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ANNUAL REPORTS 
 
 

Each May the chair of the GEC submits an annual report to the Senate Executive 
Committee. Foundations and Focus Board chairs submit their annual reports to the GEC 
at the end of April. The annual reports for the last academic year are included here. 
Earlier reports are at the Gen Ed web site, 
www.hawaii.edu/gened/gec/annualreports.htm. 
 
 
Report Guidelines 
 
Annual reports that answer these questions can serve as a useful resource for future 
boards. 
 
1.  Policies and Hallmarks 

a. What policy decisions were made this year and what was the rationale for those 
decisions? 

b. What, if any, Hallmark revisions were made? (Provide the rationale for the 
revisions.) 

c. Is there any information the Board could furnish future Boards about how 
hallmarks were interpreted and applied? Were there problems with interpreting 
hallmarks? 

 
2. Proposal Review 

 a. How many proposals were approved, denied, and withdrawn from consideration? 

 b. How many instructors were contacted because their proposal fell short of the 
Board’s expectations? What was the result of the negotiation (number revised 
and approved; number denied)? 

 c. Changes in procedures: Did the Board establish or change any procedures that 
may help future Boards keep the business of the board running smoothly? What 
should future Boards beware of? 

 d. Were there any changes to the proposal form (include rationale for the 
changes)? 
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3. What is the current status of offerings? (e.g., courses and number offered, number 
of students enrolled). Contact GEO, gened@hawaii.edu, if you would like to include 
data. 

 
4. What efforts were made in the area of faculty development? (E.g., describe type of 

workshops presented, networking/recruitment efforts, summarize the materials 
posted on GenEd website, system meetings attended). 

 
5. Assessment 

 a. Was an end-of-semester survey form used? Were changes made to the form? 
(list the changes made, if any, and rationale behind the change?). What were the 
results? (GEO summarizes the survey data) 

 b. How effective were the Hallmarks in designating courses that meet the spirit of 
the Foundations or Focus area? 

 
6. What are the Board’s current concerns and issues? 
 
7. What are the Board’s future priorities and goals?

8/06/2007 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
 

General Education Committee 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
AY 2006-2007  
Submitted by Helen Baroni, Chair  
 
Committee members:    
Cristina Baccilega (V. Chair)  Jon Goss  
Helen Baroni (Chair)    Susan Johnson 
Richard Bigus     Megumi Taniguchi 
John Engel     George Wong 
 
The GEC thanks the members of the Foundations and Focus Boards for the time and 
effort that they have dedicated to helping enrich the undergraduate education 
experience at UH Mānoa. Last year’s plea for more faculty to serve on the Boards was 
responded to by the faculty with generosity and a spirit of cooperation that has proved 
most effective. The total number of courses approved for Foundations, and Focus 
designations are as follows: 
 
Foundations:  
UHM courses approved     3 
CC courses approved     3 
courses renewed      16 
Total number of approved UHM Foundations courses 37 
 
Focus: 
E sections approved or renewed    154 
H sections approved or renewed    121 
O sections approved or renewed    216 
W sections approved or renewed    879 
Total Focus course sections offered  1,370 
 
The GEC oversees Diversification courses.  
Diversification: 
existing courses modified      12 
courses added        22 
courses renewed       1,020 
Total Diversification courses sections offered   2,607 
 
The primary goal of the Committee this year has been to assess General Education 
procedures and simplify when appropriate. Relevant actions include the following: 

• Removal of the General Education Foundations Global and Multicultural 
 Perspectives “exclusionary rule” (required Senate action) 

• Changed the Wild Card option to a Focus Exemption and redrafted the forms 
and other materials for clarity (required Senate action) 

• Changed the method for appointing new members to the GEC and subsidiary 
boards (required Senate action)  
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• Lengthened the Focus approval period to 5 years for renewals 
• Rationalized the renewal periods for classes with multiple functions 
• Clarified the submission requirements for application for multiple Focus 

designations for a class  
• Delegated approval authority to Focus boards for most class-based 

applications 
 

The GEC mandate requires review of all courses with Diversification designation every 
five years. The review process for approximately one half of the UHM courses was 
completed this academic year. The remainder will be reviewed next year. 
In addition, the GEC drafted recommendations for system renewal of Diversification 
classes. 
 
The GEC reviewed drafts of the WASC Report in Fall 2006 and submitted substantive 
changes to the Office of the VCAA, many of which were eventually adopted. 
 
The GEC reviewed the TIM proposal for the TIM in Singapore Plan and drafted a written 
response that was sent to TIM and the SEC. 
 
