CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
Minutes

December 5, 2014
Present:
Matthew Altman, Dustin Bare, Dave Bradley, Lars Campbell, Debra Carino, Trevor Dodge, 

Tracy Donnelly, Lynda Ellingsen (recorder), Jackie Flowers, Sue Goff, Kate Gray, 


Phillip King, Terry Mackey, Guadalupe Martinez, Mike Mattson (alternate chair), Lilly Mayer,


Steffen Moller, Tracy Nelson, Cynthia Risan, Polly Schulz (chair), Laurette Scott, 


Sarah Steidl, Shelly Tracy

Not Present:
Sue Caldera, Bev Forney, Carrie Kyser, Brenda Marks, John McLain, Tara Sprehe/
I. Welcome & Introductions

II. Minutes


Minutes from the November 21 meeting were reviewed and approved.


Action:
Committee approved
III. Consent Agenda


Item #1: Course Credit Changes, Item #2: Reviewed Outlines


Action:
Committee approved

IV. Informational items

None
V. Old Business

None
VI. New Business
a. Gen Ed Certification Requests:

ENG-121, ENG-266:
Approved for Gen Ed Arts & Letters

ART-281, ART-282, ART-283:
Approved for Gen Ed Arts & Letters
BI-204:
Approved for Gen Ed Science/Mathematics/Computer Science
b. New AS in Music degree with Portland State

Action:
Committee voted and approved new AS degree in Music with Portland State
c. Outlines and Blooms’ Taxonomy
Discussion topic:  should verbs used in outlines come ONLY from Bloom’s Taxonomy?   Committee members liked all the reasons other members stated for recommending but not requiring specific words.  Some felt very strong that the words appearing on the list should be required.  List last revised in 2000.  Committee discussed both sides and felt we should  have standards but were not sure how strong to make them.  Should we have a subcommittee look at updating the lists with Bloom’s in the digital age?  This document adds a lot of newer digital words (mixing, programming, etc.)  Some felt it was much more important to have measurable verbs than verbs on list.  Are we going to be in a place where we have to keep re-approving the list to add words to it?  Members felt strongly that we should have standards as guidelines and adding words to the list is no problem as long as we have some kind of standard.   Do we need exact wording standards or standards that outline what needs to be included but not how to say it.  Need to be sure these are linked back to assessment.   All our outlines are different and report to other agencies and a strong guide could be very helpful.  Take out reference to specific pages as those might change.  Do we want to have healthy discussions continuously on words that appear on the list?  
Terry brought forward a motion:

“it is strongly recommended that Verbs used in SLOs (within course outlines) at CCC come from Bloom’s Taxonomy in the “Guidebook for New Course and Outline Revision Approval.”
Action:  Committee voted and approved Terry’s motion.
The motion is to be interpreted that the list in the guidebook is the list that we will use but it doesn’t preclude using other words.  We will need to review/update the list periodically—how will we do that?  We won’t have to make a meeting motion every time we want to add to the list as this motion already covers that but what will be the process for adding words?  Committee did not address that at this meeting.
d. Assessment of Outcomes

Discussion comments/questions from committee members from today’s agenda item:  

Are students actually learning what we want them to learn.  The assessment committee asked should we ask departments to be more specific on “how” they will measure outcomes?  Are we satisfied with how the outline currently addresses the question?  We ask how faculty will measure course outlines but we don’t ask to see the rubrix for the measurement.  Do we want to be prescriptive to part-timers that they have to assess their classes a specific way/only one way?  Do we need to discuss with department chairs as to if they have the discussion with faculty how they are assessing and/or assessing the same way as full-time faculty.  How intentional are they in their assessment?  Should the outline have a place for what is the department’s plan for assessing a course?   Are we being intentional enough with what we have on the outline now?  If not, where should we have the discussion?  What does the assessment tell you as an instructor when you do it?  How does that help the department?  Are there areas where students are not doing well with any particular area/outcome?  How do we move forward the discussion if we want to be intentional about our ways to assess?  Seems the department level is a starting place.   Ask:  “are you assessing the outcomes in your outlines?” and then ask them “how” they are doing that....by assignments, etc.?  How do we plan for this?  We want to get away from grades being the only way we assess a student’s progress.  This is an important discussion for a department to have.  
Do we want to tie SLOs to program reviews?  Should we be showing on our outlines (like we do with ( ) for Gen Ed outcomes) and have that reference tie to the program learning outcome it addresses?  Doesn’t address completely the question but it does start showing where the links are.  Could something appear at the end of the SLO, which program outcome it ties to?   Steffen hopes these discussions will go back to departments to discuss.  Encouraging departments to think about how they will assess their programs is very beneficial to those departments.  The assumption is that assessing is happening and in reality, that may not be the case.
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