
Minutes
Science and Engineering Cluster Meeting

Friday, January 11, 2019, 2:00 PM, M007-111

Meeting began at 2:02 PM.

1. Roll call

2. New Faculty Introductions/Retiring Faculty

Old Business: 

3. New Web-Link-Based Addenda to Syllabus.

Some notes from faculty: These do not change every term even though we all get an email for them - it is 
mainly a reminder and for new faculty. You do not have to copy and paste the links every term. These are also 
still being finalized and will be done by Fall 2019. They do not have to be in physical syllabus - on Canvas is 
fine.

James Bottesch (C) Daryl Davis (M) Billie Brown (P) Marie Knight (T)

Jimmy Gamez (C) Eric Harms (M) Janice Burger (P) Jim Yount (T) (Chair)

Bolos Gerges (C) Scott Herber (M) Xiaodi Chen (P)

Mevlut Guvendik (C) Zhengrong Li (M) Wade Daukerman (P)

Anastasia Harris (C) Penny McDonald (M) Melodee DeCoteau (P)

Melissa Liechty (C) Rajesh Meloram (M) Andrew Dutra (P)

Cristina Moisii (C) Slav Peytchev (M) Chris Harvey (P) *

Amy Picchi (C) Alan Spindler (M) Donna Iannotti (P)

Dan Wagner (C) Ashley Spring (M) Dale McGinnis (P)

Tatiana Zuvich (C) William Stewart (M) Joshua Ojwang (P) *

Susan Styron (M)  Susan Phillips (P) *

Ronald Vanderveer (M) Jessica Schrader (P) *

Ramona Smith (P)

Frank Margiotta (C - AP)

*Absent, Excused †Absent, Unexcused
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4. Collegewide Policy on Lab Dress Code.

No updates so far. These guidelines are being worked in to the collegewide Science Lab Safety Training. 

5. Accessibility Update

Tech is currently looking for a central repository for UDOIT files. There currently is no other update except 
keep working on making courses accessible.

6.  Assessment Plan (attached)

This plan was submitted last fall by Jim and Ramona. Please consult it when you decide what to asses this 
Spring so we can continue to get good data on Core Ability assessment.

7. Horticulture Program Status

Horticulture courses have passed muster and are on their way to SACS approval May or June 2019 and 
implementation, possibly by Fall 2019. Anyone interesting in teaching in the program should contact Scott.

8. UCF Transfer Student Research & Integration Program (Jessica)

At the Biology Career Panel of Experts Forum last evening, one of our panelists, Dr. Ken Teter of UCF, brought 
handouts for our students with information on a UCF program for transfer students in the biological sciences: 
the Transfer Student Research and Integration Program (TRIP). I told him that I would forward this information 
on to our Science Faculty also. More information about this program may be found here: https://
sciences.ucf.edu/biology/trip/
 
Please share this link with your students. This is a fantastic opportunity to help our students transferring into 
Bio, Biotech, and Biomed Sci degrees at UCF become successful and complete their BS degrees!

Please see attached.

New Business: 

9. Action Item:  Science Laboratory Training

Jim provided an overview of the current process to revamp the Science Laboratory Safety Training. All lab 
faculty, staff, and other lab workers must complete this training annually. The old version is being redone for 
more complete coverage, a more uniform look, more relevance, a standard for each local based training, and for 
overall standardization across campuses. Also, this training will be done through HR like other trainings and 
will be kept track of by them. Jim will also be rewriting the quiz. A biohazard training is also being worked on 
by health science faculty and will be required for faculty and staff to whom it applies in addition to the Science 
Laboratory Safety Training. A note was made that there is no collegewide student safety contract. Faculty 
should pursue this locally based on their lab conditions.

Faculty are encouraged to provide feedback to Jim whenever they take the training in order to continuously 
make the training more useful and relevant.
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10. Action Item: Vote on AS Chem Tech POS (Sue)
Please see the attached POS for the AS Chemical Technology program, which includes a proposed change 
that faculty will need to vote on (either via email now, or at the cluster meeting in January – whichever you 
prefer).  After a formal program review and subsequent research on program statistics, we (program manager 
and various EFSC administrators on the review committee) found that only one student was in the 
Biotechnology Track from Fall 2012 through Spring 2018.  The resulting recommendation is that this track be 
deleted, with BSCC 1427, Introduction to Biotechnology Methods 2, being moved to the list of elective courses 
for this program so that students who wish to take this course may still do so.  All other courses that were in the 
Biotechnology track can still be taken via one of the remaining three tracks and/or elective options if students 
desire.

