
Standing Committee on the Common Curriculum & Loyola Core 

Meeting Minutes 

October 14, 2016 

Seminar Room 4 – Monroe Library 2nd Floor 

Present: Carol Ann MacGregor, Lydia Voigt, Ben Benus, Joe Berendzen, Fr. Greg 

Waldrop, Jason Ezell, Jeremy Thibodeaux, Maria Calzada,  

Guest: Leslie Culver, Uriel Quesada 

 

1. Announcements 

a. No announcements at this time 

2. Review of previous meeting minutes 

a. Motion to approve, second.  

b. Minutes approved without objection.  

3. CC Assessment Overview – Dr. Leslie Culver 

a. Has been a long time coming. Overview was presented at last SCCC 

meeting. Have been testing Freshmen for 4 years. Have had between 80-

90% capture. Post-testing trying to capture data from Juniors, first year 

there was a critical mass for valid data was last year. Got 215 students 

from 27/92 Common Curriculum sections available 

b. Test taker profile overview. Post test profile only 69% juniors and seniors. 

Using CC/LC courses will involve testing some freshmen, sophomores, 

and transfers 

c. ETS – Students were more proficient in skill areas of reading, writing, and 

mathematics as freshmen rather than as juniors. Troubling results, many 

theories. Post-test always trended lower than pre-tests, no matter which 

discipline was identified as major 

i. Culver spoke to ETS about result issues. Developed several 

theories about result differences.  

ii. Comparison with other Carnegie classs schools show Loyola 

Freshmen more proficient in reading, writing, and mathematics. 

iii. Upper class only scored higher in writing (may be sampling error) 

iv. Do we know what peer institutions use for gen ed assessment? No. 

Nice to have national standardized test for comparison.  



d. SAILS – 110 student participants, coming out of History, Music, and 

Sociology. Departments offering 5 or more sections, SCCC asked for 3 

courses. Professors gave up class time.  

i. Sample broken down evenly by Loyola class 

ii. Comparison with Carnegie, Loyola did better on a number of 

standards; about the same on one. Results broken down from best-

to-worst 

iii. Very positive results by comparison 

iv. Hard to look at scores and know where Loyola is on the scale, we 

only know how we compare against other schools. What if all 

schools are mediocre?  

e. DIT – 182 student participants taken from Philosophy and Religious 

Studies courses. Number of complaints from students. No test taker 

profile, test does not take information.  

i. 5 course sections in PHIL and RELS. Likely a good spread 

between Loyola classes 

ii. Students had outstanding conversations after every test session, 

could be good activity in class 

iii. Students perform at or above educational level compared to larger 

sample and others’ detailed scores 

iv. Likely want to see higher scores in Post-Conventional, lower in 

Personal Interest.  

f. Next steps: Share with faculty? ETS suggested surveying faculty, looking 

at those data. Could set targets or benchmarks. Get right students to take 

these tests. Difficulty trying to assess something as large as General 

Education.  

i. May be a better idea to refine assessment process, rather than using 

this data in individual classes. Metaassessment. Still in novice 

stage. Wouldn’t make a huge change in a course based on these 

data.  



ii. Wondering if it would be better to look beyond CC courses that 

attach to immediate competencies. Look into majors courses – 

target a bigger range of classes across university, you may yield a 

greater number of students taking the tests and get at a more 

specific population of students.  

iii. Ideally assessments would just assess LC, but global assessments 

like these assess whole experience at Loyola. Priority to hit seniors 

and juniors, don’t know to what extent those exist. Maybe focus on 

Capstone courses.  

iv. Would like to share data and talk about assessment with faculty. 

Not making changes based off these numbers, but present them 

and get feedback on how better to look at this.  

v. Folks who gave up class time should be invited to see end result of 

giving up classtime.  

vi. Is what LMC presented today appropriate for course instructors?  

vii. Difficult to test ethical reasoning with a standardized test. 

Instrument is difficult. There may be a measure for civic 

engagement.  

viii. May look bad to remove Ethical Reasoning as a core competency, 

but the issue is about difficulty to measure this. There may be 

better competencies to consider.  

ix. One area where the larger faculty should be consulted. Don’t want 

to use mechanism that takes bad data and take class and student 

time in the Spring.  

x. SAILS is not taking results for learning, only used as benchmarks. 

May not emerge as good measure, wonder if scores would remain 

same year to year – won’t really tell us what we’re asking about. 

Hesitant that it looks like a major success story, may not be lining 

up with reality in the classroom, don’t want it to be deemphasized 

xi. Will work to designate a date for faculty and how to present.   



4. Criteria Streamline – have spoken about this at the last meeting. Looking at 

course development guidelines, noting that many of them are out of date in some 

way. Make reference to SLO rubric that is no longer actually used, continue to use 

terminology of Common Curriculum not Loyola Core. Generally created about 5 

years ago. Have met with WAL workgroup and they were generally agreeable to 

examining this as a workgroup. 

a. Would like course development guidelines to be more clear for course 

proposers. Feedback from proposers indicates this is a long-running 

problem. Also better for course reviewers.  

b. Loyola Core Criteria guidelines 

c. Course Proposal guidelines 

d. Example criteria (current criteria in streamlined format) 

5. Course Proposal Review 

a. History 

HIST 200 level WWII in History and Literature  

b. Requested revisions: Address Information Literacy in some way in goals, 

not overtly covered in History criteria. Ask to address critical thinking 

more explicitly in proposal and syllabus.   

6. Other Business 