The GEC provided support for the Senate Assessment Task Force in its preparation of 
the report and in its presentation to the Congress and Senate. 
 
The GEC approved four substantive corrections to the General Education Policies and 
Practices handbook that will be forwarded to the Faculty Senate for approval in Fall 
2007: 

• Modification to the section related to Hawaiian and Second Language 
requirements to reflect current practice and policies 

• Clarification of the language regarding student representation of the GEC and 
subsidiary boards 

• Deletion of the section on GEC involvement in faculty mentoring 
• Clarification in sections related to College and Major requirements that these areas 

do not fall under the purview of the GEC 
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Foundations Board 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
AY 2006–2007 
Submitted by Joel Weiner, Chair  
 
1 Policies and Hallmarks:  

A principal concern of Foundations Board was to determine reasonable and effective 
policies for renewal of F designations and then establish those policies as standard 
practice. This effort was to be based on renewals that were carried out last year and this 
year, with revisions in the procedure taking place as we engaged in and reacted to what 
transpired during the renewal processes. By the end of the year, we had policies in place 
for the renewals of all F designated courses that met the requirements of being 
reasonable and effective. We have established the forms to be used, the questions to be 
asked and the guidelines for the responses to those questions. The only concerns that 
perhaps remain have to do with further limitations on the amount of supporting material 
that is to be submitted with renewals.  

We made some very modest changes to the FG Hallmarks. These involved 
renumbering the hallmarks, by placing the last hallmark at the top of the list of hallmarks, 
and changing the way some hallmarks are written to make their statements more 
uniform. No substantive changes were made to any hallmarks. 

Now that Explanatory Notes are available for FW, FS and FG hallmarks, concerns 
regarding interpreting the hallmarks have not arisen. However, hallmarks that ask for 
students to engage in analysis of some kind, e.g., as in Hallmark 6* for the FG 
designation, are not always being met. The F Board, while granting renewals, asked 
those departments with these sorts of courses to see to it that more of these kinds of 
activities become part of the course by the time of its next renewal. 

2  Proposals:  

The F Board received 6 proposals, including 3 from community colleges, all of which 
were approved.  

MATH 112: This proposal for the FS designation from WCC was accepted in its original 
form.  

HIST 153 and 154: These proposals for the FG designation from Hawaii CC were 
originally found inadequate. The F Board’s chair contacted the History Department 
by email to express the board’s concerns. These concerns were adequately 
addressed and the courses were approved. WS 175: This proposal for an FG 
designation was approved subject to a change in the course number. The WS 
department agreed to change the course alpha and number from WS 251.  
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BOT 105: This proposal for an FG designation was approved. There was some concern 
by the F Board that Botany was applying for the H Focus designation at the same 
time but the GEC suggested that we not consider that. The course was then 
approved. 

ART 101; The original proposal was found not to be acceptable. In particular the board 
felt that the hallmarks were not reflected in the syllabus. Two members of the board 
contacted the instructor of the course to express our concerns. The board was 
eventually provided with detailed clarification of the content of the course and how 
that content linked with the hallmarks. The course was then approved. 

3  Renewals:  

The F Board renewed 16 courses this semester so far, of these, 5 with FS designations, 
8 with FG designations and 3 with FW designations.  

PHIL 110/110A: The FS designation was renewed based on responses to questions on 
the Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  

PHIL 111: The FS designation was renewed based on responses to questions on the 
Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  

NREM 203: The FS designation was renewed. However, the F Board was not entirely 
satisfied with NREM’s response regarding Hallmark 2 on the Course Review Form 
and informed them of what we regarded as a deficiency.  

ICS 141: The FS designation was renewed, however the ICS department was asked to 
provide more supporting materials than originally submitted with their response to the 
Course Review Form.  

ICS 241: The FS designation was renewed, however the ICS department was asked to 
provide more supporting materials than originally submitted with their response to the 
Course Review Form.  

ART 175: The FG designation was renewed. However, the F Board expressed concern 
in the renewal letter regarding the Art Department engaging students in too few 
activities dealing with analysis.  

ART 176: The FG designation was renewed. However, the F Board expressed concern 
in the renewal letter regarding the Art Department engaging students in too few 
activities dealing with analysis.  

GEOG 102: The FG designation was renewed. The F Board needed some clarification 
regarding Hallmark 1 which was provided.  

