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The Minutes of
THE GENERAL EDUCATION COMMITTEE
OF
ARKANSAS TECH UNIVERSITY

The General Education Committee met Thursday, March 17, 2016 at 1:00 p.m. in Rothwell 308.
The following were present:

Dr. Christine Austin
Dr. Jackie Bowman
Ms. Cheryl Chaney

Ms. Nancy Cox

Dr. Patrick Hagge
Dr. Theresa Herrick
Ms. Karen Riddell
Dr. David Roach

Dr. Jeremy Schwehm

Absent: Ms. Gwen Faulkenberry, Taylon Fowler, Dr. Mohammed Ibrahim, Dr. Thomas Nupp
Guest: Ms. Tammy Weaver

Call to Order

Interstate Passport

Dr. Bowman called the meeting to order and asked for a motion to
approve the minutes of the November meeting. Dr. Chaney made a motion
to approve. Dr. Schwehm seconded the motion. Motion carried.

Dr. Bowman turned the meeting over to Ms. Tammy Weaver to speak to
the committee about the Interstate Passport. Ms. Weaver told the
committee that Dr. David Underwood had asked her to attend a meeting at
the Arkansas Department of Higher Education regarding the Interstate
Passport. She told the committee that Dr. Brett Powell (new director of
ADHE) had been working with WICHE (Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education) on several projects and for us to increase our
number of degrees by 2019, this is one of the goals to meet that. Ms.
Weaver said she saw this particularly benefiting transfer students, military
student, and those that had attended several institutions. Dr. Powell would
like for every school in Arkansas to play a part in this initiative. Ms.
Weaver then explained what the Passport was. She said that basically
when a student took the institutions general education courses, (and what
Dr. Powell meant by that was the minimum state core) we could use our
Degree Works software to identify that student and post a Passport, just
like we would post an Associate or Bachelor’s degree. The student must
earn a “C” or better for the course to qualify for the Passport, even if a
“D” is considered passing for the general education course. Once the
Passport was earned, that student could then transfer to another
participating institution and the core would be met there also. They would
not be looking for specific fine arts or social sciences as long as the
students had the block of courses required for the Passport. Students
would still have to meet the requirements specific to each degrees though.
Passport works at nine areas and Ms. Weaver told the committee she felt
Arkansas Tech was very closely aligned with it, but she is asking for more



actual course equivalencies since all of these outcomes are tied back to
actual courses. The learning outcomes in the Passport were developed by
faculty from institutions around the United States as part of a WICHE
grant. For Arkansas Tech to participate in this, we have to determine that
the learning outcomes for our general education align with these. Ms.
Weaver told the committee that the Passport proficiencies that are outlined
in the handouts that were distributed to the committee by email before the
meeting, are just examples. She said we do not have to meet the same
criteria as the examples given, although some of these may be the same as
ours or even some that we may want to use, but the proficiencies should
all align. Ms. Weaver noted that Dr. Austin, as Director of Assessment,
would probably be working with the General Education Committee and
with departments on campus, to achieve learning outcomes in our general
education courses. WICHE is hoping that learning outcomes are
developed on every course that map back to what students should know
when they leave Arkansas Tech University. Ms. Weaver said Arkansas
Tech has not been mandated to participate in this program, but Dr. Powell
feels like this will be good for the students and Dr. Anglin thinks it is
something we should do and she felt Arkansas Tech as a whole would
want to participate in this. She also said that it would make it easier for not
only the students, but for administrators such as the Registrar’s Office as
well. Ms. Weaver said she would be attending another ADHE meeting in
about two weeks and they wanted information back on whether Arkansas
Tech wanted to pursue this and she felt the General Education Committee
was the first step in that process and then we would need to involve the
different departments that are in control of the general education offerings.

Ms. Weaver then asked for any questions on the Passport. Dr. Herrick
asked if this was a national initiative and Ms. Weaver said it was and
mentioned some of the states that are participating and that even though
WICHE is the Western Interstate Commission, they are branching out to
the south. She said the goal for WICHE is for this to be used all over the
United States. The committee then asked Ms. Weaver what exactly she
was asking of the General Education Committee. Ms. Weaver said she is
asking for support and that this committee would be working closely with
the departments to determine if Arkansas Tech’s learning outcomes align
with the Passport’s learning outcomes. The committee wanted to know
where they could get a copy of the book Ms. Weaver had and she said she
would send a link that could also be shared with the departments. Ms.
Weaver told the committee that to be considered a Passport state, the state
only needed one 4 year and one 2 year institution, but Dr. Powell thought
this would help with graduation rates and help with transfer students. Ms.
Weaver asked for any further questions and there being none, excused
herself from the meeting.



