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California State University, Long Beach

General Education Governing Committee

Minutes
October 22, 2012 
2:00 – 3:30 p.m. – President’s Conference Room, BH-302
Please notify a member of the GEGC Executive Committee (Paul.Laris@csulb.edu, Keith.Freesemann@csulb.edu, or Dessie.Underwood@csulb.edu) if you are unable to attend.
Attending: Dunagan, Colleen (COTA); Fenton, Gayle (UCUA); Freesemann, Keith (CHHS); Golez, Felipe (CED); Kreysa, Peter( CHHS); Lacey, Kathleen (CBA); Laris, Paul (CLA); McPherson, Mary (CLA); Mizelle, Brett (CLA); Ramachandran, Hema (LIB); Rezaei, Ali (CED); Richesson, Robin (COTA); Underwood, Dessie (CNSM); Whitehouse-Capuano, Natalie (CHHS); Yan, Jun (CBA); Young Owl, Marcus (CLA)

Excused: Beyer, Christiane (COE); Kim, Jin-Lee (COE); Mahoney, Lynn (AA); Slowinski, Kris (CNSM)
Absent: Gossage, Lily (COE); Muller, Markus (CLA); Suteu, Paul (ASI); Travis, Tiffini (LIB)
I. Call to Order: 
· Unanimously approved
II. Approval of Agenda

III. Approval of Minutes: October 8, 2012 GEGC Minutes (Posted on BeachBoard)
· Unanimously approved
IV. Announcements
· Reminder:  Most GEGC business is conducted electronically via BeachBoard (note you need to enter as a student).  Please bring your laptops or print material for meetings.
· AY 2012-13 GEGC Meeting Schedule

· Fall 2012:  November 12, November 26, and December 10.

· Spring 2013: February 11, February 25, March 11, March 25, April 8, April 22,  and May 13.   
V. Unfinished Business
VI. Course Reviews: 
· PORT 200 – Intermediate Portuguese: Unanimously Approved
· Posted on BeachBoard/GE Course Proposals Fall 2012, AY 2012-2013

· New to General Education

· Request for Foreign Languages (Category C2c)
· This course follows the same outline as previous language courses (SPAN 200, SPAN 100, PORT 100, ITAL 200) that were approved at the last two meetings.
· Motion to approve: Gayle Fenton, Seconded by Dessie Underwood
· Unanimously approved
· ITAL 345 – Italian American Culture: Unanimously approved pending syllabus submission
· Posted on BeachBoard/GE Course Proposals Fall 2012, AY 2012-2013

· New to General Education

· Request for Explorations

· Request for Social and Behavioral Sciences (Category D2)

· Request for Capstone/Interdisciplinary
· Discussion

· Paul Laris: This course uses an older form and needs to be updated. The paperwork got lost in the process and was not reviewed until now. 
· Questions:

· Felipe Golez: Can a language course offer socio-cultural courses? This type of course is usually offered by Social Science departments.
· Brett Mizelle: The departments have discussions about these issues and talk about them before they are sent to the GEGC. 
· Recommendations:

· Keith Freesemann: Recommends the committee table the course until the department sends the missing syllabus.
· Motion to approve pending re-send of the syllabus

· Unanimously approved
· ENGL 387- Comics and Graphic Narratives: Approved with one abstention to table the course and invite the department to the next meeting with revisions regarding the Writing Intensive component
· Posted on BeachBoard/GE Course Proposals Fall 2012, AY 2012-2013

· New to General Education
· Request for Explorations

· Request for Human Diversity
· Request for Literature (Category C2a)

· Request for Capstone/Interdisciplinary/Writing Intensive

· Discussion

· Felipe Golez: This course is very similar to CWL 213 that was approved at the last meeting.
· Paul Laris: The course today is a 300 level capstone and is also asking for Human Diversity whereas CWL 213 is a lower division Global Issues course. There may be some overlap but they are different courses with different foci regarding with what this committee is concerned.
· Robin Richesson: Concerned that these two courses would be competing for the same students.
· Paul Laris: That should not be the case for these two courses, but it is not the concern of this committee.
· Keith Freesemann: If this is a new course to campus, we will review them parallel to the curriculum review. 

· The course will be certified in the December certification cycle. 
· Brett Mizelle: Thinks that this course would be great for many students and wishes it was cross listed.