Sue added some information: completion rates were very low for in this track, this change will make degree 
“cleaner”. Also, new board members for the program are needed - looking for 5-6 local professionals. 

The change was approved by unanimous voice vote. 

11. ADPA Committee
Dr. Susan Styron
Dale McGinnis
Jay Bottesch
Dr. Andrew Dutra
Melodee DeCoteau

The members above have agreed to serve on the ADPA committee. 

12. Developments in Lab Fees (Scott)

State wants lab fees reviewed every three years. It will be come an AAC directive to devise a way to show that 
they were reviewed. Changes need to be itemized and require Cluster approval. Department Chairs should look 
at what is budgeted versus what is spent and use this in any adjustment. A main takeaway is be sure to get what 
you need! It is easier to explain going over budget than get more money if you are routinely under budget. Try 
to set your lab fees according to what you really need, since some of these fees have not been gone over for 10 
years.

Consumable item: life span of less than 1 year, computer programs with <1 year license, cost of $1000 or less 
(considered minor capital if between $250 and $1000. 

General Meeting was adjourned at 3:15 PM. 

13. Anatomy faculty met from 3:20 until approximately 4:00.

This meeting consisted of a majority of anatomy & physiology faculty. While no official voting took place, all 
campuses were represented.

The issue at hand was the management of anatomy and physiology lab practicals. The anatomy and physiology 
collegewide course plans require (a) exams, (b) lab reports, and (c) lab practicals. Therefore, lab practicals 
MUST be given. 

Discussion centered particularly around four issues regarding lab practicals:
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1. Whether lab practicals could be given in anatomy classes by the use pictures of models, dissections, et 
al., rather than using actual 3D specimens.
The majority of the faculty in the room supported that physical lab practicals are required rather than pictures or 
online images whenever possible, in order to both fit the course requirements and to provide a standard of 
excellence that we feel serves our students best.

An exception was discussed in the case of histology, which is basically “flat” anyway, and several faculty 
agreed that the use of printed or online images as part of a lab practical is acceptable in place of using 
microscopes for such things. Also, a student may take an online lab makeup if re-setup of a practical for them is 
not feasible. 

2. Room scheduling makes it difficult to set up and take down lab practicals.

3. Difficulties when equipment is in short supply and cannot effectively be managed through the whole 
department to allow convenient setup of lab practicals.

4. Guidance for new faculty regarding lab practicals.

Regarding issues #2, #3, and #4 faculty made issues known, and will be discussed more in the future and below.

As a result of the previous discussion, Jim Yount, as Cluster Chair, issued the following statement via email to 
all Life Sciences faculty. 

As a result of a discussion among anatomy & physiology faculty after the Spring 2019 Cluster meeting, I first 
present a brief account of the discussion that took place (see above).

Now to address these four issues. Below is my take.

1. Whether lab practicals could be given in anatomy classes by the use pictures of models, dissections, et al., 
rather than using actual 3D specimens. 

When I started teaching Human Anatomy & Physiology  at BCC (now EFSC) in 1995, I was told that all exams 
had to be accompanied by a laboratory practical. This is in the collegewide course plan. I did what Cocoa did 
because they were the ones who taught me (Rick Blaney, John Armstrong).  I set out microscopes, models, 
dissections, the whole bit, with a separate lab practical in addition to a thorough exam for each of my five 
course modules in A&P 1 and 2. I have done that to this day, with the exception that I now use images printed 
on photo paper for histology.

I use bones, models, and dissections during lab practicals. This is not merely a matter of personal philosophy. A 
lab practical, by definition, is an experience that mimics as close to reality as possible the conditions a student 
will encounter in the field. This quite clearly indicates that if faculty and students have access to top-level 
models, bones and other specimens, then their lab practicals need to utilize those materials. This isn’t just me; 
physical lab practicals have been a norm at this College for many instructors for many years. I had a subsequent 
meeting with Dr. Miedema, the Chief Learning Officer of the College, who fully agrees with this interpretation. 
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2. Room scheduling makes it difficult to set up and take down lab practicals.

This seems to have several things that need addressed. First, your DC, or whoever does your scheduling, needs 
to be made aware that allowance must be made for the setup of lab practical exams. These practicals are NOT 
optional. Maybe a room needs to be designated, or a set of carts be dedicated to the setup of equipment so it can 
be wheeled in and quickly set up and taken down (this is what I generally have to do). Otherwise time needs to 
be allotted between classes for setup. Also, a single setup could be coordinated and used by all faculty who 
teach the course (we do this for General Biology in Titusville, and I know Cocoa does this for anatomy 1). I 
suggest first getting together with other faculty on your campus and proposing a resolution to your DC. Let me 
know if I can help.

