UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Friday, September 18, 2009 10:00 a.m.
UEAC Members Present: Russell Lowery-Hart, Larry Garrett, Timothy Gilbert, Rex Peebles,
Jeanie Hardin, Juan Carlos Reina, Dorothy Martinez, Betty Reynard, Tommy Thompson, Bill
Waggoner, Judith Bean, Agnes DeFranco, Ron Brown, Richard Eglsaer, Cathy Alexander (proxy
for Coleman), Donna Ekal, Friederike Wiedemann, J. Martyn Gunn, Michael J. Ahearn, Ronald
Swain, Marianne Hopper, Jessica Woodward
UEAC Member Absent: Mike Coleman
Coordinating Board Staff: Commissioner Paredes, MacGregor Stephenson, Kevin Lemoine,
Anya Sebastien, Catherine Parsoneault, Lucy Bloor, Wendy Erisman, James Goeman, Janet
Beinke, David Couch, Duane Hiller, Lynette Heckman
Guests: Lawrence Abraham (UT-Austin, Assoc Dean, Undergrad Studies), Neil Armstrong (UTAustin, Vice Provost), Jenny Kennedy (UNTSystem), Rissa Potter (CPUPC)
MEETING NOTES
The meeting was called to order at 10:03 a.m. by Co-Chair Lowery-Hart.
Remarks
Commissioner Paredes spoke of the legislative session, Gov. Perry’s executive order and
his thoughts on higher education. He began by informing the committee that the
legislature faces a budget shortfall of $9-15 billion next year. In response to this,
Governor Perry has ordered the Coordinating Board to do a cost-savings study for higher
education. The Commissioner noted the importance of teachers and teacher-training in
regard to College Readiness Initiatives. He referenced the McKenzie report, the
American Scholar article “Where have all the students gone? The demise of the English
department,” and Mike Rose’s book Why School? Each study supported the importance
of the P-16 communication pipeline, teacher-training, and a cohesive and coherent
general education to develop a well-rounded member of society. Commissioner Paredes
concluded by expressing his concern that the focus of this year’s legislature was on
increasing national research institutions, not undergraduate education.
I.

Approval of Meeting Summary for June 26, 2009 Meeting
Meeting Notes from the previous meeting were approved unanimously.

II.

Introduction of Jessica Lynn Woodward, non-voting student member of
the advisory committee, 2009-2010
Ms. Woodward attends McLennan Community College and Tarleton State
University in Waco. She is currently a junior working towards her BS in
Accounting.

III.

Report on Accountability System Peer Group Meetings: Core
Curriculum EEO Assessment and Value Added
Wendy Erisman, Senior Research Specialist on the staff of the Coordinating
Board’s Higher Education Policy Institute, presented the initiatives of the
Accountability Policy Institute. The Policy Institute measures student outcomes in
regards to Closing the Gap. Wendy emphasized the need for engagement of all
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stakeholders, to focus first on learning outcomes and secondly on how to
measure them, and how to report results so that they can be shared and are
meaningful.
Janet Beinke, Director of Planning, explained the charge to the accountability
peer group annual meetings. Janet informed the committee on the future focus
of added value and the Lumina grant in regard to learning outcomes and lowerlevel coursework.
IV.

Update on Upcoming Rules Changes Regarding Academic Associate
Degrees (Chapter 9) Proposed for the October Board meeting
David Couch and Catherine Parsoneault presented the new rules for updating
and developing new associate level degrees. Until this time, there have been no
standards for AA and AS degrees. The CB will create program inventories for
academic associate degrees at community colleges. The rule is anticipated to go
into effect on Dec 1.

V.

Consideration of Approving Recommendations on Low-Producing
Degree Programs Developed by the Joint Sub-Committee
Catherine Parsoneault presented the recommendations for low-producing
programs as determined by the Join Sub-Committee of UEAC and GEAC
members. UEAC members received a handout of the recommended thresholds,
permanent and temporary exemptions, and consequences and appeals process.
The committee also received a data set of current low-producing programs in
line with the new thresholds. The committee members who served on the joint
sub-committee corrected the staff’s version of the recommendations forwarded
by the joint sub-committee, reminding staff of the following amendments
approved the day before at the sub-committee meeting:
Exemptions:
II.b. DELETE
II.c CLARIFICATION REQUESTED:”requiring exclusively courses
required”
Consequences:
Inclusion of small class reports reference
II.c.ii DELETE: “by faculty member”
Larry Garrett made the motion to forward the recommendations to the CB staff.
Seconded by Judith Bean. A vote was taken. All approved and the motion
carried.

