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The February 2, 2010 meeting of the Shepherd University General Studies Committee was held in the Cumberland Room of the Student Center. Chair, Larry Daily called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m.

Meeting Schedule (2009-2010):  The General Studies Committee will meet every third Wednesday of the month at 4:10pm 

I. Approval of minutes for meeting from 1/20/2010

Minutes approved. No corrections noted. 


II. Chair’s Report: Academic Reform Coordinating Committee Discussion

· General Studies will not take up the issue of foreign language, because it does not fall under the Committee’s purview. Foreign Language is not a requirement for all students.
1. Motion to approve by Erik Jones
2. Second by Anna DeVito
3. Motion passes. 
· It was also noted that Foreign Language may not be an issue of credits but of competency. Foreign Language requirements (12 credit hours) become an issue because of the number of credit hours required. 
· The General Studies Committee believes it is under the purview of the Academic Reform Committee to determine where it falls in the curriculum.  
III. FYEX: How it should fall in the Framework.

· It has not been defined how, why and where the First year Experience will fall in the GS framework. There has not been a clear purpose for what we want this experience to be. We are currently looking at three option. 

1. Learning Communities

2. Interest groups

3. PHIL 100

· Does this committee have to mandate one type of First-Year Experience for all students. Could the University provide options for students choose?

· Anna purposes a multi-year approach. Where students take or work with one faculty member over 3-4 years. 

· Currently the experience falls under the Center for Teaching and Learning, but it is listed in the Strategic Plan that the General Studies Committee take up the issue of the FYEX. We still need to figure out if this is required by all students or are transfer students exempt. Or perhaps if a first year experience is offered in the Major would a student have to take another FYEX if they changed their major. 

· How to staff the FYEX is a large issue and may help the committee determine the best or most successful approach for the campus.

· There is a campus wide survey going out about the First Year Experience. This survey is not based actual experiences on campus, but rather it asks hypothetical questions as to what the campus community would like to see from a FYEX. This survey will go out to Students, Faculty and Staff. The general Studies committee will wait for the results of the survey before we make a decision. Encourage department to participate in the Survey. 

· There will also be a Survey about Service Learning. The Office of Student Community Service and Service Learning wants to see what departments are currently doing and how to better help departments continue service learning. Encourage Department to participate in this survey as well. 
IV. Framwork Proposal

1. Dr. Nixon reported The Department of English and Modern Languages concerns about the current framework:

· Why is the second tier listed as “Expression?” Can we find another way to describe the courses under the second tier?

· Why is History in the First Tier, why isn’t it under the second tier? The E&ML strongly supports History and believes it should be in the Framework, but why the first tier?

· Why should we give students a choice in the General Studies Framework? Choices lead to an acquisition of trivia, but not knowledge. 

· Not requiring Language undermines the Modern Language Program

·  Overall, the department believes the current General Studies Program offered at Shepherd is better than the purposed Framework by the General Studies Committee. 

2. Kristin Kaineg reported concerns from the Dept. of Contemporary Art & Theater. The department is supportive of the framework with the exception of:
· Artistic Expression to be 3-6 hours instead of 2-4 hours. The number of hours listed now is based on the two course currently offered in for Art and Music. The dept. believes strongly that these courses should be 3 hours like other course and the dept. plans to offer 3 credit hour courses in the new Core. 

· Also if we are considering adding Literature to the first tier, we would recommend decreasing the number of hours in Science to 4 or perhaps a range 4-8. We are concerned that the more classes we add to the first tier and first 2 years, the less realistic our students will be able to get the courses they need. Students who are science/math/etc majors can take 8 hours and count towards the Core and students who are not Science based majors can fulfill the Science requirement with 4 hours.

· The other questions: does History mean a course within the respected discipline or could this be a history of art course? What does it mean to be writing intensive? For math could students take a Logic or Economics course instead of Algebra MATH 101

3. Dr. Slocum-Schaffer stated the Framework is rough and we need to pay more attention to the Competencies listed and how they relate to the course offerings. 

4. Dr. Synder discussed concerns from ENVS

· New framework appears softer than current General Studies Structure. This makes the ENVS dept a bit nervous. 

· Dr. Slocum-Schaffer asks Dr. Synder why the new framework is softer than what we currently have. 

· Dr. Synder understands that it is not softer, but to people on the outside the choices in the second tier make it appear softer. We need to figure out how to market the framework and new core so that the campus community fully understands the new framework and core. 

5. Dr. Daily—we need to break into subcommittees to resolve issues within the framework. For instance, requirements for Capstone, Writing Intensive courses, and to define each expression.

6. Helena Cole—there are many different way to offer up a Core Curriculum. Why do all student have to take the same courses?

· We have already discussed the course offerings in each tier would be limited and reviewed by the committee. Students will not be able to take any course to fulfill a requirement. 

7. MATH is it a MATH course or is it quantitative literacy? What are those guidelines? Again, it is about the competency not the course. 

8. Dr. Clayton—NURS is in favor of the flexible structure and believe have limited choices will help make it easier for the students to graduate in 4-years. 

9. Dr. Synder—if ENVS wanted to offer a History-type course then it should be approved by the History department. This has been discussed in the Committee and all courses in the Core would have to be approved by the Committee. The committee will monitor and approve only course that meet the area requirement. 

10. Dr. Wang— MATH would have a problem approving a course not within the MATH department. 

11. Mengyang Li—CHEM math is a major part of the preparing for chemistry students. They need to take MATH courses to be able to complete the work in their courses. 

Dr. Daily—There seems to be a lack of trust in faculty. We need to respect each other in order to create a comprehensive Core Curriculum. The committee recognizes that students would lose a part of their education if they did not take a course within a specific concentration, and the new Core should take advantage of specific expertise. As discussed in previous meetings, the courses to fulfill Core requirements would be approved by this committee. Therefore, not any course would meet those guidelines. 

Given all the concerns heard today, more discussion on the framework is needed. 

· Motion to Postpone Discussion on Framework

· Motion Second

· Motion Passed to continue framework discussion at 2/17 meeting. 

V. Subcommittees

· Dr. Jones suggested three subcommittees:

1. Writing, Communications, History, Writing in Major

2. Quantitative, Science, Capstone

3. Artistic, Cultural, Societal, Well-being

· Discussion of subcommittees to continue over email. Participate in email conversation.

VI. Other Business

· No other business was discussed.

VII. Meeting adjourned at 5:25 pm  

 




Respectfully submitted, 






Kristin Kaineg, Secretary

