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Intersegmental Committee of Academic Senates (ICAS): 
Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC)  
Standards Committee

Monday, March 15, 2009 11-1 • Unapproved Minutes

Members present: Thea Labrenz, Richard Mahon (chair), Ken O'Donnell, Estela Narrie, Harry Powell, Bob Quinn, Dawn Sheibani, John Tarjan

Member unavailable: Janet Rizzoli

The meeting began at 11:05

I.
The agenda was approved by consensus

II.
The minutes of Nov. 24, 2009 were approved by consensus

III.
Ongoing issues:
The committee reviewed and approved language regarding the following topics for inclusion in the next edition of the IGETC Standards:

· Add a section around a new area 1.5 that defines IGETC and describes all the areas in a single list  

· Clarify credit-by-exam section to exclude ACT and SAT II tests
· Fix the erroneous reference to CSU Executive Order #595 (now #1033)

· Add language regarding Defense Language Institute courses to clear Language other than English
Thea wondered about the use of Defense Language Institute courses for CSU GE; Ken indicated he would check with CSU AOs and report back to Thea. 

The following two items were discussed by ICAS at its Dec. 4, 2009 meeting and the IGETC Standards committee was encouraged to draft and return language for ICAS review and approval:

· Combining 3-unit quarter sequential courses in written communication. Estela & Ken agreed to draft language on this topic; members discussed and agreed it would be desirable for language permitting the combining of mathematics classes as well, which ICAS might additionally choose to approve.

· Liberalize pass-along to match GE Breadth.  CSU Executive Order 1033 already includes language granting more authority to CCCs than IGETC permits; Ken will edit the CSU language for inclusion in IGETC Standards and forward to Estela for inclusion in the next version of the Standards to be reviewed by the committee.

IV.
New issues:
1. Common GE:  Members discussed the feasibility of working toward “one common transfer GE” pattern, as requested by ICAS chair (and committee member), Harry Powell. One member noted that the three segments already have a common GE pattern (IGETC) and that more confusion would be created by seeking to more closely align IGETC and CSU GE.  Particular challenges would likely arise in (1) minimum GPA requirements, (2) addressing Language-other-than-English and Oral Communication requirements, and  (3) increased CCC workload should the UC version of critical thinking/composition become the intersegmental standard/requirement. 

Members agreed that achieving more consistency in the assignment of courses to the IGETC categories would be useful, with humanities and arts being an area where different reviewers sometimes assign courses differently.

Ken pointed out that there is a statewide articulation conference in San Diego, April 22-23, where it would be possible to informally poll articulation offers regarding their view of the issue.  The committee agreed to hold a very short meeting on Saturday, April 24 at 9:00am to discuss the reaction of articulation officers to inform discussion at ICAS on Monday, April 26. (Harry pointed out that the April 26 agenda will be tricky given its proximity to (1) ICAS leg day, (2) groundbreaking for a new community college center on the UC Davis campus, and both (3) UC lobby day and (4) the 50th anniversary of the Master Plan on April 27. Should ICAS think the issue should go forward, committee members agreed ICAS should appoint an intersegmental faculty group to further explore the issue.

2. Common Major Messaging:  Members discussed the possibility of recommending to ICAS a project based on researching and messaging common major requirements.  Based on aspects of both UC Streamlining and LDTP, the project would research the existing degree of overlap in the major requirements of the most common majors in both CSU and UC. Estela indicated that the results of UC Streamlining have been very helpful on her campus (Santa Monica) though Thea noted the project has not been as relevant at her more rural campus (Cuesta, San Luis Obispo).  UC Streamlining cost UC about $2 million and took two years to implement; building on UC’s work in process and workflow might mean an additional year to extend the project to CSU. Because of the cost attached, any progress on this project would take place after exploration of common transfer GE pattern.  Members agreed that the UC Streamlining project seems not to be well known outside the group that developed it and counselors and that it should be highlighted to policymakers who see modest evidence of intersegmental cooperation or effort to make transfer easier for students. 

3. Ken noted that the College board Calculus test includes a subscore that needs to be acknowledged in the IGETC Standards and he volunteered to draft language and forward to Estela. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:30
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