Goals

Dr. Bowman then started the discussion on the goals. She asked Dr.
Austin if she knew if the Passport goals were based on the LEAP goals.
Dr. Austin thought that they were very close. Dr. Herrick reminded the
committee that they had just worked on the goals a couple of years ago
and had added the Civic Involvement, debated Wellness, and worked on
Ethical Perspectives. The committee then discussed that the Civic
Involvement goal had not been added yet because it had not gotten
through the Curriculum Committee. Dr. Herrick commented there needed
to be more communication between the committees so there wouldn’t be
so much confusion and they wouldn’t have to start over each year.

Dr. Bowman then went over the LEAP goals. These were: Knowledge;
Inquiry and Analysis; Critical and Creative Writing; Written and Oral
Communication; Quantitative Literacy; Information Literacy; and
Teamwork and Problem Solving. Dr. Schwehm opened up the LEAP
website on the SmartBoard so that everyone could see them, Dr. Bowman
told the committee she wanted them to look at Arkansas Tech’s goals and
compare them to other universities and see if there is anything that needs
to be changed. She was particularly concerned with the Arts and
Humanities goal because it is so broad. Dr. Herrick mentioned that there
are maps that talk about where it is measured and in what classes. Dr.
Herrick felt this is something that needs to be shared more, but Dr.
Bowman felt that it had been shared, but the information was still not
being gathered. Dr. Herrick wanted to know what the committee’s
recourse was in that case and how that could be enforced. Dr. Austin said
that was the problem she had also.

The committee then wondered how the LEAP goals go along with the
Passport goals. Dr. Austin said they are roughly the same. The committee
then discussed whether they wanted to recommend participating in
Passport. If so, it could save a lot of work since they already have
everything included. Dr. Schwehm then opened up the Passport webpage
on the SmartBoard so that everyone could see.

The committee discussed the Passport and Dr. Roach made a motion that
the committee consider this as a possible framework for the general
education goals at Arkansas Tech. Dr. Hagge seconded the motion. Dr.
Bowman then asked for discussion on this motion. The committee
wondered if this change would involve a massive restructure. Dr. Bowman
thought the committee should look at them carefully and consult with
others that teach some of these courses and make sure they align with
what they are teaching. The committee discussed that adopting this
initiative might also help with reporting as the necessity to report the
learning outcomes would become essential. The committee then wondered
what kind of research they needed to do for the new Vice President for
Academic Affairs to support the decision to adopt the Passport. Dr.



Bowman thought that Passport was so similar to LEAP that she didn’t
perceive he would be against this. Also, ADHE is in favor of this. The
committee observed that there was no “Wellness” goal in the Passport
Initiative, but there were places that you could stress wellness, along with
the other goals. Dr. Austin mentioned that LEAP has rubrics that map the
goals to courses. She also mentioned the Passport could easily be used to
tie to the CPGE system, which is a really easy system. Dr. Schwehm
mentioned some colleges (Idaho State specifically) actually listed their
courses along with the goals in their catalogs.

The committee discussed whether there were changes to the General
Education Committee description in the Faculty Handbook when changes
were made this year and determined there were no changes. Dr. Herrick
observed that the description in the handbook is a shortened version of
what is actually done and she felt that was something that needed to be
looked at.

Dr. Schwehm thought the Passport would be a more objective way to
evaluate courses and Dr. Bowman added that the committee could use this
when a course was brought to the committee to be added to general
education and ask deliberate questions about what criteria they meet and
what the assessment will be.

Dr. Austin asked if the General Education Committee had ever gone past
collecting information and analyzing results with general education, Dr.
Bowman told her the committee has looked at the results and then had
been confused about who to communicate these findings to. She
mentioned that the chair writes an annual report, but did not know if that
report was sent to anyone outside of the Vice President for Academic
Affairs. Dr. Austin felt this information should probably go out to the
whole university. The committee then discussed putting some of this
information on the General Education Committee webpage and in the
orientation notebooks that are being put together. Dr. Bowman will get
with Ms. Riddell to put some information together to go in the notebooks
and on the web.

