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The draft recommendations document is separated by six sections that denote 11 action items for 
the Board to consider/approve. Please provide any feedback that you have for each of the seven 
sections noted below. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Section 1: Use of AAC&U LEAP Essential Learning / Outcomes 
 
• Agreed. 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• I would suggest using these. 
 
• As a point of clarification on the Global Studies class which is now a required part of the 

General Studies curriculum...  Is the idea to no longer have students choose specific classes 
to meet this requirement, but rather that the global component will be met via classes 
required for the Personal and Social Responsibilities category? 

 
• I particularly like the ability to use the Essential Learning Outcomes to align general 

education and program requirements. This will, I think, provide some cohesiveness to our 
degree programs that is sometimes lacking. 

 
• Like these but see a lacuna in that there is an "intercultural" rubric, which one assumes is the 

same as "multi-cultural" or global"; but there is no "cultural" rubric - is there an assumption 
that well-educated persons will simply "get" their historical/cultural values and not have to 
have an assessment of them?  If one splits the creative arts from the humanities it gets even 
worse.  Or, perhaps, I do not understand the intention of the rubrics? 

 
• 1) The way this is setup LEAP's first point of "Knowledge of Human Cultures and Physical 

and Natural World" is automatically broken down into areas of content knowledge. While 
this formulation allows for our current system to be integrated more easily, under the LEAP 
mentality, couldn't learning outcomes be first developed for what constitutes "Human 
Cultures and Natural World," and then a decision be made as to what content courses fall 
under the outcomes? That would lead us more to a criteria based model.  2) I am unclear as to 
where "Integrative and Applied Learning" fall within this formulation. 3) Action Item #2 
mentions that IGR requirements could be "retained" at the college/department level. In fact 
most of these requirements would have to be "added" to the various programs, and we would 
actually like the ability to expand our programs once the new Gen Ed program is in place. 
This will allow the universities to express some uniqueness and strengthen their majors. 

 
• I'd prefer determining our Gen. Ed. curriculum by starting with more discussion of what we 

want our students to know and the skills we want them to have.  And to think about what that 
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best knowledge and those best skills might be 5, 10, 20 years from now.   Knowledge and 
skills first, assessment second.   

 
• The language and intent of this section seem to correspond well to what our group discussed.  

The LEAP program is going to be very helpful. 
 
• I'm fine with this entire document, with only one comment to make on section 2 below. 
 
 
 
Section 2: Organizational Framework to Designate Spatial Placement / for Students 
 
• Agreed. 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• I would think you need to select the foundational knowledge areas, and separately the 

foundational knowledge, skills and integrative learning outcomes.   Then see how these fit 
together. 

 
• No questions for this category. 
 
• The framework will, I hope, help students get past the "checklist" mentality with which they 

too often currently view our General Education offerings. This kind of framework should 
help them better understand the overall value of what they are getting in their degree 
programs, especially the way that the skills they acquire in the Foundations phase come into 
play later in their content area. 

 
• I am not all that in favor of Associate degrees in general.  Not convinced of any educational 

or vocational value - at least coming from a traditional college or university.  From a Vo-
Tech in the form of a certification, yes.  Therefore, Action Item #4 is something that 
unnecessarily complicates things.  Makes anyone with an Associate degree a less-educated 
person? 

 
• While the Spatial dimension is best, if we view the content courses as foundational courses, 

then most of the general education credits will be used up at the initial level. If we want the 
general education to extend over the education of the student, then the Investigative and 
Capstone will have to be in the programs of study. In a criteria based system there is a greater 
opportunity for spatial placement. 

 
• See above. 
 
• I very much like the framework of a three-tiered system.  I am not certain about how well the 

model will work with the associates degrees, but am sure that something can be developed. 
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• I support the goals of both Action Item 3 and Action Item 4 with the caveat on Item 4 that I 
don't think formal program Capstone courses would fit in well to an SGR structure.  I believe 
we discussed this at last week's meeting and reached the conclusion that the strong program-
specific nature of Capstone courses would make their automatic SGR transfer and acceptance 
between programs and campuses problematic, but I mention it here just in case I 
misinterpreted the meeting outcome. 

 
 
 
Section 3: Align LEAP Essential Outcomes/Rubrics with Foundation / Courses 
 
• . 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• I think this is best left to the Gen Ed Committee content folks.  the need to have a relatively 

common assessment tool and set of work products by the students is the tricky part. 
 
