
 

Curriculum Committee, April 23, 2013 

Curriculum Committee Minutes 
 

April 23, 2013 

3:00 pm. 

HCC 550 –  
Chair:   Daphne Selbert 
Present:   Brenda Sabey, Robert Carlson, Glenn Webb, Ami Comeford, Sharon Lee,  Randy Jasmine, Dannelle Larsen-Rife, Bart Stander, Phyllis Swift, Linda Wright, Brent 

Yergensen, Cheri Crenshaw. 
Absent: Clare Banks, Leonor Ceballos, Mark Houser, Gordon Jolley, David Jones, Ellie Jones, Chizu Matsubara, Pete VanValkenburg, Kyle Wells,  Brandon Price. 
Visitors: Hyrum LaTurner, Mike Olson 

Agenda Items Motions Vote Results Action/Discussion 
    

Curriculum Items    

NOTE:  Special meeting called by the Nursing department to clarify criteria by which General Education course requests are evaluated. 
    

GE Proposal & Technical Review M: Phyllis Swift 

S:  Glenn Webb 

 

Tabled –for lack of a 

quorum present. 

Motion is to reject the 

use of the three 

additional criteria: 

 

Describe how your 

course provides broad 

introduction to the 

content or method of 

the requested area. 

 

Demonstrate how your 

course is broadly 

foundational, rather 

than narrow or limited 

to the interest of 

specialists. 

 

Is your course available 

and taught ina manner 

accessible to non-

majors? 

Discussion on how the new GE Proposal will affect the Health Sciences. 

Phyllis Swift asked that Carole Grady, Dean of Allied Health 

BSN – NURS 3300    - GLOCUP was approved for this course.  This course 

filled 7 of the 8 criteria for GLOCUP but was denied based on the fact that it 

was upper-division and was only open to majors to the BSN students.  This 

decision was appealed to Curriculum Committee and was approved for 

GLOCUP.   

   This current proposal was on last week’s agenda and raised enough 

concern that it was withdrawn.  The Nursing department’s concern was that 

the approval for “in-the-future” review of NURS 3300: Transcultural 

Nursing, that the 3 criteria applied to it, this course was in danger of the 

previous approval being rescinded by the GE Committee.  The response 

after the motion, that GE committee has been applying these three criteria to 

question the approval of GE status—not only in GLOCUP.  Those criteria 

have not been approved by the Curriculum Committee. 

   Their proposal to Curriculum is to either ratify these three criteria or 

approve them for use by the GE committee, or they direct the GE committee 

to discontinue using those criteria.   

    The Technical Review here is the same that was attached to the original 

proposal by the GE Committee, A clear pattern arises:  more mature 

baccalaureate-granting institutions predominantly use upper-division 

courses, with or without prerequisites, grade restriction, or required prior 

knowledge/experience, to fill General Education or academic Institutional 

Requirements beyond the core and breadth (distribution) courses.  At most 

USHE baccalaureate-granting institutions, the process of reviewing courses 

for GE status focuses on content knowledge and skills students will develop, 

not on course level or intended audience. When Nursing done their appeal, 

looking at U/U’s requirements, they are using upper-division courses also—

but for specific majors.  Nursing requires students to have two GLOCUP 

courses.   

    Hyrum LaTurner, Chair of the GE Committee, expressed interest of 

making sure everyone was on the same page with this proposal.  What is the 

objection to these questions?  There’s a difference between courses that are 
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upper-division and courses that are majors only.  It’s possible and likely that 

many upper-division courses are open to non-majors and would still fit a GE 

committee’s question of “is this accessible to non-majors?”  Scenario of 

going to a mechanic and asking them to remove the engine.  Why not?  You 

can’t have a car and not have an engine?  Same with GE.  Can’t have GE 

without having it accessible to non-majors.  That’s the meaning of GE.  

There is not a state institution in Utah that does not ask the question like this 

of their application and that doesn’t actually use it in ascertaining the GE of 

any application.  Like the mechanic—going back and explaining why 

engines are necessary for cars.   

    Understanding General Education.  Technical Review is totally false and 

biased, and inaccurate in multiple ways.  Clearly someone has an ax to 

grind—but is not accurate. 