Dr. Bowman mentioned to the committee she would be on jury duty and
might have to miss the next meeting, so the future chairs might have to
step in for her. Ms. Riddell told them she had mentioned to Academic
Affairs that the committee would have co-chairs for next year and was told
that was okay, but the chairs would have to split the release time. Dr.
Hagge said he would be glad to just be a back-up for Dr. Schwehm and
not be an actual co-chair. Dr. Hagge made a motion for Dr. Schwehm to
be the only chair-elect. Dr. Herrick seconded the motion. Motion carried.



Adjournment

Dr. Bowman then called for a vote on the motion to consider the Interstate
Passport as a possible framework for the general education goals at
Arkansas Tech. Motion carried.

Dr. Bowman asked Ms. Riddell to send out a Doodle scheduler to plan the
next meeting in about three weeks. The committee will vote on whether to
recommend adopting Passport at that time and then send on to the
Curriculum Committee and then on to the Faculty Senate.

The meeting adjourned at 2:00 pm
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Study>Transfer>Succeed  Interstate Passport Initiative

Frequently Asked Questions

The Interstate Passport, currently under development, is a new learning outcomes-based
framework for transfer with the goal of improving graduation rates, shortening time to degree,
and saving students” money. The new framework focuses on lower-division general education,
the common denominator among institutions—concentrating on it as a whole, not on individual
courses—and allows for a cross-border “match” of outcomes-integrated general education for
block transfer. Students who earn a Passport at one participating institution and transfer to
another one will have their learning achievement recognized; they will not be required to repeat
courses or take additional courses at the receiving institution to meet lower-division general
education requirements.

This work is being conducted in several phases. Phase Il is currently underway with the
participation of faculty, registrars, advisors, and marketing representatives from 22 institutions
in seven Western states (CA, HI, ND, OR, SD, UT, and WY). In addition, during Phase I/
institutions in six states in other regions of the country will be piloting the process of evaluating
institutional and state interest in and readiness to participate in the Passport. When Phase Il is
completed in September 2016, institutions can apply for Passport status. And, by that time,
Phase Il (2016-18), focused on validating quality and automating recordkeeping and reporting,
as well as expanding the number of Passport institutions, will be well underway.



Developing the Passport

1. Why should my campus consider becoming a Passport institution?
The Passport improves transfer for students using a process that honors institutional
individuality, and the Passport has been constructed by faculty and registrars.

2. Why should my institution participate in an initiative that could increase the number of
students that transfer out of our college or university?
The main beneficiaries of the Passport will be students transferring from two-year to four-
year institutions and students who begin at out-of-state institutions and then want to
transfer “home.” Because the Passport improves the transfer process for students, Passport
institutions will become known as student-oriented institutions, so enrollments may well
increase even if transfer rates increase. This enrollment increase can be predicted to include
increased numbers of students from disadvantaged backgrounds.

3. What is the origin of the Passport Initiative?
Chief academic leaders in the WICHE states conceived the idea of a new framework with
learning outcomes serving as the currency for transfer in an effort to better serve their
students, particularly those who transfer across state lines. WICHE staff manages the
Passport project on behalf of these CAOs who are members of two professional
organizations based at WICHE.

4. Who developed the essential parts of the Passport?
Faculty from universities and community colleges in the initial seven participating states
jointly developed the Passport Learning Outcomes (PLOs) and Proficiency Criteria (PC).

5. For how long did faculty work on the Passport?
When the Passport PLOs and PC are completed in spring 2016, faculty will have worked for
over three years to develop the Passport framework. Working in teams, faculty arrived at a
consensus on learning outcomes developed from ones that, in most cases, already existed in
departments and programs in their institutions and states. Similarly, the proficiency criteria
are statements of assignments currently in use by faculty to develop and assess proficiency
with each PLO.

6. What is contained in the Passport framework?
The framework contains nine knowledge and skill areas that map to the LEAP Essential
Learning Outcomes developed by the Association of American Colleges and Universities. The
Passport includes the foundational skills of oral communication, written communication,
and quantitative literacy; knowledge of concept in natural sciences, human cultures, creative
expression, and human society and the individual; and the cross-cutting skills of critical
thinking, and teamwork and value systems.



7.

Is there a process in place to consider revisions to the PLOs and PC?