• No questions for this category. 
 
• I’m intrigued by the possibility of using non-Mathematics courses to satisfy a quantitative 

literacy requirement. 
 
• At the meeting, which for various reasons got sidetracked into turf battles, I never got the 

chance to point out that most citizens have acquired enough math skills by eighth grade to be 
able to exist as functioning human beings and good citizens. If their intended career or 
educational path requires algebra and calculus, then take it.  But, IMO, a requirement for 
Quantitative Literacy ought to be in the same group as Humanities and Social Sciences.  
Written and Oral communication is desperately needed for successful living, but I hold a 
doctorate, cannot do calculus, and barely understand algebra; yet am fairly successful in my 
field and as a functional human being. Not convinced Quantitative Literacy is a Foundational 
skill.  Why is it so sacred? 

 
• Sounds fine. 
 
• See above. 
 
• This is a good place to start and I think there is general agreement about outcomes for these 

courses, but the current statements are definitely in need of revision. 
 
• I'm fine with this entire document, with only one comment to make on section 2 above. 
 
 
 
Section 4: Develop Learning Outcomes for LEAP Designated / Investigation Courses 
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• Agreed. 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• No thoughts here 
 
• No questions for this category. 
 
• By using LEAP, are we suggesting that the number of General Education areas will increase 

from what we currently have? Right now we have 7 SGR's. Will we wind up (effectively) 
with 9 SGR's? 

 
• Yes, this probably answers my concern about the Leap/AACU rubrics (#1 above).  Action 

Item #7 is crucial and ought to be all sorts of fun......  Maybe the discipline councils should 
be charged with this. 

 
• Sounds fine. 
 
• See above. 
 
• Another good step.  Let faculty develop the general approach and outcomes.  I hope that the 

timeline will not be too ambitious.  Give the system some time to work, because distance and 
available time are both issues to consider. 

 
• I'm fine with this entire document, with only one comment to make on section 2 above. 
 
 
 
Section 5: General Education Council 
 
• Agreed. 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• This appears to be to a necessity. 
 
• No questions for this category. 
 
• Good idea. We need this level of statewide coordination. 
 
• Yes, but suggest more than one representative from each campus to spread the workload and 

allow for more than one discipline to be represented. And strongly urge that common garden-
variety faculty be on this council – NOT administrators such as deans.  Once a person is 
assigned to those positions, they become more concerned with politics than education (and 
usually they have to be that way). 
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• Sounds appropriate. 
 
• See above. 
 
• This is a good idea.  The Board may also want to encourage each campus to establish a 

structure for overseeing the revision of general education. 
 
• I'm fine with this entire document, with only one comment to make on section 2 above. 
 
 
 
Section 6: Authentic vs. Standardized Assessment / Model 
 
• Agreed. 
 
• I think this item looks outstanding. 
 
• Authentic and Standardized are not opposing.  One can have standardized authentic 

assessments. I think you mean objective based assessments verses authentic assessments.   
 
• Did we decide that portfolios/ e-portfolios would be required for everyone as part of 

assessment or is it optional, meaning that if programs or institutions came up with alternative 
authentic assessment measures that those would be acceptable in place of or in addition to 
portfolios?   

 
• No more CAAP!! Hooray!! Moving to an e-portfolio system could be very interesting in our 

larger Gen Ed courses that currently rely primarily on exams to evaluate student learning. An 
e-portfolio requirement will likely come with some significant course redesign costs, both in 
terms of time and money. 

 
• Well synthesized.  I fear that assessment will be the big gorilla.  It has the capacity to 

dramatically increase workload and cost.  I am very very concerned that we create a system 
that makes authentic assessment a huge burden - as if it were not already.  One wistfully 
wishes that we could put all the dollars spent on making sure that educators are doing their 
job into increased salaries so that we could hire better people so we wouldn't have to police 
them. 

 
• Not sure we discussed a "system assessment policy that requires submission of student work . 

. .” And I am not sure how well that will be received. 
 
• No opinion yet. 
 
• The change to different assessment methods is going to be messy (possibly contentious).  I 

hope that we can arrive at a good assessment structure that does not require unreasonable 
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amounts of faculty time to implement. /  / I did not think I would survive in the system long 
enough to see the end of the CAAP.  Put a stake through its heart. 

 
• I'm fine with this entire document, with only one comment to make on section 2 above. 
 