GEOG 151: The FG designation was renewed based on responses to questions on the 
Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  
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ANTH 151: The FG designation was renewed. The F Board asked the Anthropology 
Department to resubmit the Course Review Form to deal with several concerns. The 
revised form was found acceptable.  

ANTH 152: The FG designation was renewed. The F Board asked the Anthropology 
Department to resubmit the Course Review Form to deal with several concerns. The 
revised form was found acceptable.  

ENG 100/100A: The FW designation was renewed based on responses to questions on 
the Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  

ENG 101: The FW designation was renewed based on responses to questions on the 
Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  

ELI 100: The FW designation was renewed based on responses to questions on the 
Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted.  

MUS 107: The FG designation was renewed. The F Board needed some clarification 
regarding Hallmark 1 which was provided.  

REL 150: The FG designation was renewed based on responses to questions on the 
Foundation Board Course Review Form and supporting materials submitted. 

4  Multi-campus Foundations Board:  

The multi-campus Foundations Board was composed of representatives from UH 
Mānoa, Honolulu Community College and Kapi‘olani Community College at the 
beginning of the year. By the end of the year this board also had representatives from 
Leeward Community College and Windward Community College. The board met twice. 
On the first occasion we met with representatives of all members of the UH system. We 
discussed the process by which other campuses could join the multi-campus agreement 
and encouraged all campuses to do so. At the second meeting, the annual meeting, we 
again met with some representatives of some campuses that were still not part of the 
agreement. We again encourage those campuses to join.  

The board discussed how to deal with renewals of the F designation for those 
campuses that are not part of the agreement. The board voted unanimously in favor of 
having those campuses submit any applications for renewal, as well as proposals for the 
F designation, to the multi-campus F Board. It is my sense that the multi-campus F 
Board favors asking the non-member campuses to submit renewal materials comparable 
to what is being asked of by member campuses for their own renewals. The multi-
campus F Board will need to work out the details for renewal if their proposal for 
renewals and designations is approved by the administration. 

  
5 Current Concerns and Issues:  
The F Board has been trying to determine how to deal with renewals of the FS, FG or 
FW designations for members of the UH system which are not part of the multi-campus 
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program for articulation of Foundations courses. The Board met with AVCUE Ron 
Cambra about this issue and eventually brought it to the attention of the GEC and multi-
campus F Board. As mentioned above, the multi-campus F Board is proposing that 
these kinds of F designations and renewals be handled by the multi-campus board.  

Now that the multi-campus F Board is up and running and has 5 member campuses 
and may soon grow to have 8 members, some considerations have to be given to the 
process by which Hallmarks and Explanatory Notes are changed. The action by the 
Mānoa F Board to make unilateral changes as we did this year does not seem to be in 
harmony with the purpose of the multi-campus agreement. Some procedures that make 
the multi-campus F Board central to the process seem appropriate.  
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Contemporary Ethical Issues Board 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
AY 2006–2007 
Submitted by Roger Babcock, Chair 
 
The Board members included Roger Babcock (Chair), Tep Dobry , Dian Dooley, Zoe 
Hammatt, and John Zuern. Jon Goss served as GEC liaison. 
 
The E Board reviewed 50 course proposals and had interesting, important and enjoyable 
discussions regarding the intent of the E focus and how to clarify proposal requirements 
so as to improve quality and reduce requests for clarification. 
 
Policies and Hallmarks
 
The E Board had changed the proposal questions last year in order to clarify the 
requirements for successfully obtaining an E designation. Proposals must include a 
syllabus. It was apparent that the new questions did, in most cases (about 75%), 
effectively steer the proposals in the direction of providing the information needed to 
evaluate compliance with the Hallmarks. There were still quite a few proposals (25%) 
which had to be returned to the applicants for revisions.  
 
The E focus Board agreed with the GEC proposal to make renewals good for 5 years 
and leave new approvals at 3 years. 
 
The E focus Board instated a policy on Staff Proposals to have the Gen Ed staff 
automatically accept them without Board review. Since they are prepared by Department 
Chairs, they often do not thoroughly address the hallmarks, and a full review of the 
instructor proposal must occur after the instructor is determined anyway.  
 
The E focus Board conducted a workshop for new applicants at the beginning of the 
Spring 2007 semester (January 17, 2007, 12:30-2:00) to help clarify proposal 
requirements and share examples of integrating ethics into curriculum in different 
disciplines. The workshop was a success with approximately 15 attendees. 
 
