
General Education Task Force Meeting

April 15, 2005
Central Campus: Dean’s Conference Room
M I N U T E S

Members Present: Steve Obenauf (Chair), Beau Beadel, Carlton Byrd, Joe Castillo, Dominique Charlotteaux, Patrick Ellingham, Ed Erazo, Peggy Green, Cesar Grisales, Deborah Hefferin, Barry Mowell, Sonia Nieves, John Rogers, Ken Ross, Debbie Sloan, Howard Sorkin, Winston Thompson, Jane Treptow, Xiao Wang
Ex Officio Present: Eileen Holden, Hank Martel, Deborah Nycz, B. G. Thompson

Guests Present:  Susan Finazzo, Koula Mantzouranis, William Minervini, Joyce Nemeth, Sharon Rifkin, Chris Roddy
I. Chair Obenauf called the meeting to order at 2:10 p.m. and thanked everyone for their thoughts, creativity and hard work during the last year and a half.
Steve expressed his desire that the goal for today’s meeting is to crystallize our ideas and create a general education package for our college. He mentioned noticing we describe our college to applicants during search committee meetings as one of the very largest in the nation with a strong commitment to quality and he therefore believes we should not be shy about distinguishing our institution. 
II. Approval of the minutes from March 25, 2005
A motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes with the noted corrections in sections IV and V.
III. Review of core distribution
Steve reported that during our last meeting for the semester scheduled for April 28 we would be looking at all new courses which have been requested for inclusion into the General Education package. A grid will be available before the meeting showing the new courses and the areas they are applying to be included in.  The individuals proposing those courses will be invited to attend. Steve added there is a possibility of a summer meeting to finish the recommendations we will be proposing to the college and hopefully we can do this via e-mail. Steve brought attention to all the handouts which illustrate what all of the other Florida community colleges are doing regarding their general education core distribution, a draft of the recommendations we will eventually propose to the college, and another which indicates some one-credit hour area possibilities.
Dr. Holden reported that the trend with schools who recently went through gen ed reviews with computer literacy have given their students some options in technology with a menu where students can demonstrate this proficiency, either through a course, an exam, a portfolio, or a wide range of courses which integrate learning outcomes with regard to technology. She also noted that for some of the competencies the committee has identified we can offer a variety of ways students can meet them.
Jane Treptow felt students need to possess some sort of computer competency in order to be successful in a classroom as well as in the working world, such as e-mails, spreadsheets and word processing. She admitted some students are more computer literate than others, and felt some preps should have modules for some specific areas of deficiencies, perhaps adding a competency test and placement.  Steve reminded the Task Force they had discussed at a prior meeting adding modules for specific deficiencies and adding a technology competency test to the testing our students already take when they first come to BCC.
Ken Ross informed the task force about MAT1033 as an example of a college-level math course which the student may be required to take based on their math placement scores and which does not get gen ed credit, only elective credit, and asked what would prohibit us from having a pre-test and requiring a CGS 1000 as an elective based on test scores.  Eileen thought the computer literacy would be placed outside of the 15 gen ed credits for the AS degree or the 36 for the AA degree, as a competency students need to demonstrate before they can say they are technologically literate. A statement was made that the CGS 1061 one-credit course will not continue to be included in the gen ed core. Steve said there are various views pertaining to this issue. Eileen Holden cautioned the group there were deadlines set for courses to be included, this course had not formally requested inclusion, and we are at a point to make some decisions, which should start today. She suggested that one credit is therefore open for discussion.  Steve Obenauf suggested as a Task Force we might make a proposal to the college what we will have a pre-test and the student would have to test into the course. 
Debbie Nycz asked if we had in our curriculum a requirement to turn papers in via word processing?  The consensus was not in a course outline but perhaps in a syllabus.  Eileen informed the Task Force that as we define computer literacy, another group in the college would have to decide if it was provided and assessed in a specific a course, with a test, with modules or CLEP, and put together a menu of possibilities for our students in this area.
Ed Erazo felt that a lot of acquiring technology and information literacy is skill building and that one course is not going to achieve success. Instead we should provide technology literacy across the curriculum, it should be incorporated into multiple courses with appropriate assignments and eventually the student will have achieved these competencies. John Rogers suggested adding an “other” category which would give other disciples a chance to be included in gen ed, other than the basic ones mandated by the state: Math, English, Humanities, Social & Behavioral Science, and Natural Science.  Thoughts from other members was to offer an elective, 

Eileen summarized the options for the one-credit previously held by the CGS course as follows; give it to an existing course in gen ed, add an ethics course, or a capstone course.   John Rogers asked why science labs were listed as 1 credit hour when labs in other areas like Math or English were not.  It was noted that these were separate courses taught by a professor involving a great deal of work and a variety of activities and skill building and so are quite different from labs where students go into a room to practice math or other skills.
The group moved next to a discussion of Wellness.  Carlton Byrd reminded the task force of the points he had raised a proposal at the last meeting.  Eileen said going back to our philosophy statement which says that a broad exposure that can’t be found in any one specific discipline so the distribution must support our philosophy that a student’s choices get broad exposure to a liberal education. If that is a question we must look at the current distribution and does it satisfy.  After further discussion, the Task Force voted to approve that Wellness would remain in the General Education Core.  
Debbie Nycz felt we should not be having some of these difficult discussions and we are in this situation because the legislature put a cap on the credits that the students are required to take.   They are tying their hands and we are at risk of becoming a training institution and felt this was artificial. 

