
Communications Cluster 

Meeting Minutes August 12, 2010 

 

Bob VonAchen, Comm Cluster Chair, opened the meeting at 2:00 p.m.  

 

Bob distributed Welcome Back Evaluations to be completed by faculty. 

 

Old Business: 
  

Agenda Item 1) Update on EAP 1620 and 1640 Course Development; 

Agenda Item 2) Upcoming SACS review and the need for a standard to quantify student 

assessments 

 

Item 1: Update on EAP 1620 and 1640 Course Development 

 Intro: Bob introduced and distributed the Course Outcome Summary for EAP 1640, 

Advanced Composition, and EAP 1620, Reading VI, upon discussion and input, CC will vote on 

and present to the Academic Affairs Committee for approval. 

 Discussion:Karen Eisenhauer, who reviewed 18 courses this summer, reported that 

curriculum is in great shape. She presented guidelines for Preparing Curriculum packets and 

presented Cognitive Domain Verbs for Bloom’s Taxonomy levels. 

 PERT / CPT (Accuplacer): Karen also announced that the current placement test, CPT, is 

being replaced by PERT – this is a work in progress pinpointed for September. 

 Bob V. added that it is replacing the IEP and observed that it was unfair to put students 

in development classes when they need English speaking skills. 

Roberta Sampere noted under EAP 1640, Competency 2, #6b learning objective,  

Cognitive domain, that opinions and inferences are not interchangeable. 

 Discussion ensued. Kathy Patria brought up a question about the MLA page layout 

standards under EAP 1640 - #10 Learning Objectives.  

Molly mentioned that EAP 1620 Title is VI but description says V, and Karen E. agreed 

to tune up one or two minor inconsistencies of this kind. Karen E. asked that edits be sent to her 

for the EAP 1620 and 1640 Course Outcomes. 

 

Comparison of IEP to EAP and concerns about cost. JoLee P. asked about the 

comparison of IEP to EAP. Karen responded that 1) comparison is that IEP is more expensive, 

and EAP will consist of BCC courses, resulting in lower costs; and 2) Free programs were under 

a grant that has been cut or reduced.  JoLee P. also expressed concern about the costs to students 

of completing the tiers, or levels of EAP and asked whether some students may be further 

advanced. Karen responded that currently the program is developed as semester-long classes, but 

Rose Foss has mentioned modulation is the way to go, thus enabling students to go from one 

level to the next within a semester. 

 

Vote: The ballot was distributed to vote whether or not to present the EAP 1620 and 1640 

programs to the AAC for approval. The vote was taken and counted by Pamela G. 

 

Item 2: Upcoming SACS review and the need for standards to quantify student 

assessments. 



 

 Intro: Karen Eisenhauer discussed the 2-course template for the way college wants 

courses to be defined. She asked for questions regarding course design in general. 

 Discussion:Bob V. emphasized each “discipline“will be broken down into various 

categories, such as Speech, Spanish, Communications (and Prep). The CC members will deal 

with separate curriculum definitions in break-out sessions. 

 Karen E. emphasized observability and measurability of competencies and objectives.. 

She also provided an overhead of the WIDS Competency Checklist—What do we want to know 

about our students’ learning at the end of the semester? 

 JoLee mentioned, of the 12 people who attended the SACS meeting, all went to different 

sessions and were to write summaries and give to Dr. Miedema. However, she hasn’t seen 

others’ information that Department Chairs have privy to, but not instructors. Expressed idea that 

if we have access to the “database” or “toolbox,” we can get ideas from it. Karen E. responded 

that 1) We have to know what the purpose/measurement is, then look at the “toolbox” and 2) if 

we invent something we believe in and have passion for, it will be better used, in addition to 

using the tools available. 

 Terri discussed their assessment and rubric for Speech and decided on an exit exam of 

some sort. Final assessment was agreed upon, and was ready to be linked to objectives. Karen 

advised that Student Assessment be considered as a tool. Susan Houts inquired how this would 

work, and Karen indicated a beginning and ending assessment would assist. CJ Baker-Schverak 

observed that the perception of “usefulness” of pre and post assessments by students would seem 

valuable. Karen emphasized that each assessment must be linked with an objective. JoLee 

discussed an example of collaboration regarding pre/post surveys to address this core ability. 

Karen emphasized that SACs provided a template, but we have to decide on measurement and 

thus improve our program. 

Bob V. requested we focus on core abilities, and Karen E. advised we commence breakout 

sessions to focus on which core ability to discuss. 

 

Meeting adjourned to commence break-out sessions at 2:45 p.m. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

       Pamela Gieswein 

 

 

 

  


