Curriculum Subcommittee 2017 - 2018

Date

Monday January 22, 2018

Time

3:04 PM 3:52 PM

Location

Kirby 351

Minutes

Approved February 5, 2018

Members in attendance Carla Boyd, Luiggi Donayre, Dan Glisczinski, Jerry Pepper, Jamie Ratliff, Maureen Tobin

Stanley, John Swenson

Members excused Arden Weaver

Members absent none

Invited guests none

Notes:

The minutes from the November 27, 2017 meeting were approved.

Assessment subcommittee recommendations for the course proposal form were discussed. Suggestions
included defining measureable Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs) and providing specifically acceptable
measures. This would include examples and providing a link to course SLO resources, which the Assessment
Subcommittee would arrange. They also suggested faculty be instructed to include SLOs and assessment
methods on the initial syllabus that would accompany the course proposal form. Additionally, if the course is
to be considered for liberal education credit, the form should include the Liberal Education Program (LEP)
SLOs. The form should also provide a place to note each SLO for each component and finally specify how the
proposed course contributes to the program’s learning outcomes.

Jerry reminded the subcommittee that college curriculum committees do not use SLOs as a basis upon which
proposals are either accepted or rejected. He noted while he believes this is valuable information that would
be helpful, it is only useful if the information is used and he is not sure faculty or college curriculum
committees are ready for this additional step.

Jamie noted the School of Fine Arts maps each course to the schools SLOs; additionally they have department
SLOs and map courses to UMD SLOs and liberal education courses to LEP SLOs. Luiggi commented LSBE has
begun to match SLOs to program goals in the syllabus, but it is not required. In CLA, Maureen stated she sent
out a model of SLO mapping, but it is also not required.

The subcommittee is sensitive to finding the balance between clarifying SLOs, and meeting the mission of the
course, program and university while reducing the redundancy of work. Subcommittee members who have
mapped SLOs provided positive feedback, yet it was noted faculty have also given feedback opposed to
needing to provide such information.

Jerry questioned if the proposed requested information is perhaps more helpful for the assessment
committee when courses are assessed than when they are first proposed. He noted it would be hard to reject
a proposal based upon SLO assessment answers. He asked how subcommittee members felt their colleges
would accept this; John believes SCSE may question who is qualified to critique; Maureen commented she is
concerned questions may be completed and not necessarily used, and Jamie noted on the LEP forms, SLO
questions are asked, but it is not the focus or final determination of approval. Maureen noted there is a
difference between being compliant and actually using the information to the benefit of the students. Jerry
noted the course proposal form currently does ask for SLOs (question #18) but believes the Assessment
Subcommittee feels additional information would be useful. Carla suggested rewording the form to request
one or two student learning outcomes at a high level to allow for flexibility. Subcommittee members will
discuss these issues with their college curriculum committees, with additional subcommittee discussion to
follow.

Next Meeting Scheduled Monday, February 5, 2018
Respectfully Submitted by Nancy Burley