The E focus Board had discussions regarding problems with several proposals, 
particularly those originating out of the humanities, that centered around the idea that the 
hallmarks are intended to teach ethical deliberation techniques and using a decision 
making framework to do so. Some instructors may have felt that the Board interpretation 
of the Hallmarks may be too prescriptive. Discussions are on-going with respect to this 
issue but it does not seem to be an insurmountable problem. 
 
The E focus Board was a big promoter of on-line review of pending proposals and was 
delighted that the GE office initiated the WebCT review program. This worked very well 
and made service on the board much easier. The Board hopes that soon all proposals 
will be encouraged to be submitted on-line to reduce the need for GE office staff to scan 
documents into WebCT. Thanks GenEd staff! 
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Proposal Review Statistics 
 
Proposals Spring 2007 Summer 2007 Fall 2007 Total 
Approved 22 4 15 41 
Pending 0 1 1 2 
Denied 0 3 0 3 
Withdrawn 3 0 1 4 
  Total 25 8 17 50 
 
Note: Additional information was requested from approximately 10 applicants.  
 
Other Issues and Goals 
 
No changes were found necessary for the end-of-semester survey. And it was noted that 
such changes should be very carefully considered and only made for well-defined 
reasons since surveys are most useful for comparative purposes.  
 
The E Board plans to repeat the workshop for new applicants at the beginning of the Fall 
2007 or Spring 2008 semester to help clarify proposal requirements and share examples 
of integrating ethics into curriculum in different disciplines..  
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Hawaiian, Asian, and Pacific Issues Board 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
AY 2006–2007 
Submitted by Spencer Leineweber 
 
The Board consisted of Spencer Leineweber, Chair (Architecture), Naomi Losch 
(Hawaiian, & Indo-pacific Languages), Reina Whaitiri (English), Carlos Andrade (Center 
for Hawaiian Studies), and Dean Alegado, Fall Only, (Ethnic Studies). George Wong 
served as liaison to the GEC. Elaine Nakao (General Education Office) provided 
administrative assistance. 
 
Courses Reviewed and Approved for Calendar Year 2007 
  S07 SS07 F07 TOTAL 
approved 12 4 5 21 
denied 1 0 0 1 
withdrawn 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 13 4 5 22 

 
Procedures  

1. This academic year was the first time that proposals were submitted through a 
digital review process on WebCT. This made review quicker and more 
comprehensive as everyone could have an individual copy of the proposals and 
review them when their schedules permitted. 

 
2. The Board met every two weeks to review proposals. The Board met more 

frequently when there were outstanding proposals and deadlines approaching. 
 

3. The Board worked by consensus for the first review and by vote for the final 
review. For the first review if any Board member had a question or an issue 
regarding a submitted course, the question was asked through the HAP Chair via 
e-mail to the proposing faculty. Each proposing faculty was given the opportunity 
to revise the submittal and the course was reviewed a second (or sometimes 
more) time. This process worked well for all concerned and only one proposal 
was pending at the end of the year due to a non response from a submitting 
faculty. 

 
 
Year Highlights  
 

1. There were several very good and well developed courses that used the HAP 
Hallmarks as a spring board to develop new coursework.  

 
2. The most common problems were proposals that did not adequately address two 

of the HAP Hallmarks, HAP 1 and Hap 2.  
a. HAP 1 requires a course to reflect the intersection of Asian and/or 
Pacific Island cultures with Native Hawaiian culture. Several proposals did 
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not have adequate intersection beyond Hawaii, particularly several HWST 
107 submittals. 
b. HAP 2 encourages learning that comes from the cultural perspectives, 
values, and world views rooted in the experience of peoples indigenous to 
Hawai'i, the Pacific, and Asia. This is interpreted by the Board to be 
“native voice” or writings, oral presentations, or videos by indigenous 
people representing the places of intersection. Several submittals did not 
have adequate “native voice”.  
 

3. The HAP Board requires a complete course syllabus as well as complete 
bibliography of course readings. Many initial submittals did not include these 
items making the review delayed. 

 
4. Many hours were spent working with individual instructors to assist in clarifying 

the HAP Hallmarks. This had a positive result in having all but one course 
approved. 

 
5. Several instructors were changed after the posting of courses on Banner, 

particularly with HWST 107. Often new instructors did not use the approved 
syllabus of the listed instructor or the standard HWST 107 syllabus. This caused 
several sections to be listed as HAP that did not use the HAP Hallmarks. This 
issue was addressed with the Hawaiian Studies Chair but still appears to be a 
problem as there was no discernible change that “substitute” instructors 
consistently followed the original or approved syllabi.  