    Ami Comeford added that both her and Hyrum attend regularly the BOR 

GE Task Force meetings that meet with GE reps around the state.  If these 

principles and what is suggested about GE were to be eradicated, we’d be 

moving in the opposite direction as other universities in the state.  There is 

already a movement by three different research institutions that are 

implementing a gateway to completing Gen Education before entering into 

the majors—which is a re-statement and revalidating of GE as a pre-major 

situation.  They have specific number of credits in place that you cannot 

even go forward into the major until you have completed the GE 

requirements which suggests that other institutions in the state recognized it 

as a pre-major situation and is outside of that.  U/U, UVU, and SUU are 

building that into Degree Works (60 credits).   

    Hyrum added that he is not in a position to give advice on what we want 

to do with University requirements, in talking about GE, but there is a 

committee on campus who is experts in it.  No one in the state is more aware 

of GE issues than Ami.  She is a sure advisor on these issues.   The 

committee immerses themselves on GE issues.  It is strange that the Curr 

Committee has more expertise than the GE committee.   

    Carole Grady expressed that they know they’re not experts, but  those of 

us who has an interest in GE they’re certainly coming forward with some 

valid points.  The problem with having a model for students in BSN/DHYG 

programs is that they are completion degrees.  They’re leaving with AAS 

degrees—they’re not coming for 2 years to fill GE before coming into the 

programs.  That model will not work for these programs.   

   Ami Comeford indicated that “if they don’t have a standard of what GE is, 

regardless of who the student is, then that’s to make exceptions to individual 

programs which does not support the health of the GE program, and it does 

not allow us the opportunity to say, ‘here is what GE is’”.  GE is a program 

in and of itself and they’re stressing that those institutions are recognizing 

that GE is a pre-major situation with GE finished before they move into the 

majors—if not to be subsumed inside the major which is what the 

eradication of this questions ultimately the consequences of that’s what it 

is—from the long-term perspective. 

    Carole indicated that the students coming to them haven’t had the 
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opportunity to complete the GE requirements.  It hasn’t happened for them. 

    Robert Carlson indicated that there are some philosophical differences of 

what GE means.  To some it means, when you get a degree you’ve fulfilled 

certain GE requirements and from that approach, when those skills are 

achieved they learned that the content is irrelevant.  In Psychology (with this 

approach) they would have to complete all the GE requirements before 

starting into the program.  There are a series of courses that takes 4 

semesters and some students fail one of those…  it happens in a difficult 

sequence—statistics classes are difficult for some students.  We’re imposing 

no flexibility in achieving those requirements if we’re mandated these be 

done ahead of time.  Having some flexibility to say you’ve achieved the 

right skills, but we don’t care when it’s valuable—there’s another issue to 

this—it does most students a disservice to fulfill all your undergraduate 

lower division GE requirements first because your senior year is intensely 

difficult if all you have left are senior level major courses which can’t be 

broken up with something else.  Institutions in other states tried to impose 

this approach and advised always to spread the GE courses throughout their 

4 years so their senior year isn’t overwhelming to them.   

   Randy Jasmine.  Question:  Are we talking about a specific situation?  

Those questions for GE seem to be very general, basic, and seem to be based 

on the way the people in the state see GE.  R420 is quoted in this document; 

however R420-3.4 is a Cadbury that talks about substitution of courses in 

pre-major areas for GE requirements where individual students can 

substitute courses in their pre-major area if they know they’re going into 

Nursing—they can substitute courses within the program.  This would 

happen on a student-to-student basis.  It’s like throwing the baby out with 

the bath water….we don’t want to get rid of these questions which he thinks 

pretty fairly reflects the bulk of our GE program, but at the same time we 

don’t want to make it so inflexible that the situation that Dr. Grady talks 

about that comes up with a student-by-student basis can’t be addressed in 

GE.  Are we talking about a specific problem that doesn’t need to be solved 

by scrapping what seems to be a major component of GE? 

    Hyrum indicated that the GE committee isn’t suggesting that they have to 

finish their GE before moving into the major—(there was opposition to this 

statement)—but Hyrum indicated that some institutions are really committed 

to GE being broadly foundational (as their pre-major (Ami Comeford)).  

Ami also stated that the State of Utah is on the radar nationally in terms of 

what its doing with their curriculum which includes stuff that is going on in 

GE.  There’s a reason why the State keeps getting picked up for National 

Grants because of what’s going on.   

