up.  Steve thought that upon the students completion of the Health Science Core the student could obtain some sort of certificate.  It was noted that while BCC got “points” for this from the state, it wasn’t of particular value to the student.
IV. Proposed timeline for Task Force activities in Term II
Chair Obenauf distributed a draft timeline for what the Task Force will try to have done at each meeting for the remainder of the term.  He reported his intention for the next meeting on February 18 is to have the full grid blocked out indicating how many times we are providing each competency.  At this time we will have a visual and give thought as to what is going to happen.  As a group, we will look at the grid and determine what changes if any we will make.  We will develop those changes in consultation with the college and try and do so within our deadlines.
Ed Erazo reminded Steve that on February 24, the day before BCC’s professional development day, there will be a student group of students talking about general education.  The schedule is 12-12:30 for lunch and 12:30-1:30 p.m. is the panel discussion. This will take place at South Campus, in Building 68.
V. Draft procedure for approving new gen ed courses now and in the future 
Steve brought attention to the draft of the new General Education Course Request form for faculty to use.  Also handed out was a draft procedure for requesting Course Inclusion in General Education which discusses various ways to put this “ad-hoc” committee together. The Gen Ed Task Force discussed their views on who would be a part of this committee. 

Jane Treptow said her department went through their courses and “tweaked” some, therefore asking if in that case they would have to go in front of the Curriculum Committee.  Steve indicated that any change in the course outline would. Eileen suggested they took at the curriculum manual on line. Debbie Nycz asked if they were changing any part of the catalog description in any large extent?  Jane said no, and Debbie thought that answered the question.  What Jane did was to change the delivery of the course, not the adding to the existing units. 
Steve added that if is a course is not currently part of the gen ed package this is what the new procedure is for. If the course is in gen ed and are changing their course outline, we do not need to be re-approved the gen ed committee. A question was asked if a course was currently in gen ed, but could not show the competencies. Steve answered that would be a decision to be made very soon. Eileen said if there a competency where there is a hole, we would have to take to the discipline.  Considerable discussions took place with B.G. Thompson on the process for curriculum approval at the college, and process with the state assigning course numbers and discipline areas.
VI. Progress of the discipline reviews (The Grid)
Steve expressed some of the input from various departments were good with lots of detail and some were not proving they did not even look at the course outlines. Therefore, he plans to send out a lot of e-mail to the Associate Deans around the college. 

Steve said he has download all the gen ed courses in pdf format.   There were two ways he could transmit the info to Task Force members. 
1. Give the committee both the discipline analysis and course outline on paper, or

2. Discipline analysis that has the course outlines numbers or units on it and give the complete course outlines electronically.

The committee discussed and they all had different preferences. The decision was to print them. Beau volunteered to post them on WebCT. Steve will also e-mail them to the committee as well.

Steve will attempt to send some kind of compilation of all the information to the committee between now and the next meeting.
VII. For the Good of the Order
Pat Ellingham asked about the assessment methods for computer science being different for English. Where do you differentiate the competency for English? Some students do not take ENC 1101 before any other class that requires a written paper. Debbie Nycz said she considers those. Eileen said Sharon Rifkin did a survey to faculty of what it is they need 
to make their students technologically competent. 
Steve asked how many students take ENC 1101 at the beginning of their time at BCC versus putting it off until later as they do with some other courses.  Ken Ross and Pat Ellingham said almost everyone takes it in their first term because they want to be able to get their writing credits in other courses later. Pat said he has noted some students take ENC 1101 at the beginning and wait until the end to take ENC1102 when they need the skills that class provides before taking their other writing classes. 
VIII. With no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.
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