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CCRI FACULTY SENATE
 General Education Committee


A G E N D A

Date:	Friday, 3/28/2025			
Time:	8:30-10am	
Place:	Zoom

Outlook invitation forwarded to Jessica Araujo for inclusion on Faculty Senate website

I. Call to Order: 8:32a
II. Roll Call: 
	Carruba, Chris (BSTM) CHAIR 
	PHYS
	y

	Cobb, Regina (HARS)
	RHAB
	y

	Gaboury, Renee (AHSS)
	ENGL
	y

	Gelsomini, Julie (BSTM)
	MATH
	Y

	Stewart, Tim (AHSS)
	ENGL
	Y

	Turchetta, Lou (AHSS)
	PSYC
	n

	Gable, Sara Beth 
	Ex officio
	n

	Kacerik, Amy 
	Ex officio
	n

	Killgore, Leslie
	Ex officio
	Y

	Stargard, Bill
	Ex officio
	Y

	Webb, Lauren
	Ex officio
	Y

	Student TBD
	Ex officio
	None appointed

	Kell, Charles
	Ex officio
	n



III. Approval of Minutes from 2/21/2025 meeting
· Motion to approve: Cobb
· Second: Stewart
	VOTE:
	Yes: 5
	No: 0
	Abstain: 0



IV. General Education Policy: Adding a bullet to Requirements for Courses to address assessment
· MOTION to approve changes to Requirements for Courses to address assessment: Gelsomino 
· 2nd: Killgore
· Discussion: 
· Version in place after 02/21 meeting: 
· Assessment of general education courses measures student learning and competency according to CCRI’s Definition of an Educated Person to ensure the quality of programs and student success. It is encouraged that General Education courses be assessed in a span of four to six years. Individual departments will develop relevant assessments and transmit data to the Director of General Education, who will mask student and faculty banner ID’s. Analyses available to all CCRI faculty, staff, and administration will be limited to disaggregations that protect faculty identity. Academic departments will have secure access to all assessment analysis to consider for course improvement. In no case shall non-compliance with assessment or assessment outcomes be used to evaluate faculty performance.  
· Gelsomino: Request to table. I plan to discuss at department meeting later today and want that feedback. Still receiving mixed sentiments 
· Carruba: I met with my department. We had an all-faculty meeting and they are adamantly against it. A couple of faculty agreed it is not punitive and not mandatory but as a whole they wouldn't want any language on assessment in policy until it is agreed explicitly in faculty contract. 
· Webb: I'm ex officio but Director of Assessment. I'm not married to particular language. Nonetheless, assessment is a requirement of NECHE (4.16: The general education program is coherent and substantive...). In addition, NECHE says—contracts aside—assessment is a requirement of accreditation. Conversation around language, the how, the enforcement, are all important conversations. We cannot put statements out there—like the Definition of an Educated Person—unless we are ensuring that students can and are meeting those statements. Our outcomes are promises to students that they learning these things and we have show we know it is happening. The proposed language is good, sure, but it doesn't take away that assessment is part of having a gen ed program. 
· From NECHE: The general education program is coherent and substantive. It reflects the institution’s mission and values and embodies the institution’s definition of an educated person and prepares students for the world in which they will live. The requirement informs the design of all general education courses, and provides criteria for its evaluation, including the assessment of what students learn. 
· Stewart: I definitely agree with everything Lauren is saying. If the feedback is saying that faculty aren't comfortable adding to policy until the contract, this might be a good point to break the issue away from this policy consideration and introduce it into the contract. If you have a faculty who supports the policy, it will be easier to implement. Obviously, assessment is important; gen ed is a college-wide initiative. There are reasons on both sides, but it would be good to give faculty a carrot by adding language to the contract. 
· Killgore: I think the committee should then vote the language up or down. We have wordsmithed the language extensively and no matter how weak or anodyne, faculty are not comfortable with it. In the interest of having a revised policy in place for AY2025-2026, I encourage the committee to drop the paragraph and move ahead with the other policy revisions.
· Stargard: I want to underscore the gravity of complying with NECHE and our accreditation. Jeopardizing that creates some real problems. 
· Carruba: I wasn't able to find the full NECHE report. I only found 7-page executive summary. [Gelsomino agrees] 
· Webb: The letter is their official response to our 100+-page report. Here's language from NECHE’s Standards: The existence of collective bargaining agreements, in and of themselves, does not abrogate institutional, faculty, or staff obligations to comply with the Standards for Accreditation. 
· Webb: The letter does mention assessment. A culture of assessment is more inclusive than just gen ed and is quite substantial. They did acknowledge that we had good data on gen ed, but they also emphasized that we need to go further, especially in terms of taking results and improving our programs. 
· Gelsomino: What you just shared is in the letter?  
· No, the last quote is in the Standards, not the letter: https://www.neche.org/standards-for-accreditation/ 
· Carruba: I'm fine moving ahead with the other parts of the policy. But going forward, how can we prompt a negotiator to include these things? 
· Killgore: There is a timeline for negotiations and one deadline is a date after which no new proposals can be submitted. I don't know where the teams are in this particular contract negotiation. If I were on the Senate/GEC, I would suggest writing a letter over your signatures to the CCRIFA Negotiating Team stating your position, acknowledging NECHE requirements, and requesting they tackle the topic. 
· Webb: There are lots of contracts out there that have assessment language. You might find some good ideas by looking at some of those. 
· Carruba: Our department feels they need compensation. What does the committee think about drafting a letter to CCRIFA? 
· Gelsomino: Makes sense to me. What I'm hearing from those I've talked to is not very positive. People strongly feel as they though they shouldn't have to do this. 
