RECOMMENDATIONS per REVIEW

To facilitate more campus-wide understanding and embrace of GE goals, we recommend
sponsorship of cross-campus and cross-departmental forums in which faculty—including
both those teaching GE courses and those teaching only or predominantly major courses—
can discuss the broader learning outcomes for all students and ways in which different parts
of the curriculum contribute to advancing those outcomes. The goals of the forums would
be to inform the process of improving GE and to help advance a culture-shift away from a
focus on courses and requirements and toward a cooperative focus on what students are
learning and how they are demonstrating their learning across the curriculum, not only in

individual, discrete courses.

To strengthen the relation between GE and the major, we recommend building connections
into the structures of both GE and major programs. This is especially important at Cal Poly,
where majors are central to the mission and students declare a major as part of the
application process. This report has suggested several ways to begin creating those
connections, such as having each major identify a writing intensive course and other places
in the curriculum where foundational skills and knowledge are reinforced and/or
incorporating assignments focused on the major within selected GE courses like Area D4 or

an upper division GE capstone.

To encourage students to select GE courses with greater intentionality, we suggest
providing opportunities for students to explore big questions that interest them from
multiple disciplinary perspectives across several GE areas. While we did not sense much
faculty support for adopting a comprehensive GE pathways model like at CSU Chico, we
heard interest in connecting courses by themes, whether through simple lists drawn from
existing courses, inviting faculty to shape existing or new courses around a common topic,
or supporting the development of interdisciplinary, team-taught courses. It would be

valuable to consult students about what questions appeal to them.

Even when students want to be more selective in choosing GE courses, they face barriers
such as a narrow range of options in some subareas, limited space in preferred courses, and
scheduling conflicts with major courses. We encourage Cal Poly to increase flexibility in
requirements, availability of popular courses, and scheduling conflicts with major courses.
Possible ways to make requirements more flexible include reducing the number of
subcategories in Areas C and D and eliminating Area F. CSU guidelines for GE specify only
two subcategories in Area C — Arts and Humanities and none in Area D. (Cal Poly’s Area D4
actually fulfills a CSU Area E requirement, so should not be eliminated.) There is no CSU
Area F requirement. We heard from various sources that many majors already include
extensive attention to technology. The technology learning objectives could be covered by
having majors identify a technology-intensive course. Increasing flexibility through changes

in course availability and scheduling would require more precise enrollment data analysis.



We recommend encouraging faculty to incorporate more “Leam-by-Doing” pedagogies in
GE courses. This can promote greater student engagement, better understanding of the
relevance of course content, and increased awareness of connections between GE and their
majors. Professional learning opportunities, stipends, and other incentives for

experimentation can help to support course redesign.

To increase students’ recognition of the value of GE, we recommend identifying ways to
make the goals of GE more transparent. We learned that GE is discussed at student
orientation, faculty are expected to make course learning objectives visible to students, and
the PLOs have been posted on the campus website. These are useful, but a more
comprehensive strategy should be developed, using student-friendly language and
explicitly linking the goals with employer expectations. For example, they could also be
communicated through a first-year experience course, Areas A1 or D4 courses and/or
introductory courses in the major. The Student Affairs division can reinforce PLOs through
the Career Center, advising, and co-curricular programs. Transparency within GE (and other)
courses can also improve student learning, as demonstrated by the Transparency in
Learning and Teaching Project at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas

(https://www.unlv.edu/provost/transparency).

We agree with the self-study goal to continue to assess GE leamning outcomes. The current
model seems clear and sustainable in core areas reviewed by WASC (except information
literacy). It could be strengthened by obtaining more representative samples of student
work artifacts. Cal Poly should also consider expanding the model to cover the DLOs. A
more ambitious goal would be to identify a place in the curriculum — either in an upper
division GE capstone course, the required senior project in the major, or an ePortfolio - to
assess integrative and applied leamning, the PLOs, and/or the ULOs. This would also be
useful for accreditation purposes, responding to the WASC “Meaning, Quality, and Integrity

of Degrees” standard.

As proposed in the self-study, we encourage development and implementation of a “GE
Course Renewal” process to ensure that approved GE courses address area and program
objectives and meet other key criteria such as class size and writing. The self-study noted
that the GE PLOs were recently developed and have not yet been incorporated into the

course proposal process. The PLOs should also be included in the renewal process.