3. Difficulties when equipment is in short supply and cannot effectively be managed through the whole 
department to allow convenient setup of lab practicals.

Dr. Miedema has assured me that this should not be an impediment. She is willing to help to the best of her 
ability if a campus has difficulty giving practical exams due to equipment shortages. Let me know what you 
need and I will compile it and pass it on.

4. Guidance for new faculty regarding lab practicals.

It surprises me in these days of extensive faculty mentoring that this is still a thing, but new faculty and adjuncts 
may not be getting enough guidance in the setup of lab practicals, the locations and use of equipment, and the 
location of course plans. I would ask that all of us be sure that faculty that are new, part-time, or otherwise 
unfamiliar with lab layout and policies have proper instruction. 

I know we can all fix these issues and continue to pursue excellence in our A&P teaching!

Thank you,

Jim 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2018-19 Assessment Plan

Cluster or Discipline:    Science and Engineering 

Submission Directions: 

•Download the 2018-19 Assessment Plan Template (this document).

•Save the document as: XXX_2018-19_AssessmentPlan.docx, where XXX is your Cluster or 
Discipline name.

•Submit the completed assessment plan to wellsc@easternflorida.edu by October 15, 2018 

The faculty representatives attending the AA Panel Review during Spring 2019 are:

• Jim Yount (Cluster Chair) 

•Ramona Smith 

Part I: 2017-18 Assessment Cycle Review
After reviewing data collected during the 2016-17 assessment cycle, respond to the following items:

To what extent did the cluster promote assessment across all core abilities during the 
2017-18 assessment cycle? Was it similar for AA students vs. other degree types? 
Consider and discuss ways to increase the proportion of core abilities less frequently 
assessed for your cluster’s 2018-19 assessment initiative.

All core abilities were represented in the science and engineering cluster, although almost 65% 
of the assessments per directed toward think critically and solve problems.  This is appropriate 
due to the nature of the fields involved. Our chief concern last year was is the lack of 
representation of model ethical and civic responsibility.  Emphasis placed in this area during 
2017-2018 caused more assessment to be given. Pass rates in this area increased slightly. 
Less frequent abilities were not addressed this year – we chose to go in a different direction.

Analyze the assignment choices and methods used for courses assessed within your 
cluster. Were some assessment methods more successful than others? Consider things 
such as: commonality among assessments, timing of assessments, grading mechanism 
(rubrics etc.). 

Class and lab activities were used about half the time, and test items the other half. Both of these 
methods seem to result in high levels of success. Rubrics were not mentioned very often – it seems most 
faculty use a regular grading scale with a criterium such as 70% success. Passing rates for the Cluster 
ranged from 79% to 100%. 

Science and Engineering Cluster Meeting Page �  of �6 11

mailto:wellsc@easternflorida.edu


Analyze the Cluster’s assessment results. Through the use of the various filters, identify 
gaps in achievement and consider ways in which the gaps may be addressed in your 
cluster’s 2018-19 assessment initiative. Were the results for AA students similar to the 
overall students who took the assessments?

Passing rates in Core Abilities were pretty flat for Communicate Effectively, and Work Cooperatively. 
There was a slight increase in Process Information, a surge in Model Ethical responsibility, and a slight 
drop in Think Critically and Solve Problems. These results were very close to those for overall students 
except for Process Information and Think Critically and Solve Problems, which were lower in Science and 
Engineering. (See next page – Science and Engineering above, Overall below.)

Through discussions with your cluster and analysis provided on page four of the tool, 
were there any new initiatives implemented during the 2016-17 assessment cycle which 
may have led towards changes in student learning? For example: curriculum re-writes, 
course delivery options, course textbook/materials/software, pilot projects, etc.

Primarily we adopted a voluntary resolution to use more Model Ethical and Social responsibility as a 
result of the 2016-17 assessment cycle which highlighted the gap in measurement of this core ability 
within our cluster. It is likely that students notice the stress placed on this Ability and hopefully deduce that 
it is more important than we perhaps have presented it in the past.

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the current AA assessment 
process.
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Part II: Review of 2017-18 Assessment Initiative  
After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment initiative, consider the ways in which the initiative 
improved students learning, and respond to the following items:  
What was the goal of the 2017-18 initiative?  
Our cluster has a goal of increasing the assessment coverage of other core abilities, to limit 
reporting of think critically and solve problems to no more than 30% of reported course sections, 
in support of more effective program-level assessment starting with the 2017-2018 cycle.  
An additional initiative is the Improvement of Model Civic Responsibility. Decline had been noted in 
passing assessment based on data. This is also the area where we have noted the fewest relative 
number of assessments lies. 