Yes. This is one responsibility of the Passport Review Board (PRB), the policy-making body of
the Passport Initiative. Its members include all of the Passport State Facilitators (PSFs)—
individuals representing Passport institutions in each state—along with other higher
education experts. At the Board’s annual meeting, the PSFs relate any concerns from faculty
in the respective states and the PRB determines appropriate action, including reconvening
faculty teams to revise PLOs and transfer-level proficiency criteria. A list of those currently
serving on the PRB can be viewed at www. wiche.edu/Passport/governance.

How the Passport Framework Works

8.

10.

What are the advantages of the Passport’s learning outcomes-based framework over the
course-by-course framework for transfer?

A learning outcomes-based block transfer retains institutional individuality in defining the
academic work required for a student to become proficient with the learning outcomes in
the block; ensures that former students who transfer to another Passport institution will not
have to repeat academic work; and simplifies institutions’ transfer process by eliminating
the necessity to deal with every single course on an individual basis. This approach produces
greater curricular flexibility for the sending institution and more efficient transfer-credit
evaluation for the receiving institution for lower-division general education. The most
important result is that students know in advance that their lower-division general
education work will be accepted at other Passport institutions.

Does participation in the Passport require adoption of the PLOs or changing our own
learning outcomes to look like the Passport outcomes?

No. The Passport Initiative does not expect any institution to adopt the Passport Learning
Outcomes or change its own learning outcomes to match the PLOs, but rather to be able to
see the PLOs as consistent, congruent and not in conflict with any learning outcomes at the
institution. The PLOs are a consensus set of learning outcomes, arrived gt by faculty, that are
widely acceptable statements of the expectations of transfer students.

Does the Passport provide institutions with a list of courses that must be in their Passport
Blocks or that students must take to earn a Passport?

No. Each participating institution determines which courses, course sequences, non-course-
based learning experiences and levels of achievement provide assurance that its students
have achieved the Passport Learning Outcomes. This becomes the institution’s Passport
Block. The institution also agrees to accept the documented Passport of any student,
nationwide, as completion of its lower-division general education (LDGE) requirements, even
though the courses or learning experiences by which the student achieved the learning
outcomes may have been different.



11. What is the purpose of the Proficiency Criteria (PC)? Are they benchmarks for learning
experiences that address the PLOs?
The PC are statements of current assignments that some of your faculty colleagues use to
achieve and assess student learning. The PC provide an understanding about the kinds of
assignments currently used by colleagues and the context within which to view your own
assignments. Proficiency criteria are not benchmarks and are not to be used as benchmarks.

12. Does the Passport provide a checklist of ways students must demonstrate proficiency?
No. A checklist would dictate to each Passport institution exactly how students should be
assessed. No part of the Passport addresses or will address assessment methods because to
do so is inconsistent with the essential design principle of the Passport — to recognize
institutional individuality in the education of transfer students. The Passport depends on
faculty from many institutions to establish consensus PLOs and leaves it to the faculty at
each institution to determine what their students are expected to do to demonstrate
proficiency. The Passport tracks the academic progress of students after they transfer to
validate the effectiveness of the proficiency demonstrations.

13. What strategies do campuses use to verify that students are achieving proficiency with
each PLO?
This varies because it is established independently on each campus. Although most
campuses may have learning outcome proficiency demonstrations in specific courses or
groups of courses, some institutions may choose to use their current GE program assessment
and other methods that cut across courses or even occur outside of traditional course
boundaries.

14. Does the Passport define a minimum performance level on all components of the
Passport block?
Yes. The currently agreed-upon GPA minimum is a C or its equivalent for each course
included in an institution’s Passport Block.

15. How is the Passport being validated?
First, by consensus reached among participating faculty in developing the PLOs and PCs;
second, by tracking student success after transfer; and third, by conducting a pilot with
faculty from multiple institutions voluntarily to map the critical assignments in courses
selected for their Passport Blocks to the PLOs.

16. How does the Passport relate to accreditation?
All Passport institutions must be regionally accredited. The institutions are private and
public, not-for-profit institutions in both the two-year and four-year sectors.



Implementing the Passport

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

If we become a Passport institution, do we need to include all nine of the Passport
knowledge and skill areas in our curriculum?

Yes. The Passport is a block transfer of all nine knowledge and skill areas. It cannot be
unpacked or offered as an incomplete package.

How does the Passport relate to the faculty’s autonomy for their existing general
education structure?

The Passport is designed to provide greater faculty autonomy and flexibility because the
curriculum is not constrained by course-by-course transfer agreements. As long as the PLOs
are still included in the courses, the institution’s general education structure—and Passport
Block—can change without requiring any renegotiation.

