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1. From the Task Force: Since the April 3 Faculty Meeting, the General Education Task 
Force has met to discuss responses to the proposed framework expressed both at that 
meeting and in correspondence with faculty since that meeting.  We reviewed our charge, 
approved by faculty on April 6, 2015, which noted that our evaluation of General 
Education should include, but not be limited to, the following: “ongoing General 
Education assessment, structure, scale/number of requirements, best practices, peer 
institutions, student engagement and intellectual independence, capacity for integrative 
learning, and the degree to which the program is easy to understand and navigate.” 
Previous reports on general education urged us to more closely align general education 
with our mission statement; improve flexibility; support faculty who want to offer 
thematic course clusters through general education; identify artificial boundaries between 
categories, perhaps collapsing them into smaller numbers of requirements; and work to 
develop more experiential learning opportunities. In the “Task Force Rationale” of 
October 2015, we reaffirmed these goals, focusing especially on the need to capitalize on 
our collective strengths; attempt a balance between general education, major/minor, and 
elective requirements; integrate student agency and reflection into the structure of general 
education; and improve, where needed, the delivery of the program. 

 
We have tried to address all of these important issues, creating a program that provides 
breadth, integrative and reflective experiences, and which is more closely aligned with 
our mission statement. As is evident in the proposal, a problem arises when we try to 
accomplish all of this while still keeping most of our current program. There are too 
many courses required which eliminates any possibility of flexibility. As a faculty, we 
must agree to either cut course requirements or build in more flexibility and agency for 
students, all while attempting to improve the program with new elements. In short, the 
proposed program is just too large and unwieldy as it stands.   

 
Additionally, the vote to endorse is, we agree, an ambiguous task.  Additionally, since the 
April 3 Faculty Meeting, the GETF has learned that our proposal to organize the Fall 
Faculty Conference has been accepted. We therefore respectfully request that the 
proposed Gen Ed framework that was tabled at the April 3 Faculty Meeting be sent 
back to us for summer work, which will include the collection of very specific feedback 
through a Qualtrics Survey (to be distributed before the end of the semester). This survey 
will, among other things, ask specific questions about each part of the proposed 
framework, including questions about at least two options for providing flexibility and 
fewer total course requirements. 

 
2. From April Schultz, Chair: Because I will be unable to attend the April 17 faculty 

meeting, please allow me to thank this year’s members Amy Coles (spring), Mark Criley, 
Ellen Furlong (fall), Pennie Gray, Tina Isabelli, Lynda Duke (ex-officio), Brandon 
Common (Student Affairs), and William Teichman (Student Senate) for all of their hard 
work and perseverance, going well beyond our two-hour weekly meeting. 

 


