GEOC Meeting September 4, 2009

In Attendance: Katharina von Hammerstein, Anabel Perez, John Ayers, Kate Capshaw Smith, Tom Deans, Anke

Finger, Jane Goldman, Bill Lott, Eric Schultz, Murphy Sewal 1, Xae Alicia Reyes, Cora Lynn Deibler, and Niloy

Dutta. Not Present: Robert Cromley, Douglas Kaufman, Tom Roby, Sarah Winter, Rosa Helena Chinchilla, and
Michael Young.

1. Minutes of the April 27, 2009 meeting.
Motion to approve the minutes aswritten. Motion passed.

2. Announcements

* Welcometo new and returning GEOC members. New GEOC members and those returning from a
year away include John Ayers, Eric Schultz, RoskeideChinchilla, Douglas Kaufman, Sarah
Winter, and Kate Capshaw Smith. Jane Goldman alhdlddt have taken retirement but have
agreed to continue serving on the GEOC. Elizabetkukch has received a grant for this coming
academic year and will step down from GEOC fordheation of her grant. Morty Ortega has
resigned from the GEOC. Undergraduate and gradisatent members to GEOC have not yet
been appointed.

* Mestings dates and times. Once again, there was no one time when everyomnd aoake a
meeting. As a result, we have scheduled meetingsviodifferent days/times: Mondays 12-2 and
Fridays 9-11.

* Cross-Content Area Gen Ed (CCAGE) Courses. The Senate C&CC- and GEOC-approved
CCAGE proposal will be presented to the SenatbeaSeptember 14, 2009 meeting. Because the
proposal involves changes to the bylaws, votinghenmotion will occur at the October 12, 2009
meeting.

o Eric Schultz noted that the only change Senate C&t@e to the GEOC proposal is that
students decide how a course should be counteat the final plan stage, not at
registration.

o0 Murphy Sewall stressed that the diagrams useqéastto better describe how CCAGE
courses would work must be clarified for presentato the Senate.

o Jane Goldman expressed concern that studarstsbe advised of CCAGE courses and
implications for distribution of gen ed credit righom the beginning.

= Katrina Higgins, CLAS Academic Services Center, &issured Katharina von
Hammerstein that the advising part of this chargeikl be straightforward.

o Eric Schultz also pointed out that it will be impaort to have some indication about what a
student’s Degree Advisement Report might look Ikatharina von Hammerstein will
propose to Senate Executive Committee that she wittegeff von Munkwitz-Smith to
discuss how the Degree Progress Report might look.

o Tom Deans suggested that the unofficial educatiatualents should happen in the
Library Learning Commons, with lots of publicityalt the change.

= Jane Goldman suggested a Daily Campus front paigeedo announce the
change, should it be approved.

* GEOC Annual Report. The Annual Report was circulated to the GEOC ailidoe presented to
the Senate at the September meeting.

o Highlights of the report:

= Qver 400 courses have been approved for the gearadulum.
= Over 5000 sections of gen ed courses offered i19.080
= Over 115,000 enrolled seats in 0809.



= 50% of courses are taught by faculty at Storrs, &segional campuses. 60% of
contact hours for gen ed courses are with faculty.

* Murphy Sewall wondered what would happen to thesegntages if we
segregated the W courses from these totals?

Assessment Reports. Since the start of gen ed assessment, contenaaded assessment
coordinators have done a fantastic job. Four repeere submitted Summer 2009.
o CAA4 Diversity and Multiculturalism: David Moss akttlen Marx.
* Findings:

* Most CA4 courses align with many of the criteria darning objectives
identified for this content area, even though CAdrses need only address
one.

* Assessment of learning outcomes is less comprelemapst instructors
are not clear about how to assess CA4 outcomesnastlinstructors said
they assess through class discussion. Many inetsinbted that they
inherited the course and were not aware of whattieria were for
particular content areas.

0 Murphy Sewall noted that GEOC might want to malausion of
these criteria on the syllabi a requirement of gercourses.

» Allinstructors interviewed were dedicated to thimpiples of CA4.

* Recommendations:

* Most of the instructors were unhappy with the CAdrhing outcomes, and
they recommend opening up a discussion about oreatimore specific
outcomes for this CA.

» After the revision of the CA4 learning outcomegammend that
assessment be done again and then focus on sattierdinal changes.

o Murphy Sewall stated that a lot of research has loe@e on issues
of cultural sensitivity and that it is likely thate- and post-tests
have already been created and could be modified@onn’s use.
For example, Harvard has a Implicit AssociationtTes
https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/demo/

o0 Xae Alicia Reyes suggested having a consensusihgiékercise
across campus to follow this round of assessment.

o Jane Goldman reminded GEOC that we need to keejpsttiyin
assessment methods in mind when thinking abouumsnts to
assess CA4 learning outcomes.

= CA4 assessment team did not look at student assaessut focused their work on
faculty perceptions of what they did.
» Faculty interviewed were not interested in selfegfty instruments.
o CA3 Science and Technology. Annelie Skoog.
= Implemented self-efficacy tool about perceptiorstfdent understanding of their
own science and technology skills. Reached oved 58@dents, and over 30
faculty.

* Pre and post test results:

o Students were very confident about their skillthatbeginning of
CA3courses, males more so than females. In gerstualents do not
have a general sense of improvement pre and po3tcOise.
However, women had a greater sense of improvennesd ghey
started off less confident about their skills.
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0 Most students did not feel like they knew more dlsmience after a
lab course.
= Does this mean that UConn lab courses are not ssitt®
That students have been somewhat disabused obtioa n
that they knew about science prior to the lab ars
o Interest in science also did not increase afteantplt CA3 course.
= How much of this has to do with the large sizelagses?
= |If students are already very interested in theesttbyhen
they start the course, then there is a finite arhthey can
increase in interest.
* Recommendations:

o0 Skoog recommended the questions on the self-efficetrument
related to lab courses be reworked to give us rpaeise results.
She noted that the next stage of assessment istenpo

= Tom Deans noted that this report gives GEOC anfarea
further research and focuses future assessment.

o0 For next stage of assessment, go beyond what s$tuthemk they
learned and assess actual student learning.