Am | expected to demonstrate how my syllabus, and what | require my students to do,
aligns with the PLOs?

Not for the Passport Initiative. The Passport honors institutional individuality, and is based
on the assumption that each institution has and will use its own processes to decide which
courses and/or learning opportunities to include in its Passport Block and how they address
the PLOs.

Are the Passport Learning Outcomes to be used for course curriculum design and
revision?

The Passport PLOs were not developed for this purpose; curriculum design and revision are
not part of the Passport. The PLOs are consensus statements of learning outcomes in nine
knowledge and skills areas for block transfer of lower-division general education across
multiple institutions. They are not intended to be a list of targeted and directly assessable
outcomes for specific courses.

When we accept students with AA degrees from regionally accredited institutions, we
consider their GE requirement met. How is the Passport different?

The Passport is a block transfer of proficiency with a set of learning outcomes — typically
based on 32-38 semester credits, but occasionally as few as 30 or as many as 40, depending
on the institution. An associate degree is usually 60 semester credits, and a discipline-
specific AA includes prerequisites for a major and/or electives. A large majority of students
who transfer do so without completing an AA, and many who transfer “early” do so to get
on track in specific majors. The Passport allows students to transfer to other Passport
institutions with the same LDGE efficiency as that of AA holders.

How does the Passport address the range of credit by examination options (e.g., prior
learning assessment, credit awarded for military service, AP, CLEP, etc.) that may be
treated differently across institutions?

Each institution’s faculty determines how students can achieve proficiency with the PLOs,
including whether learning experiences such as prior learning assessment, credit awarded
for military service, AP, CLEP, etc. will be included in their institution’s Passport Block. The



23.

24,

faculty determines if these learning experiences will support student success at the next level
of their education, i.e., as the student moves from lower-division general education into
upper division and major course work.

How does the Passport address math competency, e.g., the fact that certain majors or
institutions require a higher level of math than others?

The Passport addresses only lower-division general education. It does not address
prerequisites for entry into certain majors. The expectation is that receiving institutions may
require Passport students to complete courses in addition to the Passport Block in cases
where those courses are prerequisites for entry into or continuation in a particular major. It
is expected that a Passport Block will include choices among courses that meet PLOs; for
example, a student planning to major in chemistry might demonstrate proficiency in
quantitative literacy by way of a more advanced math course than would some humanities
majors.

How long must my institution commit to participating in the Passport?
Each institution must commit to participate for an initial term of five years.

Acknowledging Incoming Passport Students

25.

26.

27.

Does the Passport guarantee admission to the four-year institution?

No. For example, the four-year institution may have higher requirements for overall GPA, or
may admit directly to degree programs that require specific prerequisites. But if the
university were a Passport institution, it would recognize completion of all lower-division
general education requirements for all admitted students who bring a Passport.

What happens if a student transfers from one Passport institution to another prior to
completing the Passport?

The receiving institution will articulate the student’s previous learning using course-by-
course or other equivalency methods to evaluate his/her transcript in the same way it
evaluates students who transfer in without completing an AA or other credential. The
student may go on to earn a Passport at the receiving institution by successfully completing
the additional PLOs not yet achieved in that institution’s Passport Block.

If a sending institution’s Passport Block consists of 30 credit hours but the receiving
institution’s block consists of 36 credit hours, how does the receiving institution address
the difference?

The receiving institution awards the transfer student the number of credits earned for the
Passport Block by the sending institution. In the above example, the receiving institution
awards 30 credit hours. The student then completes the receiving institution’s required
number of total credits for graduation, including six additional credits of electives or major-
or minor-related course work.



28. If a sending institution’s Passport Block consists of 36 credit hours but the receiving
institution’s block consists of 30 credit hours, how does the receiving institution address
the difference?

The receiving institution awards the transfer student the number of credits earned for the
Passport Block by the sending institution. In this example, the receiving institution awards 36
credit hours. The additional six credit hours are applied as electives, major prerequisites, or
major courses, as determined by the receiving institution.

29. What happens if a student who enrolls in our institution with a Passport is not successful
in a program?
The Passport does not guarantee that every student will perform successfully upon transfer.
It simply means that local faculty judged the student to be capable of successfully
completing his/her academic program. If a particular Passport student does not succeed in
upper-division course work, faculty should use the same policies they use with native
students who do not do well in upper-division courses—no different treatment for Passport
Students.





