Educational Policy Committee (EPC)

April 15, 2009
Present:  Professors CJ Koepp, Ted Lossowski, Ernie Olson, and Sandy Shilepsky; Student Representative Martina DiMeglio '10; Dean Leslie Miller-Bernal; Associate Dean Cindy Speaker; and former trustee Gail Kitch (via phone).

The meeting was called to order at 10:00am.  Sandy Shilepsky took minutes.

1. The minutes of 4/8/09 were discussed, amended and approved. The Committee noted that most students are not familiar with our usage of the term “general education.”  
2.  Dean Miller-Bernal reminded the Committee of the open meeting on general education at 4:30 on April 29th in the AER.  We agreed to post on the Globe information that we would like faculty members to review for the meeting. At the beginning of our meeting next week we will discuss what to post.
3.  Dean Miller-Bernal reminded the Committee of our meeting with the Curriculum Committee at 4:30 on April 16th in Mac 300.  The purpose of the meeting is to discuss the respective roles of these committees.
4.  For the rest of the meeting, members continued the discussion of the role of formal reasoning in general education at Wells.  Comments and areas of discussion follow:
· Quantitative Reasoning (QR) and Critical Analysis and Reasoning (CAR).  These areas are mentioned in Middle States Standard 12.  They parallel the course choices student take to satisfy our current formal reasoning requirement (Math/CS or Logic).  However, “QR-Attentive” and “CAR-Attentive” courses could be selected or developed to meet objectives in these areas.
· Colleges have a variety of ways to satisfy formal reasoning and other 
requirements.  Hobart and William Smith College and Wagner College, for examples, have widely different ways of meeting general education objectives.  A student at HWS fills out a petition to describe how she will satisfy the quantitative reasoning requirement and only her adviser must approve it.  At Wagner, all students take a significant number of specified courses in the first two years to meet general education requirements. 

· Sandy Shilepsky looked at 16 colleges in the Middle States region and found 14 had a QR requirement.  Many required students pass an exam or take a QR class.  The two colleges that did not have a specific QR requirement required students to take at least two courses in natural sciences or mathematics.
· Wells used to do a QR section in an earlier version of Wlls 101.  

· Many faculty members at an open meeting were supportive of a QR objective.  

· Is there a level of mathematics that all students should reach by graduation?  Do we know the QR skill level of our incoming students?  SAT’s, ACT’s and work in high school math classes are indications, but we do not have mathematics admissions requirements and we do not test students in mathematics or QR.

· Should we require QR or CAR, or both of them?
· Why did Sandy remove the old objective 3 “Promote independence of thought by developing competence in understanding, articulating and critically assessing multiple points of view” as one of the objectives?  Answer: Because it was not addressed by the proposed requirement.
.

· Does the old objective 6 “Be competent in the use of appropriate technology in the learning process” belong in the formal reasoning area of general education?  How do we assess competence in this and other areas?
· What about Informational Literacy?  The librarians may be able it assist in this area.  This area includes much more than what is done in Wlls 111.
· The formal reasoning requirement could depend on a student’s background.  The advisor and student could decide on how to satisfy the objectives/requirement.  This might be difficult to implement.  
· How much should we invest in general education as opposed to majors and advanced work?  

· Students should be able to understand and make formal arguments.  

· We should not forget ethics when designing our general education program.

· General education should be more than just a process of checking off a list of courses.  

At the end of the discussion, members voted on a question raised earlier. Should students be required to satisfy requirements in either quantitative reasoning or critical analysis and reasoning, or in both?  The group voted 7-0 in favor of both.
Dean Miller-Bernal asked Sandy Shilepsky to list possible ways to ensure students meet objectives in these two areas. 
The meeting adjoined at 11:10am.

Respectfully submitted,

Sandy Shilepsky