What were the details of the initiative?  
To give us better data to work with, we are aiming to reduce reporting of assessment of Think critically 
and solve problems to no more than 30% of reported sections.  
We have identified the following courses and their related course competencies and student learning 
outcomes as being most related to the core ability of Model Ethical and Civic Responsibility: 
Oceanography and Service Learning (so far).  
Our cluster has chosen courses within which we plan to increase instructional time and/or coverage of 
this ethical/civic responsibility topic within related content areas. We will compare the declining student 
achievement highlighted in the Fall 2017 welcome back data (from the 2016-2017 cycle) with the data 
from our 2017-2018 cycle to see if these efforts led to improved student achievement in the area of Model 
ethic/civic responsibility. An additional perk is that by increasing coverage of more of our core abilities, we 
will better be able to address achievement issues of these skills within our cluster. 

To what degree was the 2017-18 initiative successful? 
To some degree. While we did not meet the 30% goal, the charts below from 201710 (left) and 201810 
reflect increased emphasis in Model Ethical and Civic responsibility and Work Cooperatively. The cluster 
feels this breakdown reflects the focus of learning in our courses reasonably well. 

What was the overall impact of the 2017-28 initiative on student learning?
Presumably the increased emphasis allowed students to feel the Think Critically and Solve Problems is 
not the sole goal of science and engineering instruction. 

This may also allow us to make more meaningful comparisons in future assessment of student learning, 
because our cluster now has better baseline data for more Core Abilities. 

How will this impact be communicated to stakeholders (students, faculty, administration, 
advisory council, etc.)?
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Through this report to Cluster and via normal routes of submission. 

If appropriate, explain how this initiative will be continued in 2018-19?

Discussion at the Cluster Meeting indicated that the lesser assessed Core Abilities will continue to be 
used and faculty assessing Think Critically will continue to be encouraged to assess lesser assessed 
Core Abilities when appropriate. 

Feel free to make any additional comments regarding the 2017-18 initiative. 
Based on the results of this cycle and group discussion, our cluster has decided to stop trying to 
change the way we measure Core Abilities and instead begin focusing on the results of what we 
measure. We will focus on changes in student learning over a semester within our courses 
instead of our measurement tools and coverage of Core Abilities. 
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Part III: Assessment Initiatives for 2018-19
After reviewing the 2017-18 assessment data and considering ways which your cluster can 
improve students learning, develop at least one initiative to implement during the 2018-19 
assessment cycle. 

Please note: This does not need to be a new initiative. It may be an expansion or edited version 
of your previous initiative. Additionally, a new initiative need not cancel an ongoing initiative 
unless the cluster chooses to do so.  

What is the goal of the 2017-18 initiative? 

Our cluster has a goal of attempting to design and test a process for measuring improvement in 
Core Ability assessments rather than performance on a single device. A proposal was discussed 
that faculty would attempt to design assessments that would be administered as pre- and post- 
evaluations of the Core Ability. Once these have been tested, a measurement would be 
designed to measure improvement, and that would be reported. 

In which course(s) or program(s) will initiative be implemented?

Several courses will be involved that have not been specified. Faculty will attempt this on a volunteer 
basis after some time to think about it. It is likely that BSCC 1010 and BSCC 1005 will be involved. We 
will discuss interim results at our Spring Cluster meeting.

On which core ability or abilities will the initiative focus?

Any Core Ability currently being assessed will be utilized in the test cases. It is unlikely that overall ratio of 
Core Abilities assess will change.

Who are the faculty participating in the initiative? 
Ron Vanderveer, Susan Phillips, Jessica Schrader, Alan Spindler, and likely others.

What are the details of the plan?

 As above. Based on results of the volunteering faculty, others will be given guidance in the Spring.

What additional information will you need from the Office of Planning and Assessment? 
We request guidance in reporting this correctly within the current collection system, since participating 
faculty will be collecting data in a series (at least two data points) over the term. 
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How will the assessment initiative and results be shared within the cluster and part-time 
faculty?

We will share at the cluster meetings, and continue discussions via email and as necessary within 
disciplines. 

How will the assessment initiative and results be shared within the cluster and part-time faculty? 

At next Cluster Meeting at which we are provided data and via dissemination of minutes.
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