 
6. An all campus committee was set up to discuss multi-campus articulation and 

approval of HAP courses reviewed and approved at the campus level. There were 
four meetings and agreement was reached on articulation. Each campus will 
follow the agreed upon procedures in setting up a HAP Board and procedures for 
review. 

 
Assessment 
The enrollment in HAP courses was down with 2081 students in the Spring 07 term 
compared with 2229 students in the Fall 06 term. The vast majority of students 
(1090) are enrolled in HWST 107.  
 
The results of the HAP survey for Fall 06 classes were very positive that the course 
work assisted the students in better understanding the indigenous culture of Hawai‘i. 
In Fall 06 there was a response rate of 65% in surveys returned, down from 72% 
from Spring 06. Several approved courses consistently did not return the surveys. 
 
The issue of consistent learning outcomes for the HAP Hallmarks was discussed and 
deferred until the next academic year. 
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Oral Communication Focus Board 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
AY 2006–2007 
Submitted by Byron Gangnes 
 
This year’s Oral Focus Board consisted of Byron Gangnes (Chair), Amy Hubbard, 
Tamara Albertini, Joan Dodgson, and Randy Hensley. Richard Bigus served as our 
liaison to the GEC and Barbara Mueller-Ali as recorder.  
 
The Board met on six occasions during the course of the academic year and hosted two 
workshop events. Much of the review and approval process for O Focus proposals was 
conducted via WebCT and email correspondence. 
 
1.  Policies and Hallmarks 

 
a. Policy decisions and rationale 
 
There were no significant policy changes made by the Board this year.  
 
The Board discussed whether a syllabus should be required each semester for 
already-approved courses, and whether a clear statement on the syllabus’s first page 
should be required indicating the O Focus and the purpose of oral communication in 
the course. Board members felt that this would help to ensure both continuing faculty 
awareness of the hallmarks and appropriate student expectations.  The Board 
agreed that instructors should be encouraged, not required, to do so, and suggested 
that the F07 board should draft language that instructors could use. The GEO will be 
asked to include this request in the approval email that is sent to instructors.  

 
There was also some discussion of whether a syllabus should be required of 
proposals. Members expressed concern that requiring a syllabus might deter 
instructors from requesting O. Collecting syllabi for new approved courses in the 
semester when they are taught was considered, but this would add to workload 
without a clear use since instructors would not be asked to make changes. The 
Board decided to request a syllabus if available for all new proposals (see 2d, 
below). 
 
The Board affirmed that catalogue language for courses receiving designations 
should reflect the O Focus nature of the course, and suggested language was 
provided in one case.  
 
Effective Spring 2007, the Board was given sole responsibility to approve Focus 
designations when the instructor requests 1 or 2 Focus areas. The Board continues 
to recommend designations to the GEC when a) the instructor requests 3 or 4 Focus 
areas, or b) the department requests a course-based Focus designation. 

 
b. Hallmark revisions and rationale 
 
No changes to the Hallmarks were made this year. 
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c. Information for future Boards regarding how hallmarks were interpreted and 

applied and problems with interpreting hallmarks 
 

 Proposals for O designation for language courses continue to be among the most 
challenging. Some progress appears to have been made in communicating to 
language course instructors the need for the proposals to identify oral 
communication activities that go beyond language acquisition per se, as well as 
appropriate training and evaluation. Several Board members have individually 
developed standard email text that they use to request additional information from 
language instructors. The board agreed that it would be useful to develop a 
frequently asked questions (FAQs) web page with suggestions and examples 
specifically for faculty who teach language classes.  Some work was begun on such 
a document, and the Board agrees that it would be useful to continue this work in 
Fall 2007. 

 
2. Proposal Review  
  
 a. Proposals were approved, denied, and withdrawn from consideration: 
 

 S07 SS07 F07 TOTAL 

Approved  38  9  19  66 

Pending  0  0  0  0 

Denied  2  0  0  2 

Withdrawn  0  1  1  2 

TOTAL  40  10  20  70 
 

Note: Includes both "staff" proposals and proposals subsequently  
submitted by the assigned instructor, if reviewed in the same semester. 

 
 b. Twenty-five instructors were contacted because their proposals did not readily 

meet the oral Focus standards. Twenty-two were revised by the instructor and 
subsequently approved; two were withdrawn; one was denied because there was 
no response from the instructor.  

 
 c. Changes in procedures 

 
 Much of the proposal review took place within WebCT, which increased convenience 

for Board members and ease of communication among the Board.  
 
 d. Changes to the proposal form 
 
 The Board agreed on the following modifications to the form for New O designations: 

• Add to question 2: List the activities, strategies, and devices you plan to teach 
your students to become better oral communicators. (This change was added to 
try to get more responsive answers to the training question.) 
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• Add a new #5: If you have a draft syllabus available, please include it. (This 
addition was made to elicit more detailed information when it is available.) 

