
General Education Task Force Meeting

March 3, 2005

Tigertail Lake Center Conference Room
M I N U T E S

Members Present: Steve Obenauf (Chair), Beau Beadel, Ed Erazo, Peggy Green, Deborah Hefferin, Jim Lansing, Barry Mowell, John Rogers
Ex Officio Present: Eileen Holden, Hank Martel, Debbie Nycz, B. G. Thompson

Guests: Russ Adkins

I. Chair Obenauf called to order at 2:15 p.m. and remembered our co-worker and member of the Task Force, Patrick Ellingham, for the loss of his wife. There was a suggestion to have a collection made to donate to the Cancer Fund and asked Emilia to collect the monies and make the contribution to the Cancer Fund. 
II. Approval of the Minutes:  Motion was made and seconded to approve the minutes of the February 18, 2005 meeting as presented. 
III. Steve reminded the Task Force that we have been looking throughout our review at electronic portfolios, technological and computer literacy, and the various methods on how we assess our students.   He invited Russ Adkins to share information obtained from BCC and around the state and country on technology and information literacy.
Russ Atkins noted that some now believe that information and technology literacy are the “fourth literacy” along with reading, writing, and mathematics.  He demonstrated software from ETS and three models for testing students on information literacy. In the first task the examinees create a visual representation of data to answer two research questions; the second requires examinees to construct an advanced search based on a complex information need; and the third task examinees summarize information from a variety of sources and then draw conclusions from their summary.  These are described at http://www.ets.org/ictliteracy/pdfs/0202heapaper.pdf Russ advised the Task Force to log into http://www.ets.org/research/ictliteracy/ictreport.pdf for more information on Information and Communication Technology Literacy (ICT). 

Russ reported that the work of the IT Planning Committee has determined there are 3 ways around the state for providing technology literacy: providing it in one course, providing it in one of a group of selected courses (Valencia CC does this in courses such as ENC), or infusing it throughout the curriculum.  Some experts recommend measurement of ability at the beginning and end of a student’s time at the institution.  
The Task Force expressed many thoughts on how to infuse / define computer literacy. One suggestion was to infuse courses with Web CT, or other ways to force students to exhibit their knowledge in information and computer literacy within the course.  John Rogers noted that at his discipline meeting on Professional Development day it was reported that many of our students lack basic skills.
Steve said we might have to work with each individual discipline and suggest how they can add technological literacy into their course outlines.   It was reported that Cal State University gives grants to faculty to blend technology into their courses.
The consensus of the Task Force was that in order for students to be a success they should possess basic computer concepts and terminology, operating system function and usage, Internet/web skills, word processing software at an intermediate level, spreadsheet and presentation software. Another idea was to introduce the college internet resources, and introduction to web-based instruction. 

Russ also reported on Portfolio tools available for students.  He noted that FACTS was free, but also limited to 10MB per student.  Commercial products such as LiveText have 100MB or greater per student for storing a variety of student materials.  Russ was asked if all this information could be saved on a disk should the company go out of business and he said yes.  Russ noted that the IT planning website has information on many of these topics at http://www.broward.edu/committees/technology/resources.jsp .  
IV. Chair Obenauf reported that the course outlines coming in are much better than the last versions and can tell the departments are really looking into their disciplines. He proceeded to define the grids he handed out today. He asked the Task Force to read these critically. Steve felt that each campus had approached this differently. 
Eileen Holden asked Steve what our next step was and thanked Steve for a wonderful job so far in mandating conversations. She said the good thing is that we will not wait another ten years to review this again. This process needs to move to inclusion and have the sustainable process in place so if something needs to be added we would have the procedure. Steve added that as far as the disciplines agreeing internally, this is something that could be done via e-mail if collegewide meetings were too great of an obstacle. 
Steve asked the group to look at the overall grid, determine if there are areas that could be strengthened, how it looks all together, and if we are going to change or add something, where would be anyone has an additional response, he asked them to share it with him. Most members felt it looks good as far as something that stands out. He would like them to determine if they are comfortable accepting the numbers.
Eileen then asked if our next step was to review the evidence. Steve asked if there is an area we think may need to review the evidence. It seems like it is well distributed, now we need to ask for evidence in the course outlines and how are we going to assess it. See if it passes the group. Eileen said we still need to define the definitions of the literacies and must be able to defend each course. Some members felt if the group divided into sections and took one area each and determine if they agree or disagree and then discuss the competencies.
Steve will bring a few sets of the grid analysis to the next meeting to determine what raises a red flag. Think about if a change is recommended, where will we go with it?
V. There being no further business to discuss, the meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.

