Summary of October 7th, 2005 QEP Team Meeting

Attending: Nicole Bennett, Marie Bergh-Cook, Jason Chaffin, Jerry Duncan, Vilma Legendre, Valerie Maley, Thomas Massey, Jennifer McBride, Meredith Merrill, Patrick Pittman, Duncan Trout

General Ed Team  (Duncan, Maley, Massey, Merrill)

· Examined idea of making HUM 115: Critical Thinking a required Gen Ed course; many concerns about feasibility and effectiveness, especially negative impact on other course offerings; discussed feedback from E. Brandon

· Review of research indicates more effective approach is across the curriculum, making CT an emphasis in many Gen Ed courses; other schools have developed standard CT rubrics that can be applied and adapted across different disciplines; projects can then be assessed by independent committees

· A general CT rubric could be used to assess typical course work for elements of CT

· Could consider adding a sentence about CT to Gen Ed course descriptions

College Success Team  (Legendre, Pittman)

· A college success course emphasizing CT could serve as a “common” CT course, as opposed to HUM 115; a very similar course is offered at UNCW

· Expanded college success course offerings would cost at first, but cost would be defrayed by FTE funding the next year

· Currently examining “On-Course” training opportunities and materials

· Need to determine who would take the course; can’t and shouldn’t try having every student take course; may have difficulty with VoTech programs because of credit hour limits; may look to COE course or internships for CT emphasis

· Course would be taught by instructors from diverse areas; also considering a team-teaching approach; would utilize help from LRC and Learning Lab

· Instructors could model CT in their discipline; could “recruit” students for pre-majors or programs

English Comp Team  (Bergh-Cook, Trout)

· Focusing on ENG 111; course serves most students; including other comp courses could put too much burden on English Department

· Working on rubrics based on Paul’s model and Washington State; both can adapted to diverse disciplines, especially using reading

· Wash State’s model gives faculty lots of freedom in adapting rubric

· Also exploring creating a Socratic seminar to facilitate CT in ENG 111

· May examine how to discuss and utilize learning styles for CT in ENG 111

Professional Development Team (Bennett, McBride)

· Agreed that training focus must be on faculty first involved in facilitating CT (college success course, ENG 111, Gen Ed); training across college for faculty and staff would come later

· Examining how CT professional development could be tied to merit or certification program; will have to motivate faculty and staff to get training

· Could use Blackboard to deliver CT training modules; must make training convenient, easy to get to

· Need feedback from other teams on what kind of specific professional development each initiative will require 

Other Items Discussed 

· Need to keep some common elements in mind as initiatives develop; work on learning outcomes and objectives with CT definition in mind (a blank rubric reflecting definition was distributed); this could help us have consistency of practice and assessment
· Maybe consider different levels of learning outcomes, from more general to more specific; the more general could be common, across the curriculum; the more specific could be unique to each course or initiative (or discipline)
· Next meeting: Friday, October 21st, 3pm (TBA)