= A CA3 Assessment workshop in May 09 that Skoogdubst
was very well attended and shows that many faaurky
interested in this topic.
= Jane Goldman suggested limited student intervievghiort
answer evaluations, or focus groups to get at rsalient
CA3 assessment information as the OIR evaluationsare
not valuable for this purpose.
= Niloy Dutta pointed out that the lab issue is noeasy
problem to solve as it raises questions about ressun
funding. To improve lab courses, an investment waave
to be made.
W Assessment in Freshman English (FE). Scott Campbell. This was not an assessment of
FE but an assessment of writing in FE.
» Findings.
* 84% of students reach minimal proficiency at thelef FE.
* There is a “plateau” effect between first and fzgber. This is consistent
with writing between the first W course and theas&tW course.

o Is “plateauing” a good thing because they don’elteeir skills or a
bad thing because they don’t get better?

* Good assignments generally resulted in betterngriti he final report will
include examples of “good” assignments.

* A small number of students, 4% of the 84%, reachddtanding
proficiency.

* There is not much difference in writing proficienogtween ENGL 1010
and ENGL 1011.

0 Murphy Sewall asked about what passed as mininpatificient in
this assessment. He noted that his experiencadhiteg
undergraduate students is that writing now is #maesas it was
before the W requirement was introduced.

* Very few students reach moderate or higher prafmyan writing.



o Tom Deans stated that, in terms of formal errdtgjents now are
writing with the same number of errors as theyimatB10
(nationally).

o Niloy Dutta pointed to the difference in writingtheen the US and
other English-speaking part of the world and naked US English
lacks elegance and style.

o Jane Goldman noted that many people do not wabttes on the
quality of instruction as a factor in student wrii

o0 Cora Lynn Deibler asked if there a way to deternahthe writing
level at which students come to Uconn.

= Tom Deans noted that students’ first writing sarspteFE
were collected as part of this assessment.

0 W NURS. Continuation of the 0708 W assessment. Hsobong.
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* Findings.
* Outcome in NURS assessment is in line with W assessin HDFS,
ARTH, and POLS in 0708.

0 Where HDFS, ARTH, and POLS had over 90% minimal
proficiency, NURS had a slightly lower level in tB8s%.

0 As in the previous W in the major assessmentspstnuctor’s
grades were much higher than what the rubrics wsudgyest.

* Animportant outcome is the start of a disciplinaopversation about how
writing should be assessed and what rubrics sHmailased.

0 Murphy Sewall argued that it is important for statdeto know that
writing may different based on the discipline ahdttthere are
different kinds of writing.

Comparison between writing in W courses and inR&port still to come.

* AY 0910 Approved Assessment Proposal.
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In this academic year, CA1 assessment will startlegtifying learning outcomes.

* Vice Provost Veronica Makowsky. Vice Provost Makowsky has stepped down from hgioreal
campus administration oversight and will step démem her remaining duties in undergraduate
education in December 2009. Vice Provost Makowsks/ lbeen very responsive to GEOC'’s needs
and very supportive of its work. Doug Cooper hasnb@ppointed on an interim basis to oversee
regional campus administration.

* Plansfor AY 0910.
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Usual course proposal review.

Continue assessment pieces and, importantly, disaéion of assessment findings to the
university community to improve teaching and geraedConn.

CA1 learning objectives.

Decide if there should be learning outcomes forgiie ed competencies.

Implement the pilot Recertification project.

Follow up on CCAGE courses as the Senate discugsagresses.

3. Subcommittee Reports
There are no subcommittees to present at this time.

Second Language Competency

Second language exit requirements for top 25 puliiitutions are similar to UConn (list distribdje
Discussion about high school language requirenedritee Board of Education are back to square one.



4. General Reportsand Discussion
* Membership on GEOC subcommittees. It is up to soimsittee chairs to determine if their
subcommittees are in need of members, and to teguieeded. Membership to GEOC must be
done through appointment by Senate Nominating Cdtaeejithough we can make
recommendations.
o CA4. With Morty Ortega’s resignation, GEOC needwea member to co-chair CA4.
= One possible member was suggested and that naireevidrwarded to SNC.
= Cora Lynn Deibler will look at the Diversity Comnae roster to identify any
potential members to GEOC or the subcommittee.
0 Subcommittees who have NOT identified a need forenmeembers:
= W. One key member is on sabbatical in Fall 20094litbe welcomed upon his
return in Spring.
= Second Language.

= CA3.
0 Subcommittees who HAVE identified a need for moenmbers:
= CA2
= CAl
= CA4

o0 Subcommittee chairs should review their list of nhens before the next meeting.
* Large Gen Ed Courses
o For the information of the GEOC, Catherine Ross, QOffered a workshop in May 2009
about called public speaking and, specifically, Hoywresent oneself in large lecture
courses. The workshop was well-attended and infovenaRoss discussed speech patterns
in large lectures and how to “work” the room torg&se student engagement.

The workshop was offered again in August and velbiffered in January 2010. ITL also
offers a faculty learning community in Fall abowthto teach gen ed courses in large
lectures.

Meeting adjourned at 10:58am.

Respectfully submitted,

Anabel Perez
GEOC Administrator