· Paul Laris: Concerned about feedback for writing requirement in regards to the Writing Intensive component.
· Colleen Dunagan: There is no clear indication on the syllabus that the instructor is going to be giving instruction about writing along the course of the semester.
· Kathleen Lacey: There needs to be more active indication of writing intensive policy.
· Paul: It needs to be clear how the instructor will be giving feedback for the writing intensive requirement.
· Recommend: Department fix wording for clarification of writing intensive component.
· Keith Freesemann: It needs to be clear in the syllabus that the students are writing then receiving feedback, re-writing and receiving more feedback. What they say in the SCO should be incorporated in the syllabus.
· Questions:

· Keith: Is there any chance that this course is something COTA would challenge?

· Robin Richesson: There should not be a problem. Many of her own students may be interested in taking this course. 

· Keith Freesemann: How do social media come into how we interpret our writing requirement?

· For example using twitter and blogging in the classroom.

· There needs to be discussion about the criteria for GWAR requirement regarding social media.

· Would like to see a clear/separate section about the writing intensive component.

· Felipe Golez: On page 14 of syllabus: What more does the department need to do to show that they are meeting writing intensive component?

· Colleen Dunagan: It is not evident in their course outline. There needs to be a clearer component in the outline.

· Recommendations:

· Correct pre-req requirement; “completion of 13 unit foundation requirement”. (Page 1 of SCO: II. Catalog Description)
· This language has not been used for a long time and needs to be updated and changed to the current language used.

· Fix wording for clarification of Writing Intensive component.

· Recommendations for next meeting: invite Linda Sarbo to go over blogging, twitter and to give perspective about these new writing requirements and how these would fit into it.
· Motion to table the course and invite the department to the next meeting with revisions regarding the Writing Intensive component. 
· Approved with one abstention: Felipe Golez

VII. New Business
1. Discussion of New GE Skill Rubrics, Mary McPherson
a. The purpose of this discussion is to get feedback on the wording that will appear on the website for faculty to review when they are assessing the GE Essential Skills for their courses.
i. The first paragraph is different for each category. The second paragraph is the same, containing instructions on what to do. The next page contains a rubric that the departments would use to measure their SLOs.
b. GE Essential Skill: Written Communication

i. This would be essential for courses with have indicated a “high” emphasis on written communication. It should be used for evaluating writing and program reviews.
ii. Colleen Dunagan: It seems like this is a rubric to evaluate papers in a course not the actual course itself.
1. Mary McPherson: If you indicate writing is an essential skill for your course you can use your own rubric as long as it goes over the SLOs of written communication. What you indicate is a focus of the course is what you are going to access (when you turn in the GE skills worksheet), but if you have a more specific rubric that is fine as long as it follows the SLOs.
c. Keith Freesemann: The Chancellor’s Office has mandated that the university document the assessment of campus core competencies as part of a review cycle. Mary is trying to incorporate these rules from the Chancellor’s Office.
d. SLOs

i. These are general so that departments can apply them to their courses. It is related to essential outcomes that people have to indicate when they are getting a course reviewed for GE, but it is not to be used as a rubric for assessing a course that satisfies the Writing Intensive Capstone requirement.
e. Questions:

i. Colleen Dunagan: Are you going to have wording in there where it says that you need to pull out a sample of writing for assessment?

1. Mary McPhereson: Does not want to put in specific rules such as “pulling out writing” because there are different ways to assess courses and she does not want to tell people how to assess their courses.
ii. Brett Mizelle: Is this for faculty or chairs? Will it be used for course assessment? It needs to be clear between course and department assessment.
1. Paul Laris: This is really for people doing assessment. It will be on our website for faculty who are assessing their courses before they submit them to the GEGC committee.
2. Mary McPherson will make edits and then post on BeachBoard so everyone can review.
VIII. GEGC Question and Answer
· Jun Yan: Would like to know what is happening with GE Capstones and to get an update on the Chancellor Office’s decision.
· Can Lynn send out email to the committee or place a statement on BeachBoard so that committee members can be informed of changes?
IX. Adjournment

X. Future Agenda / Discussion Items

1. Writing Intensive Capstone Fastrack
2. Department GE Assessment 
3. Hybrid or On-line Courses