    GE courses should possibly be upper-division.  There isn’t a lot of UD 

GE courses—it’s not because they’re fundamentally incompatible with GE, 

what is incompatible with GE is “Majors” courses only.  It’s not 

incompatible, its accessibility.   

    Robert Carlson.  We have two missions that make our job harder.  Some 

schools don’t have an Associate’s level program that simplifies things in 

terms of allowing UD classes as GE.  We have to have enough lower 
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division courses so students achieving AS degrees can do all of them.  There 

have to be an abundance of courses that have to fit what we’re talking about.  

Why does that exclude courses within a major that accomplishes the same 

thing for the students who never want to transfer and never want an AS 

degree?   

   U/U model answers the question.  They have two categories—GE that is 

entirely lower-division courses, or GE entirely upper-division courses.   

Most progressive with respect to allowing majors courses (within Utah). 

U/U has two categories for their requirements:  one is GE, the other is BA 

degree.  They do not have to have the same expectations.  Courses that fill 

GE requirements will have a certain set of standards applied to them.  Those 

standards do not necessarily apply with equal weight to the BA degree 

requirements.  One of the problems with Technical Review is that it puts all 

GE courses with everything else that is NOT GE.  Every other major 

university in Utah has two different categories for institutional requirements:  

GE & Other institutional requirements.  Requirements for GE universally 

say, “is this course accessible to non-majors?” That’s what GE means.  But 

when they pull out diversity or global issues and put them as a bachelor’s 

requirement but not a GE requirement, you still have to do them as part of 

getting the degree as an institutional requirement, but it’s not a GE 

requirement.  Any course that is only accessible to majors at the U/U, USU, 

Weber, they are exclusively NOT GE courses. They’re diversity of bachelor 

degree courses, or university required courses, but not GE courses.  The 

question today isn’t a question of “should we require people to take diversity 

courses outside of GE”.  Dixie’s set up is GLOCUP are part of GE, in which 

case they need to conform to GE practices and without exception.  Those are 

not open to majors courses.   

   Randy Jasmine.  That’s not the reality of the situation.  When we voted on 

this in curriculum committee 2 years ago, we voted on the two classes, and 

most students are fulfilling those two GLOCUP courses with courses in GE 

for one, with the option of courses in the major for two because of the 

requirement for two of them.    

    Ami Comeford and Hyrum indicated there is only one course that doesn’t 

fit GE and that’s the NURS 3300 course because it’s a non-major.  All the 

other courses in GLOCUP is a legitimate GE course.   

    Robert Carlson.  GE courses provide a broad-based liberal education of 

general skills and content that a student needs to have.  That broad-based 

education hasn’t been seen in general descriptions in general education 

require the content of lower division or accessibility to all students.  The 

idea is that when you say you get a degree that meets GE requirements that 

you’ve obtained in addition to major specific requirements you’ve obtained 

a broad socially relevant base of your education.   

    Glenn Webb.  We have courses and accessibility, and we have GE 

learning outcomes.  Which do we be most loyal to—the courses or the 

outcomes?  Which is our system?  We’re in conflict with this new concept.  

NURS course in question meets the outcomes but isn’t accessible, so which 

are we going to be more loyal to? 
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    Brenda Sabey.  BOR policy – Can’t find that it has to be accessible to all.  

Where is it required—accessibility?   

    Hyrum LaTurner.  There are two places in the policy, but you won’t find 

where it states that these have to be non-major courses, nor that they have to 

be lower/upper division courses, but they do talk about GE is primarily 

required to meet specifications of an AA or an AS degree.  Sabey:  Which 

has specific learning outcomes—which she’s seen multiple times, but the 

part where it gives the impression that we have to limit it to access to all as 

opposed to a program class that meets those demands. 

   Robert Carlson: We clearly need a preponderance of courses that meet the 

lower-division for those who get AA/AS degrees, but it doesn’t get lucidity 

is the problem. 

    Hyrum LaTurner:  In practice it works out that Regent Policy is primarily 

designed to meet the needs of AA/AS degree requirements; that it provides a 

broad (Regent Policy 6.6.3) under no circumstances will no individual major 

committees be allowed to make exceptions to GE requirements.  The 

implication is that majors and GE are separate from one another and the 

majors don’t fit in and alter the expectation of GE. But, 7.1.2 and AA/AS 

degree in any institution will meet the GE requirements of other USHE 

institutions, which indicates an AA/AS degree meets GE requirements.  It is 

practiced.   