· Killgore: I would merely point out that the faculty are vocal about the curriculum belonging to the faculty. If that is the case, what does it mean? In addition to that privilege, what does it obligate the faculty to do and not do?
· Stewart: If this convo came out in a vacuum it would be a different conversation. But it isn't a vacuum, and this is coming out as a final straw breaking the camel's back. I think we're in agreement about the other changes and the issues are just with this one piece. 
· Carruba: I think if the college were to set up some kind of incentive—like a paid Assessment Day—and faculty were still against it, there's really no excuse past that. What's your reasoning other than just not wanting to do it? How to get that solidified, I don't know how to get that. 
· Cobb: With RHAB Health, PTA, OTA, TMG, we are accredited by other bodies in addition to NECHE, we have to show assessment to maintain that accreditation. I have to report every year and do an annual report and then we have a bigger report for accreditation. It's not new to me; I've been doing it for 20 years. 
· Gaboury: I'm adding that discussion at Lincoln with some of my colleagues... same thing. They agree that assessment is important but others who are leery see it as another added thing and with no compensation tied to it. 
· Gelsomino: Some of the specific comments I got, one person says it relies on those who do everything they are asked. Would the data mean anything if some can decline. There was concern about anonymity. People felt it should be controlled by the departments and maybe that's how it works in HARS. 
· Cobb: When I am doing our accreditation renewals we have asked for release time to do it and have been granted it. Should be added to the letter. 
· Gaboury: What release time did you get? 
· Cobb: It wasn't just doing assessment, it was when doing the accreditation report/self-study. 
· Webb: I really do understand the concerns. I think all of us are feeling the pressure of very large workloads. It's one reason why Leslie and I have worked so hard to make it as easy as possible. I understand the concerns over anonymity and vulnerability about having difficult discussions with colleagues over data. The one thing I do want to emphasize is departments are in control. Even though gen ed has assessments that go across departments, departments are deciding on which courses and individual faculty are choosing what assignment to use. We may support, offer suggestions, and collect data, but departments are making the basic decisions. 
· Gelsomino: I think it's specifically the data where the concern is. The data should be controlled within the department and presented by the department. 
· Stewart: But gen ed courses are categorically different. To your point, departments do control, but the question is why people feel powerless? It could be unreasonable fear but if the fear can be assuaged, let's do it. 
· Killgore: The fears I’ve heard are not based on fact and I don't know how to solve for that. If departments control the data, it won't have the variables that make it meaningful. I'd be curious to know how the data published on the gen ed website offers information that makes faculty vulnerable. 
· Webb: NECHE is pretty satisfied with aggregated data: for example, 70 percent of students passed a credentialing exam or were evaluated as "competent." 
· Carruba: Aside from the data and whether it's anonymous, my department didn't seem to have an issue with that. Their sentiment was more about how they would be compensated. To that, like Leslie said, I don't know whether a letter now would be able to get language into those talks. If that's not possible, how can we go about proposing an Assessment Day. 
· Webb: I do have $ and hopefully you saw from your Chairs that we are offering summer workshops where we can pay the meeting rate for groups of faculty to come do assessment together. You choose the project. This might be a great opportunity for everyone on this committee to apply. We have funding for 60 faculty and this is a great chance. 
· Carruba: As far as setting up assignments in the EAC tool, in my department we do have a couple of stubborn faculty who don't like to share their assignments. Having a shared assignment is where they disagreed. 
· Carruba: I heard Lauren about the summer workshop, but how can we do something during the academic year? 
· Webb: We do have offerings but the general view here is that when it is during the academic year, it is part of the teaching process, so it isn't compensated and everyone can choose/not to attend workshops. 
· Webb: Regarding shared assignments… If you are in a department where everyone is teaching their own thing, it's still OK if the different assignments are still can aligned to the CLOs. Analysis can show which individual assignments are doing better on certain outcomes. 
· Stewart: A transitioning question, the policy as it stands can move forward. What's the next step? Do we vote? 
· Carruba: Yes, I have access to PolicyStat... [sharing screen] 
· [some discussion leading to minor rewording of bulleted exception about upper-level MATH courses] 
· Sending as .pdf to committee for final review 
· Killgore: I believe the committee already voted on each piece. I think the next step is to vote to send it to the full Senate with the endorsement of the committee and for its consideration. 
· []: The April Senate meeting is too soon to hold an April Open Forum prior to it. A Senate vote on the policy is more likely for the May 09 meeting with Open Forum beforehand. Carruba will coordinate with Swithers to schedule. 

	VOTE:
	Yes: 0
	No: 3
	Abstain: 1



V. Review of proposed policy changes 
· MOTION to move revised policy forward to Senate with GEC endorsement: Stewart
· 2nd: Cobb
· Discussion and Corrections: language as above but striking the paragraph on assessment
	VOTE:
	Yes: 4
	No: 0
	Abstain: 0



VI. Discussion Open Education Resources for General Education Courses--> Tabled 

· https://www.iastatedigitalpress.com/joerhe/article/17789/galley/16402/view/ 

VII. ADJOURNMENT: 10:01a
· Motion to Adjourn: Stewart
· Second: Cobb
	VOTE:
	Yes: 4
	No: 0
	Abstain: 0



Next meeting: 4/18/2025 
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