



General Education Task Force Meeting

Wednesday, November 3, 2004
South Campus: 69-253
M I N U T E S

2nd  Draft 
Members Present: Steve Obenauf (Chair), Debra Allen, Joe Castillo, Patrick Ellingham, Ed Erazo, Peggy Green, Cesar Grisales, Deborah Hefferin, Jim Lansing, Sonia Nieves, John Rogers, Ken Ross, Debbie Sloan, Winston Thompson, Jane Treptow
Ex Officio Present: Eileen Holden, Hank Martel, Deborah Nycz, B. G. Thompson
I. Chair Obenauf called to order at 2:15 p.m.
II. Motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes from the October 22, 2004 meeting with minor spelling corrections.

III. Steve Obenauf began the discussion with the (grid) which he updated as a result of the tally of the Task Force’s “homework” to indicate which competencies and skills various members felt should be provided by each of the disciplines listed on the AS and AA grids.  He explained the numbers in each box indicated the number of members checking a particular box on the grid indicating the desired competencies provided by the discipline in that column.

Patrick Ellingham reported that at a department meeting, he shared the grid and asked them to mark all the competencies ENC 1101 had and when they did, and compared with the course description and how little it compared with the actual course. 

Several questions were raised regarding how many courses at other colleges had course outlines that met their desired competencies. Eileen said probably just the schools which most recently went through a SACS Accreditation or General Education review.  Among Florida Community Colleges that number would be quite small.  BCC courses not currently having a course outline stating how desired competencies are provided might bring to the Gen Ed task force an amended course outline focusing on the outcome and how they were going to measure it.
Steve discussed possible ways to proceed and share information with Faculty around the college.  He reminded the Task Force of determinations made in previous meetings that we wanted to have multiple hits on each competency to make sure it is achieved.  Each competency would likely involve multiple disciplines.  He also noted his belief that when we finalize our grid or list, that it would have to be a “super majority” decision. Ed Erazo expressed concern that competencies with low numbers on the grid ending up in the final product.  It was suggested we should have a cut off or minimum number for inclusion in each discipline.  The chair also indicated his desire to be able to pass the finished grid on to the Faculty with enough time for their feedback and revisions.  He will talk about the planned process at tomorrow’s Collegewide Faculty meeting. While waiting for feedback from disciplines collegewide, the Task Force could turn our attention to the assessment, interdisciplinary courses, or other matters in order to keep our work moving forward. 
There was concern expressed that every discipline had at least one or two check marks in every competency; Steve’s observation of the tallying told him that some of the committee members checked every box feeling that “I would like this to be provided in all the courses” and other members were more focused on particular areas.  The tallies reflected the diversity in the membership’s approach to general education goals.
Peggy Green asked if there were any competencies that are so basic that we would want them reinforced across the curriculum.  Writing was suggested as one possible example.  Deb Hefferin felt that having “super competencies” was a good idea, but could be problematic.  She noted that if we required reading to be provided in every discipline, an example of a potential problem would be math, where no reading is involved. Ken Ross disagreed, saying it is a different type of reading: students learn how to read problems, etc. Debbie and John Rogers reflected on the type of reading in other areas, i.e., in Chemistry or Computer Science.
Ed Erazo said that maybe we could re-consider how we are providing some of the competencies with very few check marks in any discipline. A suggestion was made that perhaps a capstone course that brings it all together could be implemented. Debbie Sloan referred to the SLS class, which could not apply directly, but might be a model.  The use of IDS courses was also discussed.  Peggy Green suggested the group consider capstone courses, which would be much broader.  They could touch on ethics, community service, and other areas we feel are needed.  Ed Erazo suggested adding it as a new 3-credit course, which can go onto another course such an in the Learning Community.  Concerns were expressed about displacing courses in the current 36 or 15 hours.  Several ways were discussed as to where the capstone class would fit in.  It could be team-taught by faculty in different disciplines, as a “capstone option” within existing courses in all disciplines (analogous to the writing option or honors option), or having dedicated capstone sections in courses in a variety of disciplines.  Students might even have the option of having it provided by Student Life through club activities and others.
Steve asked Eileen Holden if there was a model for a course like this. She said there are models for the universities, but is still breaking ground for the community college system. She will acquire and share. Deb Hefferin asked about the A.S. and A.A. programs and what the capstone class would be. Several ideas were expressed on how and where to put a capstone class (course outline, discipline, or section).
Jane Treptow suggested asking faculty in all disciplines what they do to provide the desired competencies within their discipline and how that compares with their existing course outlines.  The group agreed this would be a good idea.

Dr. Holden summed the conversation by noting that we will be putting the competencies out and asking the Faculty for not only what they think, but to show us by demonstrating where this is in their course outline and how they would determine it in their discipline college wide, with some sort of sign-off or collective consensus. 
Steve will have available for tomorrow’s College wide Faculty Meeting a blank grid with five columns with an extra column for something to add if we missed something, and a revised list of the state discipline prefixes, and ask the Faculty to review them and send back their results.  Disciplines could also inform us of any changes they wish to make.  Steve and Eileen will draft a memo from the committee to the faculty via e-mail and hard copy and include what the next process will be.  Assessment feedback from the August Collegewide Faculty meeting will be posted on the General Education web site.
IV. With no further business to discuss today, the meeting adjourned at 3:35 p.m.
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