Committee for Educational Policies and Planning

Tuesday, November 1, 2005

Present:
Matt Hockenos (chair)



Muriel Poston



Deb Hall



Michael Mudrovic



Molly Appel



Beau Breslin (scribe)



Pat Oles



Sarah Goodwin



Bob DeSeino

The committee immediately began addressing the science chapter in the Middle States self-study.  Sarah was asked about any changes that have been made to the chapter in light of the open forums.  She indicated that some changes had been made.  The word “natural” was added before science in many places so as to better reflect what the college is talking about.

The committee was then asked to consider whether the chapter sufficiently focuses on the issue of student engagement.  Matt said that he thought there were two places where it was more explicit: in the section involving student collaboration and the section on “public awareness.” 

Deb then noted that some aspects of the chapter are redundant.  She pointed to two paragraphs in particular.

Molly was curious about some of the comments in the chapter that spoke to the issue of “stretching the faculty in lots of different directions.”  That is, she said she was curious about the impression that the science faculty are somehow overtaxed in ways that other faculty are not.   She wondered whether that was consonant with the rest of the self-study.  Bob’s response was that student engagement was a “two fold” enterprise, with one part being the need to deliver a specific core curriculum in a particular discipline.  His concern is that the sciences are not sufficiently staffed to provide students with the content they need in specific subjects (he mentioned Physics, for example) and thus faculty, in those areas, are stretched quite thin.  Ruth Andrea then asked a series of questions related to this topic.  She wondered whether there was insufficient attention given to the need to deliver the core.  Bob responded that many scientists at Skidmore would like to see a greater commitment to that component in the actual document.  He said that there is not enough emphasis on building the core in the chapter, but that there are other factors at work here.  He further mentioned at this point that there is an “external value” to building our reputation in the sciences.  Sarah noted that the idea of “strengthening the core in the natural sciences” was more “front and center” in an earlier iteration of the document but that some changes were made to make the chapter more consistent with the rest of the self-study.

Mike then commented that there appears to be multiple definitions of student engagement in the entire document.  That is problematic.

Ruth Andrea then wondered whether students would actually gravitate to the natural sciences in the numbers that the strategic plan envisions (she cited Sarah Lawrence as a successful model).  She also mentioned that she thought the language in the chapter was a bit too wordy.  Some on the committee argued that “student engagement” is too loosely defined in the chapter, and that perhaps a few more illustrations may help.

The conversation then moved to the place the Tang should occupy in the chapter.  Sarah mentioned that there is a discussion among some scientists that too much emphasis on the Tang will pressure science faculty to redirect their energies toward Tang exhibitions and away from their scholarship.  Moving the discussion of the Tang to the beginning of the chapter may only exacerbate that pressure.  Discussion ensued, and there was little resolution.  Mike noted that he believes the Tang is a strength of the college and that the document ought to end on a high note.

The committee then had a brief discussion about reexamining the breadth requirement for the sciences.  It was agreed that we should not reopen that debate.

As time was short, Matt then asked the committee to consider approving the minutes on-line.  He announced that he would speak on the faculty floor about DOS restructuring and the retreat.  Finally, he asked the committee to begin to consider when we might hold a January retreat to discuss the final revisions of the Middle States document.

MIDDLE STATES - 2005

Science Community Conversations

October 20 – 12:00 PM 
12:00 PM –  Paul Arciero, Barry Pritzker, Bob DeSieno, Corey Freeman-Gallant, Pierre von Kaenel, Karen Kellogg, Michael Ennis-McMillan, Paty Rubio, Michael Arnush, Bernie Possidente, Dick Lindemann, Joe Stankovich, Grace Burton, Susi Kerr, Jim Chansky, Susan Zappen, Bill Standish, Kathy Cartwright, Anita Miller, Vasantha Narasimahn, Muriel Poston

Major Points:

· More emphasis needs to be placed on reducing the size of large lecture courses.  Engaging students is best done in a smaller class setting.

· Definitions of science courses and requirements are too “retro.”  No one wants to reengage in the discussion of the core curriculum and the requirements in the sciences.  

· Page 29 - Emphasize the goals of the sciences rather than the number of courses required.  Do not add courses, just refine the goals.