 
 GEO asked whether the Board wanted to consider using a chart modeled after the 

one used by the W Board. The Board favored this option and intends to discuss it 
further in F07. 

 
3. Current status of offerings  
 

  

Number of Oral 
Communication 
Classes Offered 

Number of 
Seats Available 

Number of 
Seats Filled 

Average 
Enrollment 

Median 
Enrollment 

Spr 2007 131 2456 1962 (80%) 15 16 
Fall 2006 85 1468 1284 (87%) 15 16 

 
Oral Communication Focus classes were offered in these subject areas in 2006-2007: 
 
ACC DNCE HAW MEDT SOC 
ACM EDEA HON NREM SP 
APDM EE ILO OCN SPA 
ART ES IS PACE SPAN 
BIOC FIL ITE PHYS THEA 
BOT FR JPN POLS WS 
BUS FSHN KLS PSY  
CEE GER LING REL  
 
4. Faculty development efforts. The O Board organized and hosted two workshops for 

faculty interested in teaching O Focus courses.  
 

a) Modifying Your Course for the Oral Communication Hallmarks: A Syllabus 
Editing Workshop. 11/15/06.  The workshop was intended to focus on how 
instructors can modify their existing course syllabi to meet O hallmarks. 
Instructors were encouraged to bring their syllabi to the workshop for one-on-one 
help, with computers available for hands-on editing.  Sang-Hyop Lee, 
Economics, served as a resource person along with Board members. Four 
faculty from ACM, PACE, ART, and HIST attended. 
 Attendance was low, probably due to the date at a busy period in the 
semester and late announcement. More time than planned was spent reviewing 
proposal requirements; less on actually reviewing syllabi. Examples of exemplary 
responses to O Focus form questions were distributed. 

 
b) Lessons Learned from First Timers. 3/14/07. 3 faculty presenters—Tamara 
Albertini (PHIL), David Haymer (BIOL), Krisna Suryanata (GEOG)—talked about 
their experience as first-time O Focus instructors. Attendance was excellent with 
11 participants from ACM, HWST, MBBE, EALL, SLS, PACE, ES, WS and ITM. 
The very specific comments and examples of the panel were very well-received. 
Copies of A Pocket Guide to Public Speaking and its Instructor’s Resource 
Manual were distributed to participants. 

 
The Board continued a discussion begun by Tom Hilgers in 2005-2006 about the 
need to recruit O Focus instructors from underrepresented areas. Efforts were made 
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to attract faculty from a number of underrepresented departments for the fall 
workshop. This is an area that deserves additional attention in the future. 

 
5. Assessment 

a. End-of-semester survey 
 

The Board continued to invite instructors of all O Focus courses to conduct an 
end-of-semester student survey provided by the GEO. We inform instructors that 
they will be required to have at least one set of survey responses on record when 
they come up for renewal.  

 
b. Hallmarks: assessment of how effective the Hallmarks are in designating courses 

that meet the spirit of the Foundations or Focus area 
 

 Monica Stitt-Bergh (GEO) participated in our meetings in order to gather 
information for drafting learning outcomes for assessment purposes. The VCAA 
and GEC have committed UHM to developing learning outcomes by the end of 
April.  

 
6. Current concerns and issues 
 

 As noted last year, a continuing concern of the Board is that most proposals for 
renewals are inadequate and the Board must go back for more information. A 
particular concern is the question regarding training to be provided to students, 
which only rarely elicits an informative response.  The Board agreed in April 2007 
on a modification to the Oral Focus Proposal form intended to clarify the training 
question. It will be important to monitor responses over the next year to see 
whether the new language is more effective. 
 

7. Future priorities and goals 
 
Clearly a continuing priority must be recruitment of O Focus instructors from 
underrepresented areas. The Board was not able to spend much time on this issue 
this year, but it deserves additional attention in the future. 