    Robert Carlson:  All that said is that someone has an Assoc. degree they 

have to be considered as having met the GE requirements.  It doesn’t mean 

it’s the only way to meet the GE requirements.  We’re only concerned with 

the exclusivity, not the primarily department.   

    Hyrum LaTurner:  There isn’t anything in asking questions about whether 

this is accessible to non-majors that means we throw it out.  It means that 

those non-majors are going to be rare exceptions.   

  Example:  Fine Arts/U/U.  The course is primarily for UG non-majors and 

gives the student intellectual experience acceptable to non-majors.  

Humanities exploration.  Primarily for UG non-majors.  Diversity.  If we 

really want to have majors courses fulfilling diversity requirements, we need 

to pull GLOCUP out of GE and make it an institutional requirement.   

    Brenda Sabey:  We do have lower division major courses that meet GE 

requirements.  Example:  BIOL has lower-division course work that they 

have to take for their major that also meets the demand for a GE course.  

The kicker is it’s acceptable to all.   

    Glenn Webb.  Music Theatre and Spanish and something else that falls 

under that umbrella.  

    Hyrum LaTurner:  there’s been an accepted long-standing accepted 

practice of what it means to be doing GE.  If the Curriculum Committee 

wants to say “we don’t want to do what everybody else is doing” the basic 

reality is that all institutions in Utah these questions “this course is primarily 

for undergraduate non-majors” is a fundamental element of their 

determining criteria for all applications for GE.”  It’s just accepted 

practice—it’s not even questioned.   

    Ami Comeford:  We’re having a discussion what these three questions are 
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and those are all implied in what GE means for those who do GE.  Our peer 

institutions all include those.  Long-term, if those questions are not 

fundamental to GE, we have no GE program.   

    Robert Carlson.  Didn’t agree with that statement.  Ami  indicated that we 

have different classes on this campus that if we take away the accessibility 

to non-majors every literature would count for a Humanities credit; every 

Fine Arts class would count for general education.  We have NO GE 

program in certain areas—that is NOT was GE is.  These questions are 

fundamental to what people understand GE to be. 

   Hyrum LaTurner:  U/U only allows that has (online) the questions of the 

GE committee require it of every course. It’s the first question that is asked 

of every course put forth for GE approval.   

    Randy Jasmine.  This goes with what he said earlier.  The proposal on the 

floor is to get rid of these questions.  If we vote yes on this, we’re taking the 

engine out of GE and it seems like it’s a legitimate concern that NURS has 

brought forward, but it doesn’t seem to call for a overhaul of the GE 

program.  This particular course has to be considered on a very specific 

basis and regents policy as we’ve been looking at has some places where it 

addresses that.  If we vote yes on the proposal on the floor now, we’re 

taking the engine out of GE and I don’t think that’s what we want to do.” 

    Glenn Webb:  “without an alternative.” 

    Robert Carlson:  Have we considered an alternative?  Where a 

preponderance of courses would be acceptable but we allow any course to 

qualify as long as it met the learning outcomes.  Some programs suggest 

they take two courses—which suggests that when its part of the major 

course, its not spending as much time on the GE outcomes so they have to 

take more to get the equivalent.  Devising them would reasonable where the 

focus is on learning outcomes they’ve achieved, not the exact format the 

class in in.   

    Ami Comeford:  The difficulty of transferability is less.  You have to stay 

within the issued parameters and the biggest question about accessibility are 

fundamental in the USHE system.  Until the GE Board of Regents GE Task 

Force changes that, or those institutions change that, we are out of spec.  

That does not do anything for our students who are trying to transfer. 

    Robert Carlson:  A traditional transfer student would achieve these 

requirements in the traditional way.  All I’m suggesting, that would be why 

we require, mandate, the preponderance of classes in all areas.  The vast 

majority of classes would have to meet statistical requirements to ensure that 

any student who had any designs on transferring would be able to have those 

fully transfer for credit anywhere within the USHE system.  But, within 

some programs, these requirements don’t work for any Engineering major 

anywhere in the world.  It’s impossible to do any Engineering degree in two 

years because their accreditation standards are so heavy they need 

significantly more than 60 credits.  NURS has pointed out an equivalent 

issue.  With the students they have these requirements don’t work with that 

major at all. 