VI.
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Update on College Readiness Initiatives
Lynette Heckman presented the three-phase project designed to improve
alignment between secondary and postsecondary education in Texas. Lynette
requested that the committee members ask their institutions for input in all
reference course profiles, especially BIO 1408, all Physics, HIST 1302, MATH
1324 and DFTG 1405. Upon request, Lynette agreed to send information and
links to UEAC.

VII.

VIII.

Discussion: Reports from Four Work Groups on Envisioning the Core
Curriculum
Russell Lowery-Hart made reference to the work-group reports in the handouts.
He asked the committee to review them on their own time.
Consideration of Adopting a Statement of Purpose for the Statewide
General Education Core Curriculum
Catherine opened discussion by reminding the committee of the assumptions and
defining characteristics of the core curriculum. She noted the lack of program
level learning outcomes which are needed to develop a new core curriculum. She
also noted the inclusion of Exemplary Education Objectives (EEOs) and
perspectives but made the point that currently, there are no student learning
outcomes by course.
Larry Garrett began the discussion of a Statement of Purpose as a starting point
for discussion for evaluation of the core curriculum. He outlined the process and
components for the committee to consider, beginning with the statement of
purpose.
Purpose
Current Structure
Facilitates
Purpose

Constrains
Purpose
Areas for
Consideration

Institutions

Coordinating Board

Legislation

After much discussion about the focus of a statement, the committee agreed that
the handout should be considered a draft. Members suggested that the
statement should be less objective-based and include terminology such as
“cognitive,” “affective,” and possibly “psychomotor.” Other phrases suggested
included “foundation knowledge” or “common knowledge,” “breadth in the arts
and sciences,” “inter-relationships between disciplines, and “preparation for living
a socially useful and intellectually full life.” Judith Bean recommended Florida’s
short purpose and five objectives. [http://www.ugs.usf.edu/gec/fklcc.htm]
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Larry continued the discussion with observations and questions about the current
structure. After discussion, many members agreed that the basic components are
good but implementation and operation are lacking. Members were especially
concerned about the “silo” atmosphere of the current core – each course is
separate, there is no connection between components. Many members
referenced LEAP’s Essential Learning Outcomes as a resource. Others
recommended faculty development as an essential component in
implementation. The overall opinion was that the statement of purpose should
include references to the essential elements for learning, globalization of ideas,
and development of life-long learning.
IX.

Assignment of Work Groups to Formulate Preliminary
Recommendations Regarding General Education Core Curriculum
Revision
Russell presented the areas for consideration and the revisions required at
institutions, the Coordinating Board, and through legislation.
At the institutional level: interrelating core courses/communicating across faculty,
teaching longitudinally/cross discipline, faculty development, sequence of
courses, structure of core, justification of core for faculty and students, and
consideration of a capstone or upper level courses. Donna Ekal’s group (including
Ahearn, Eglsaer, Thompson, Waggoner, Reina, and Martinez) will report on these
items at the next meeting.
At the Coordinating Board level: defining subject matter content, re-evaluating
basic competencies and learning outcomes, student learning outcomes at the
core and course level. Agnes DeFranco’s group (including Wiedemann, Peebles,
Gilbert, Hardin, Hopper, Lowery-Hart, and Bean) will report on these items at the
next meeting.
At the legislative level: Assessing the core, transferability, excess hours, 42 and
120 hour rules, student success, and core components. Ron Brown’s group
(including Gunn, Swain, Reynard, Woodward, Garrett, and Coleman) will report
on these items at the next meeting.
At the student level: The committee identified this as an important consideration
and a significant “stakeholder” group, but will need to be organized and given
attention as part of the next meeting.

X.
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Adjournment
Next meeting possibilities: November 6, 13 or 20. Please respond to Catherine’s
meeting scheduling request.
Meeting adjourned at 3:02pm.

