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general education, but the Committee has also struggled to take the politics out of the
situation. We have compromised, putting the students and the University as our
priorities.

It was noted that according to this proposal, the slate will be wiped clean and courses will
be resubmitted. What happens if only a few are submitted? It was noted that we will not
put students into this program if there aren’t enough classes for them to take.

It was noted that this structure will be gradually implemented so problems can be dealt
with as they arise.

It was noted that General Education needs to be revised because most students don’t see
it as anything other than a money-maker for the University. Also, because the program is
so unfocused, it is not assessable. Dr. Park, Provost, noted that NorthWest (our regional
accrediting body) wants stated outcomes for the General Education Program as a whole,
not for each individual course. We have to be able to show the students have met the
program outcomes.

It was cited that usually proposing and accepting new general education courses is a long
process. Mark Hardt noted that the General Education Committee will be coming up
with operating principles to guide them on the submission of courses to avoid long,
drawn out acceptance procedures. It was cited that the Committee could keep what we
have now and just pull out the unacceptable courses. Michael Dennis, General Education
Committee member, noted that the Committee observed the present system was inferior
because it was put together for purely political reasons, and it is not assessable.

It was noted that the biggest problem in moving to a new structure is transitioning the
students who started under the old and will finish under the new.

It was noted that faculty advisors can substitute courses at their discretion. The
Academic Senate and the General Education Committee cannot change that.

It was noted that according to the proposal, the general education courses will be
reviewed every year, and so some courses that were in can be “bumped” out of the
program because of the limited number of offerings.

It was noted that students are expected to have some technological skills, and yet the
University has almost no requirements for technology in General Education or Academic
Foundations.

It was noted that this structure is based on outcomes. A smaller selection of courses will
better fit the outcomes. We shouldn’t think about lists of courses under headings, but
rather courses that contribute to outcomes.
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It was noted that the Committee has suggested a General Education Core of Faculty,
similar to the Graduate Faculty, who would get together and talk about General
Education/Academic Foundations and possibly how courses can be integrated. That core
of faculty would also be more well-equipped to talk about and work with Academic
Foundations. Dr. Park noted that some universities have FTE dedicated to general
education which takes away the problem of departments losing FTE if they lose a general
education course.

It was noted that the Global Academic Skills category does not mention oral
communication or technology, both of which are important to all our students. Also, six
credits in the Skills category do not allow for a math course, a writing course, a
technology course, and whatever else the student might need. Dr. Park noted that ENGL
150 (College Composition) is a University-level course and cannot be pushed back to the
Academic Support Center as a developmental course.

Sandie Rietz and Steve Coffman formally requested that the General Education
Committee look into adding communication and technology to the existing categories of
Academic Foundations.

It was cited by several General Education Committee members that presenting rationale
about why courses should be in Academic Foundations is inappropriate at this time,



