Academic Planning Committee

Minutes

Monday, November 26, 2007

Present: L. Tonelli, F. Lynch, B. Pellinen, T. Skelly, M. Buskirk, S. Hadfield, C. Boyer

Next meeting: Monday, February 4, 11:30, H-305

Alternative date: February 11th

Language of the Sophomore Threshold was finalized for the December faculty meeting, when it will be discussed.  On the first page the language now reads: “Students must declare a concentration prior to this evaluation; those who have not already done so must fill out a declaration of concentration form and write the accompanying text.”

Questions concerning implementation and logistics of the Sophomore Threshold were discussed.  There was a suggestion that there might be a Sophomore Threshold Review Day in which all panels were for sophomores; alternatively, certain panels, scattered throughout the schedule, might be designated appropriate for Sophomores.  

It was proposed that the 45-credit evaluation and the 75-credit evaluation for students be cancelled, to be replaced with additional advising.  This advising meeting would focus, for those sophomore who have completed 45 credits, on their up-coming Sophomore Threshold Evaluation (60-credits) and their need to write a declaration of concentration and to decide on an internship.  The 75-credit advising meeting would focus on the up-coming application for senior seminar.   Various possible ways of scheduling these advising meetings were discussed.  There could be a Heads-up Sophomore Day and Heads-up Junior day, including advising meetings, or meetings could be scheduled by the individual advisers, or some combination of these.

Charles will write up this proposal (to exchange fewer evaluations  for augmented advising) and will circulate it to the committee.  It is hoped that a proposal along these lines can be included in the discussion at the next faculty meeting.  

The list of competencies for the Sophomore Threshold were briefly discussed.  There was some concern that these might confuse faculty.  It was suggested that there be a clear statement that these competencies were for NASAD guidelines and were for the use of the faculty panel only, and not for the students.  Also, there were concerns that the guidelines might repeat some of the information 
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included at present on the Threshold form for faculty.  Barbara will talk about these guidelines at the next meeting.  

The issue of varying interdisciplinary commitment in each department was raised.  To what extent is the school committed to an interdisciplinary philosophy?  To what extent are different departments committed to this philosophy?  Should they share a similar philosophy?  Are departments changing their requirements now that the school has backed away from Majors and committed itself to Concentrations?  Laura and Theresa will bring some data concerning these issues to the next meeting.

The Associate’s Degree proposal will be discussed at the next meeting, as well as the other unfinished items from the agenda.  

