Minutes of the IMPAC South Area Regional Meeting – Biology

November 14, 2003

Attendees:
Doris Booth, Doris (Marymount) College


Mandy Butler, UC San Diego


David Huckaby, CSU Long Beach


Steve Leonelli, El Camino College


Susan LePere, Cerritos College


Mary Nolan-Riegle, Fullerton College, Faculty Lead


Joyce  Ono, CSU Fullerton


Nancy Perez, CSU Fullerton


Carmen Rexach, Merced College


??, UC Irvine

The main goals of this year’s IMPAC meetings for the Biology area are to put the finishing touches on the proposed core curriculum.  The South Area Meeting fine-tuned several areas of concern that were raised in the meetings last year.  

Topic – Can we identify segments of the core for which chemistry should be a prerequisite?


Should the core curriculum be 2 or 3 semesters (3 or 4 quarters) in length?

The discussion surrounded the order and depth of detail in each course taught in the sequence.  The order of the lower division core sequence varies from institution to institution with some beginning with the cell and molecular topics while other deal with more whole organism topics of diversity, ecology and evolution.  The general consensus was that cell and molecular biology require some chemistry preparation, although there are cell biology courses that are taught at some institutions that do not have a chemistry prerequisite.  It was expressed that more and more cell biology courses are including molecular aspects and would therefore require a chemical background.  Many of the participants agreed that if there is no chemistry background, instructors must teach some chemistry in their classes.  It was noted that there is a wide variety of order to the sequence in which biological topics are covered in a class.  At CSULB students may not take any biology until they have had two semesters of chemistry.  At CSUF, there is no chemistry requirement for the first course in the sequence, even though it is a cell biology course.  The general consensus was that there was a need for chemical preparation before taking cell and molecular biology and genetics.  If the cell biology course is the first course in the sequence, then students should not take biology until after they have had chemistry.  

It was noted that students tend to have difficulty with the chemistry and math, and a B in chemistry would act as a screening process for those students who are able to succeed in biology courses.

It was agreed that a first course in general chemistry should be a prerequisite for a cell biology class.  Otherwise, the group saw no need for chemistry as a prerequisite for other lower division courses.

The general consensus was that the core could not be taught completely in a two semester or three quarter sequence.  It was generally agreed that the core would require at least three semesters or four quarters to complete.

Decision:  Chemistry should be required for cell bio – general chemistry I required for cell bio

Topic – Should the core have a minimum number of lab hours?


Should the core have any defined lab component?

The group was adamant that the number of hours in lab was not the essential component, but agreed that one, three hour per week lab should be the minimum required in the lower division core.  It was also agreed that inclusion of specific laboratory exercises or experimental techniques was not as important as the concept of the scientific method and the understanding of scientific method controls.  The key factor is that a student be able to design an experiment and then actually do it.  The group agreed that the laboratory should not be a totally virtual lab, but should have actual hands-on experimental activities.  It was acknowledged that while laboratory experience can be the best way for students to learn, the high cost of labs make many advanced techniques unavailable to some institutions.  As long as a student has the experience of following at least one laboratory experience from conception through execution to presentation, the student would have the necessary background for transfer.  The topics mentioned for inclusion in a lower division lab were:  an experimental basis, microscopy, use of biological tools (i.e., gel electrophoresis, molecular techniques), data collection and analysis, an experimental approach, inquiry based-experiences, scientific method controls, experimental design, written or verbal presentation of work, statistical (although not complex) analysis of data, graphing and data display.    

Topic - Discussion of the CAN numbering system and content.

It was agreed that CAN 4 and CAN 6 are not a problem in their current form.  CAN 2 was changed slightly to add the idea of a wet lab to the requirements.  All agreed that there is a need for a minimum of three hours a week for the laboratory portion of the course.  See lab discussion above. 

Topic – How should we approach definition of an IGETC package?
Participants would like to see transferable units added to the descriptions in the SciGETC grids.  The descriptions were changed to include the agreements made concerning laboratory experiences.  There was a discussion to clarify the idea of allowing science major or other unit heavy majors to defer two general education courses – one in Arts and Humanities and the other in Social and Behavioral Sciences.  It was made clear that these units are to be deferred until after transfer, not eliminated.  After transfer, a student will be required to take an additional 2 lower division general education courses in these areas.  

There was unanimous agreement that there must be very clear notes to students preferably delivered in footnotes to the grid.  It is essential that students understand that fulfillment of the SciGETC requirements does NOT guarantee entrance into impacted programs.  

It was suggested that since there is generally no foreign language transfer requirements that they be removed from the SciGETC proposal.  These units would be replaced in the Biology proposal with organic chemistry.  It was suggested that the CAN numbering system be used to direct students since it has been rewritten to cover the lower division major core in a more complete way.  It was suggested that the major core listing state “Sum of content in CAN 2, 4, 6” instead of listing all the required courses and their options.  (There were too many choices separated by OR”.)  

There was a discussion concerning the length of time in semesters/quarters it would take to teach the lower division biology core completely.  The point was made that there is too much material to cover in a one year course of study (two semesters or three quarters).  The addition of chemistry as a requirement for cell/genetics courses makes the issue of time an important one.  There was no resolution to this question.

A representative from the teacher certification program at CSUF led a discussion of the appropriateness of the SciGETC to the program of study for students who are pursuing teaching credentials in a four year program.  Because of all of the credits required for the credential, these students have difficulty with the major core sequences in these four years.  The general opinion of the group was that this SciGETC was for those students majoring in biology and that the teacher credentialing program students were a special case.  It did not appear feasible to make the necessary changes that would accommodate this special group.  

Remaining questions posed by the group:

Is IGETC automatic when agreed upon by an institution?  Can some CAN’d courses in a sequence be accepted and not others?

What are the CAN rules?  Who decides what courses are CAN’d?  Are they binding from campus to campus of an institution?

Can some CAN’d courses be accepted and not other unCAN’d courses or visa versa?

Can an institution not accept a CAN sequence?

Answers to these questions are still being researched and will be available at the next regional meeting.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary C. Nolan-Riegle

Lead Biology Faculty