 
Other recommended agenda items for Fall 07 include: 
 

a. Draft O-statement language for instructors to use on the first page of their 
syllabus. 

b. Discuss using a chart modeled after the one used by the W Board for O-
designation requests. 

c. Work with GEO to post exemplary proposals at the Gen Ed web site. 
d. Explore possibilities of distributing a book to workshop participants as was 

done at 3/14 workshop. 
e. Finalize draft FAQS for language instructors. 
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__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Writing Focus Board 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
AY 2006–2007 
Submitted by Tom Hilgers, Chair F06 and Todd Sammons, Chair S07 
 
 
The 2006-2007 Writing (W) Focus Board membership included Andrew Crislip, Thomas 
Hilgers (on sabbatical Spring 2007 and replaced by Todd Sammons), Jane Kadohiro, 
Mike Kirk-Kuwaye, Bruce Liebert (resigned as of Spring 2007 and replaced by Weilin 
Qu), Puakea Nogelmeier, Eldon Wegner, Leslie Wilson, Graham Crookes (ex officio; 
replaced Spring 2007 by Kenton Harsch), and Jim Henry (ex officio). The General 
Education Committee liaison was John Engel. Staff services were again provided by the 
Mānoa Writing Program/General Education Office (MWP/GEO). 
 

Policies and Hallmarks  

(a) The General Education Committee (GEC) accepted the following policy change 
involving W designations [rationale in brackets]: all Boards, including the W 
Focus Board, are delegated the authority to designate courses that have one or 
two Focus designations [streamlines approval process]; new W approvals will 
continue to be valid for three years; renewal W approvals, however, will be valid 
for five years [faculty appreciate less frequent need for applications; because W 
is a mature Focus requirement, we don’t need to keep reminding faculty of the 
hallmarks—hence a longer period between renewals is reasonable; Boards can 
devote more time to professional development].  

(b) The W Focus Board decided that “topics” courses will be ineligible for a course-
based W designation (“topics” courses are usually proposed by individual faculty 
members because content varies).  

(c) No changes to any W Hallmarks were made. 

(d) The Board did begin discussion of a potential problem with Hallmark #4: “The 
course requires students to do a substantial amount of writing—a minimum of 
4,000 words, or about 16 pages.” The first explanatory note refers to the 
possibility of instructors assigning both “formal and informal writing”; the fourth 
explanatory note assays a definition of the two types: formal writing is revised; 
informal writing is “not revised.” Some W Focus Board members were uneasy 
about the possibility that all (or most) of the writing done for a class with a W 
designation could be informal. It was noted that UH-West O‘ahu requires that 
half of the writing for a course with a W designation be formal writing. 

 

Proposal Review  

(a) As of May 2007, 334 proposals were approved, 3 were pending, 2 were denied, 
and 3 were withdrawn, for a total of 342 proposals considered by the Board in 
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AY 2007. (Note that proposals considered in AY 2007 were for sections offered in 
the 2007 calendar year.) 

(b) Because each individual Board member deals with a certain number of 
departments (and therefore with a certain number of proposals), we do not have 
the data regarding the number of proposals that required follow-up with their 
authors. Discussions at Board meetings suggest that no more than 10% of the 
proposals necessitate follow-up by Board members. About 1.5% of the courses 
proposed this year did not gain a W designation. 

(c) The W Board decided to institute the following procedure for considering course-
based proposals. The initial review will be conducted by the Board member 
responsible for the department from which the proposal came. But, rather than 
simply accept that Board member’s recommendation (which is what we do with 
instructor-based designations), we decided to have the entire Board consider 
each course-based proposal, relying heavily on the report and recommendation 
of the Board member who did the initial review. Consensus is that this seems to 
be working, although the Board felt it was crucial for each course to have clear 
minimum standards that explain how the course will meet the W Hallmarks. The 
Board also noted that departments were sometimes having difficulty revising 
catalog descriptions to indicate the writing-intensive nature of the courses being 
proposed for course-based designations. The Board hopes to have mitigated this 
problem by having posted examples of successful catalog language for these 
courses on the GenEd website. We also will add language to the effect that the 
catalog descriptions for these courses should refer to “instruction in writing” 
rather than simply to “a significant amount of writing.” New language that 
stresses the importance of interaction between student and teacher in W courses 
will also be added. 

(d) MWP/GEO instituted this year a new procedure that automatically designates 
approved sections each semester that they are offered, without requiring the 
department’s input. (The old procedure was to send each department a list of 
approved courses+instructors. The department then sent the list back, indicating 
which instructors were teaching their approved W courses.) The new procedure 
seems to be working, except when (i) instructors with multiple Focus approvals 
do not want to offer their course(s) with all their approvals; and/or (ii) class size 
issues dictate that not all sections are capped at 20, even if they are taught by 
the same instructor. In instances such as these, it is the responsibility of the 
department and/or the instructor to notify MWP/GEO so that the designations(s) 
will not be added. 