It was noted that Speech is a competency required by SACS but that a specific course is not.  Ken Ross proposed that a Speech course might be outside of the general education core as computers now will be or that a system similar to the A.S. degree requirements be used.  B.G. Thompson noted that the range around the state for the Speech requirement is from 0 to 3 hours and perhaps students could pick between Speech and Wellness.  Deborah Hefferin noted that we have it as one of our competencies and it would not be appropriate to require it but not have it in gen ed.  After further discussion, the Task Force voted to approve that Speech would remain in the General Education Core.  It would continue to remain in Area 1 along with the ENC courses for a total of 9 hours.

The group turned to examining other areas in the general education core.  A proposal was made to combine areas 2 and 3 and have a total of 9 hours in this combined area.  This was not approved.  It was noted that based on the discipline analysis of competencies received from the college that the distribution of hours between areas 2, 3, and 4 (6, 6, and 7) seemed appropriate.  The Task Force voted to retain the present distribution of hours in Area 2, Area 3, and Area 4.

Some of the Faculty expressed the lack of skills the students have in writing and speech and how it applies to other classes with producing their assignments in the other disciplines.  Sequencing is clearly important.  A suggestion was for the Faculty to specify pre-requisite courses for their courses, such as writing, speech, or computer literacy. 
Barry Mowell suggested a one-credit service learning requirement which would anchor us with a number of community institutions and an appreciation of us as a college. This could however necessitate staff to monitor and track the hours. Steve added that Florida Gulf Coast University already has that as a requirement for graduation. The Task Force continued discussion on which areas to look at for the one credit.   Carlton Byrd proposed adding the hour into the Wellness area, which had been cut from 4 hours down to 1.  No action was taken.  
With regard to the AS and AAS degrees, Eileen, said with all this, when we look at the competencies and grid and the AS core, a lot of the competencies are covered in the technical core. Steve said with the A.S. and 15 gen ed hours, and four major disciplinary areas required to be covered, there is not a lot of room to work with, and advised there would be two different discussions.

Peggy Green distributed a handout and talked about a proposal for a Capstone Course, which would create an innovative offering.  It would encourage systems thinking, research, and sustainability and all competencies would be woven into it.  The delivery could be face to face or as a hybrid course.  Her concept would have a basic core of ideas and each discipline or department could prepare a course outline which include these core elements taught from the perspective of their discipline. This would give faculty an opportunity to become more creative. Steve added that Hillsborough Community College after 45 credit hours requires a capstone course, which is called “Connections.”
Deb Hefferin liked this idea as being innovative, but said if we truly believe this is something our students should do we should give them too many choices in the new area, but to require it to be a capstone or service learning that everyone should have. 
In response to a question about service learning hours affecting the number of credit hours a course would be worth, Ken Ross said education classes require a significant number of service learning hours in addition to the in-class hours but are still listed as 3 credits.  We could have a 1-credit course with 32 contact hours similar to the HSC course and others.  The group indicated it could be repeatable.  John Rogers was concerned with the prefix issue for a capstone course, and asked if a common number can be fixed to a range of discipline prefixes and each department would be responsible for creating the course behind the concept.  Steve Obenauf said it was something we could look at.
IV. Review of clusters in core
The Task Force voted on and approved the following: 

In area 1 the clusters are set, “A” is ENC 1101, “B” is ENC 1102 or Technical Report Writing, and Area “C” is SPC 1024 or SPC 1600. 

Area 2: our system of clusters in this area is far more complex than any other college and simplification was suggested.  Cluster “A” - Literature and cluster “B” - Modern Foreign Language would remain as they presently are.  The present clusters “C”, “D”, “E”, and “H” would be combined into a new cluster “C” – Visual and Performing Arts and clusters “F” and “G” would be combined into a new “D” – Philosophy & Religion.
Area 3:  the current division into “A” - Social Sciences and “B” - Behavioral Sciences is widely used around the state and will be retained.  The placement of economics will be discussed in future
Area 4: the current division into “A” - Biological Sciences and “B” - Physical Sciences is also widely used and will be retained.  The clusters “C” for laboratory and “D” for wellness will also be retained.
Area 5: there are no clusters within the math area – students take two courses from a list
The group agreed to revisit the re-grouped clusters in area 2 at the next meeting if needed.

V. For the good of the order

Peggy Green suggested formally recommends that when our course outlines undergo their 5-year review that they always look at the competencies and see if they can incorporate more of our desired competencies into the course. Steve said when we sends out courses there should be a checklist that goes with them.

Next meeting’s agenda will include the consideration of the new courses which have been requested to be added into gen ed. Course proposers and interested parties will be invited.  The Task force will also continue discussion of the new one-credit hour area options and any courses currently in gen ed we have concerns about.
VI. Adjournment

There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 3:55 p.m.

