
GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE MEETING
Minutes – October 11, 2006

The General Education Committee met on Wednesday, October 11, 2006, from Noon to 1 p.m. in the Provost’s Conference 
Room.

Members Present:   Jim Brink (Provost's Office, ex-officio), Dorothy Chansky (Visual and Performing Arts),  Ray Desrosiers 
(Engineering), Gary Elbow (Honors), Tom Kimball (Human Sciences), Linda Krefting (Business Administration), 
Mellinee Lesley (Education), Charles Myles (Faculty Senate), Roger Saathoff (Mass Communications), Ben Shacklette 
(Architecture), David Roach (Arts & Sciences, presiding). 

Members Absent:  Frank Durso (Arts & Sciences), Ernest Fish (Agricultural Sciences and Natural Resources), David Lamp 
                                (Arts & Sciences).

1.  Review of minutes from the last meeting.  Minutes were approved.

2.  Announcements.
* Fall Meetings (revised):  October 11, 2006
    November 1, 2006
    November 29, 2006   

3.  Old Business
• We have now received data and feedback from all colleges on core curriculum course learning outcomes and 

assessments.  This information has been sent to the Provost and to Gil Reeve.  Some data is “in progress” so 
Roach will send out a letter from the GEC committee through all Deans to department chairs to remind them to 
fill in missing data by December.  Draft copy of 5 year review cycle presented for discussion.  Committee will 
consider draft and continue discussion at next meeting.

• Gil Reeve came to visit Roach to get update on GEC actions regarding SACS (LOs, assessments) and to offer 
suggestions.  Roach shares that we have gathered information from all departments who have courses in the 
core.  We have preliminary data from all and will get data on the “in progress” situations by December 2006.  
Gil affirms our work (and our new 5 year rotation review cycle) and makes the following recommendations:
a)  That we use this year to analyze the data we have collected.
b)  That we use Spring 2007 to set up our 5 year review cycle plan and start the new review cycle in Fall 2007.
c)  That gathered data needs to reflect that what students are doing and learning matches the category 
description.  That data indicate what percentage of students can do what is listed in the category description.
d)  That we document how our review results are being used to improve the core.
e)  That perhaps we could come up with guidelines for courses to match stated core category objectives.

• Discussion last time regarding GEC role in writing intensive courses.  Committee to engage in discussion of 
how to enhance WI requirement on campus.  Roach was to make a list of all WI courses on campus for 
committee review next meeting. Update – difficult to get a current and accurate list of all WI courses; Sue Jones 
and Mary Elkins were very helpful.  Sue was able to compile a list of WI courses based on what is in the catalog 
(this list will be emailed to you).  Currently, there are inaccuracies between the catalog and the TechSis listings.  
GEC needs to write a letter through all Deans to all department chairs to ask that they check the official catalog 
list (www.depts.ttu.edu/OfficialPublications/courses/CourseDescriptionsHome.html)  for all of their WI courses 
and that they also check screen 12b on TechSis to make sure all WI intensive courses are listed correctly in the 
system as well.  We need to make sure that the system is accurate with the catalog.  Depts. need to be reminded 
that programs need to have a minimum of 6 hours of WI intensive courses in the program.  Roach will write 
and send letter.

• Nice laminated WI reference cards from Kathy Gillis (TTU Writing Center).  Thank you Kathy.

• WI question from Danay Phelps:  “Does a WI course have to meet all 10 criteria listed to be WI or just a 
specified number out of the 10” [listed on the reference card]?  Answer:  On the Writing Intensive Course 
Criteria list #7 “Emphasize the process as well as the products of writing (effective writing intensive instruction 
requires students to write, receive constructive feedback, and then revise)” is the mandatory requirement for a 
writing intensive course.  The other criteria listed on this form are guidelines.

4.  New Business
• College of Architecture recommends that ARCH 2351, ARCH 3350 be removed from the core curriculum 

 because they have prerequisites.  The committee voted unanimously to recommend that these courses be 
deleted from the core curriculum.

http://www.depts.ttu.edu/OfficialPublications/courses/CourseDescriptionsHome.html
http://www.depts.ttu.edu/OfficialPublications/courses/CourseDescriptionsHome.html


•  Proposal from Department of Economics and Geography to place GEOG 3300 Geographic Information 
Systems in the list of courses meeting the Technology and Applied Science requirement.  The committee voted 
unanimously to recommend that this course be added to the Technology and Applied Science list.

• Procedure:  GEC chair will send committee recommendations for course deletions/additions to Jim Brink.  Jim 
will forward these to the Provost.  The Provost’s decision will be relayed back to GEC chair through Jim Brink.  
GEC chair will put the Provost’s decision in minutes and send out minutes to committee and normal notification 
list.

• New format requirements for proposals added to the official Proposal Procedure Information Sheet.  See the 
section in italics.

• Dorothy Chansky and Ray Desrosiers – Discussion of issue of 3000/4000 level courses that have pre-requisites 
already on the list.  Issue discussed that perhaps these courses do not need to be in the Core Curriculum list.

 
***Subsequent to the meeting, the Provost approved the GEC recommendations regarding:  ARCH 2351, ARCH 

                        3350, and GEOG 3300.***



NOTE THE FOLLOWING PROCEDURES FOR PROPOSALS
TO THE GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE:

• Proposals for changes in the Core Curriculum must come to the General Education Committee 
(GEC) from the office of the dean of the originating college and with an indication of the dean’s 
approval.  Proposals not bearing the approval of the dean’s office will be returned to the college 
without action.

• Proposals to add or delete a course from the Core must be accompanied by a current syllabus and 
supporting materials.  Proposals must clearly demonstrate how the proposed course fits the specific 
Core Curriculum category description. The course syllabus must include:
1) a course description.
2) course objectives.
3) learning outcomes and assessments that are clearly tied to the specific Core Curriculum 
    category.
4) a schedule of class meetings and topics to be covered.
 Proposals not accompanied by a syllabus will be returned to the college without action.  Supporting 
materials need to include assessment data and information on how this assessment data is being 
used to inform how the class is being taught. 

• To ensure that proposals are considered at a meeting of the GEC, they should arrive in the 
Provost’s office (attention: Brink) no later than the beginning of the month during which they will 
come before the GEC.  Proposals that do not arrive by this deadline may be considered, depending 
on the number of items on the agenda for the meeting.  If late proposals cannot be included on the 
agenda for the meeting, they will be considered at the next meeting.

• Sponsorship of proposals is done by the GEC representative of the originating college.  The 
presence of additional sponsors is neither necessary nor desirable unless specifically invited by the 
committee.  GEC recommends that proposers consult with their college’s representative on the 
GEC.