(e) Column 2 of the W proposal chart was changed to read “Number of pages 
required of each student.” This change was made because of a problem Board 
members were having with group writing: it was frequently unclear as to how 
much writing each individual student was asked to contribute to a group project. 
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Current Status of Offerings  

In Fall 2006 and Spring 2007, 879 W classes were offered and 14,208 student seats 
were filled. W classes were, on average, 88% full. Average section enrollment was 17 
students in Fall 2006 and 16 in Spring 2007. 

Faculty Development 

Four W Focus workshops were held in conjunction with the Center for Teaching 
Excellence, two in the fall (on plagiarism and on writing in the disciplines) and two in the 
spring (teaching with writing and giving effective feedback). 

The Board’s networking and recruitment efforts seem to be working, in the main, 
although it is still the case that not all departments are offering enough upper-division W 
classes to service all of their majors. The material on the Mānoa Writing Program 
website is extensive and, from all indications, helpful—at least when colleagues access 
it. 

The MWP/GEO staff set up yet another successful meeting of the Systemwide 
Committee on Written Communication, April 27, 2007. All ten campuses were 
represented. All ten campuses had their W articulation agreements with each other 
renewed for the coming academic year. Not everyone traveled to the UH Mānoa 
campus; some campuses were “present” via a polycom linkage. 

 

Assessment 

(a) No changes to the end-of-course survey form itself were made; but, in an 
attempt to get a better return rate, W instructors were emailed and told that 
hard copies of the questionnaire were available upon request. In addition, hard 
copies were sent to W instructors who were offering their courses with multiple 
Focus areas. As in previous years, instructors were told about the CAFÉ 
questions that related to W goals. Survey results were in line with those of 
previous years. A summary is posted at www.hawaii.edu/gened. 

(b) We also began thinking about ways of administering our survey online (e.g., via 
“Survey Monkey”). 

(c) We’re not sure how to go about determining “how effective the Hallmarks are in 
designating courses that meet the spirit of the W Focus.” Sammons reports, 
however, that he did not have a single complaint from a student about a W 
Focus course during the spring semester. 

 

Current Concerns and Issues 

Teaching Assistants. Besides the concern expressed above about giving W designations 
to courses that have too much informal writing, the Board decided that, in order to 
alleviate concerns about courses in which writing instruction is delegated to Teaching 
Assistants (TAs), we would put information on our website to which instructors of 
courses with TAs could be referred. 

Plagiarism. The Board also discussed plagiarism, specifically, what can the W Focus 
Board do to minimize it? Some ideas: putting information up on the MWP website; 
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putting information on plagiarism in the W Focus brochure that we give instructors for 
students every semester; more workshops.  

Over-enrolled sections. We are concerned about the (admittedly small in number) 
faculty who overenroll their W classes. To date, all we have done is send various levels 
of admonitory letters; we have never rescinded an instructor’s approval because of 
chronic overenrolling. One idea to explore: can we set a cap on W courses that not even 
the instructors can exceed?  

Threshold for the collection option. We may wish to reconsider the SAT and ACT 
threshold scores for the collection. Currently, students who score 680 or above on both 
the Writing and Critical Reading portions of the SAT (or 30 or higher on the 
English/Writing and Reading sections of the ACT) are invited to submit collections of 
their writing for possible credit for English 100(A) or ELI 100. But should we not allow 
this option to a student who scores very high on one part (say 750) and just below the 
cutoff (say 660) on the other?  

MWP resources. The Board noted that, during the past few years when the GEO was 
added to the responsibilities of the MWP, attention paid to MWP has necessarily 
lessened. As the GEO matures, it may be time to return some resources to MWP. So we 
are disappointed that a $10,000 line item for GEO professional development (the W 
Focus Board would get some of this money) was not funded in the latest round of the 
Supplemental Budget. Nor is it scheduled to be a top-tier priority in the next round. 

 

Future Priorities and Goals 

The Board members felt these would improve the program: 

• Beginning-of-the-year orientation for department chairs; 

• Orientation for new department chairs and new secretaries (currently, an 
orientation is offered each semester for secretaries, coordinators, and other 
interested faculty/staff members); 

• Focus group or brown-bag sessions in which experienced chairs and secretaries 
communicate issues and problems to MWP; and 

• A 20th year anniversary celebration of the UHM writing across the curriculum 
program in 2008. 
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