· There should be a multiplicity of vehicles for students to incorporate science into their curriculum besides a lab science.  Incorporate a science element in FYE courses, writing courses and those surrounding diversity.  Science should participate in the curriculum as widely as possible.

· FYE is a perfect place to introduce the science in an interdisciplinary fashion to first-year students.

· In order to do interdisciplinary science, one member contended that the students should have a natural core science foundation.  Strong interdisciplinary programs grow through strong disciplinary programs.

· Be sure the report includes the fact that there is a lack of engagement from faculty outside the science in the science conversation, but also that the science faculty are not engaged in the other areas of the self-study as well.  This seems to be an institutional problem.

· Refer to the sciences as the “natural sciences” throughout the document.  However keep in mind that NSF funds areas outside the sciences like economics/sociology and recognize the impact the sciences can have in a humanities class.  

· Insert the social sciences as part of the sciences section as well.

Statistics

· The numbers represented in the tables are a decade old.  We have not captured our growth and success over the last five years.  The table on page 10 (info spanning from 1995-1999) does not represent where Skidmore is now.

· Insert language that acknowledges the age of the data but that it illustrates what information we had with which to work that lead us to this point.

Recommendation

· Collect more data over the next year.

· Develop more pedagogy workshops, such as the one recently held surrounding Hurricane Katrina, to develop links between the sciences and non-sciences.

· Site ways in which we have made strategic adjunct hires to help make connections with the sciences

· Discuss deleting the paragraph on page 16 [“We expect these investments to yield a 50% increase in the number of students majoring in the sciences…”] with the Steering Committee.

· The self-study needs to highlight the need for searching for and obtaining external funding.  We need to be pro-active in obtaining grants in all areas.

October 20 – 5:00 PM 

Present:  Lenora de la Luna, Jordana Dym, Jim Chansky, Mary Crone Odekon, Monica Raveret Richter, Chuck Joseph, Pat Hilleren, Kim Marsella, Kathy Cartwright, Audeliz Matias, Bob DeSieno, Corey Freeman-Gallant, ar Foley, Susan Zappen, Sarah Goodwin, Ann Henderson, Mark Huibregtse, Kate Berheide, Muriel Poston

Major Points:

· Page 16 – Delete the paragraph in the quite, however keep the 50% increase language elsewhere in the document

· Geosciences are not included equally when talking about the natural sciences at Skidmore.
· The document and the questions that arise from it (identity, # of majors, support to increase the number of majors and strengthen the sciences) are issues that are closer to the Strategic Plan.  The document does not make clear why the sciences were chosen as part of the focus nor does it address fully the issue of student engagement in the sciences.   Collaborative research = student engagement and this is what should be one of the main ingredients of the chapter.  The measure of our success needs to be determined.  One way student engagement is measurable in the sciences is through student presentations at conferences.
· It was suggested that the chapter should touch on both the Strategic Plan & strengthening the sciences as well as the student engagement piece

· Do not lose the emphasis or focus on the disciplinary-based science core by highlighting the ever-popular interdisciplinary programs.  However, Corey Freeman-Gallant felt that there should be a stronger emphasis on ID areas.  

· The chapter builds only on the science programs but does not reach the community or connect to other areas.  

· Decide if the document is “retrospective” or “prospective”

· More data is needed to strengthen the future plan

· There needs to be a better link between science literacy across campus and the increase in the number of students in the major

· Provide more examples of the way science literacy happens between classes.  The document only refers to cross-college collaborations with the Tang.

· While the 12PM group did not think revisiting the core requirement a good idea, several members of the 5PM group did.  The argument for increasing the science requirement focused on increasing science literacy across campus and by increasing the requirement (whether or not it entailed a lab) might be one way in which to accomplish that goal.

· If the college is committed to increasing the number of science majors by strengthening the sciences, some faculty were concerned that it would decrease majors in other areas.  Bob pointed out that a 50% increase in science majors only amounts to approximately 45-50 students and would, most likely, not have a significant impact across the College.

· Skidmore has attracted strong science students but at least 10-15% have left to go to schools with stronger science programs.  Skidmore needs to address the retention issue in the sciences.

· How should the college be defined?  As an art/humanities institution or one that is strong in the sciences.  This is an identity issue that needs to be clearly defined.