    Randy Jasmine:  That’s a viable alternative that we can discuss but if we 
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vote to get rid of these questions Glenn’s point is right that we’ve gotten rid 

of it and don’t have an alternative.  We can bring an alternative forward and 

talk about revising the system, but he encouraged the committee not to get 

rid of these questions at this point because we have nothing left.   

    Selbert:  One short vote of a quorum.   

    Carole Grady:  One solution would be NURS 3300 would be opened up 

to other interested students, and then it’s a non-issue anymore, except that 

the student has to be admitted to the Nursing program (which is a 

prerequisite).  The point was to make it non-majors, but Carole specified 

that other programs on campus are struggling specifically GLOCUP which 

could be another approach, whether we do it like the U and make GLOCUP 

an institutional requirement because of some of these unique issues with 

majors.   

   Hyrum LaTurner.  We’re at least now recognizing that in order to maintain 

the integrity of GE as GE, these three questions are useful now.  They help 

to establish certain criteria as fundamental GE.   

    Brenda Sabey:  NURS found a way to make it work for them, but we’re 

not agreeable yet—there are too many questions.  She suggested calling 

other institutions to see what they’re doing. 

    Ami Comeford: What is unconvincing when every other institution in the 

state of Utah asks those requirements on its GE?   

    Hyrum LaTurner:  U/U asks these questions of all GE, but diversity is not 

a GE there—it’s a university requirement; therefore, it can’t be used to show 

that GE is doing something crazy at Dixie.  We are entirely in step with the 

U in their GE program—we just have an extra bit in there (GLOCUP), and 

GLOCUP has to meet GE for us because that’s where we put it.  If you pull 

it out of GE it doesn’t have to meet GE.  The issues aren’t that the U does 

something different than us, their GE doesn’t do anything different than us.   

    Robert Carlson:  National movement is to get away outcomes to specific 

courses and define some approach or some evaluative process that ensures 

that outcomes are met, not necessarily courses, so he’s not sure that part is 

where the national movement is going.  This doesn’t need to have one exact 

approach for the other, maybe it does because Utah is stuck in an old model 

where every course is tied to the outcomes. 

    Ami Comeford:  Articulation issues are what the western states are 

running into.  Articulation for the western region is not a viable issue for us 

to shift gears and go outside of what the USHE system is doing.  It’s 

important to recognize there is a lot of money being spent to try to address 

the issue, but there are a lot more complications that are taking it a long 

time—we need to stay in line with the USHE system and the progressive 

aspect of what’s going on here.   

    Carole Grady:  For NURS centering on GLOCUP courses, another option 

might be to separate out the GLOCUP and make it a Bachelor requirement 

or something.  Keep it GE but come to some conclusion that the 3 questions 

would apply to everything except GLOCUP and that GLOCUP may have 

some exceptions or possibility. 

     Robert Carlson.  When we decided what GE requirements was, we 
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focused more on the  concept of liberal education which sort of included 

general education—we didn’t do a good job of segregating those two out.  

Doesn’t like Carole’s approach of making exceptions.  A better approach 

would be to create another category that would define carefully if we want 

to define GE as those UG or has accessibility component, then we should 

limit to only those things that are best suited for that and then have other 

requirements.  Those distinctions were not thought through previously. 

If we took GLOCUP out of GE and put it into University Requirements, 

would that mean the person graduating with the AA can that be GE 

requirements?  The state doesn’t require diversity—they’d still get their GE.  

It’s a degree-granting requirement.   

   If we take GLOCUP out of GE, Dixie is still on the low end of requiring 

GE credits.  What does that look to the institution vs. university? 

    Robert Carlson:  Utah had it as part of the Baccalaureate level so it was 

closely not part of the Associates, but is an Institutional Requirement for any 

degree, would that count as an Associate requirement too?  Does it count 

toward those credits? 

   Randy Jasmine:  You have to make sure what area is the best place to fill 

it.   

    GE across the state—we’re in line with it, and these questions are in line. 

   Nursing would bring this forward again for the next years agenda. 

   These are not rogue questions.  They are currently on the form and the GE 

committee goes by these presently.  

 
 

   

Adjourned:  11:30 a.m. 

 

   

 


