
Discovery Committee Minutes February 18th, 2026 (Teams) 
 
Present: Nicoletta Gullace (Chair), Gregory McMahon, Kathrine Aydelott, Alecia Magnifico, 
Roger Grinde, Anna Wainwright, Grace Simmons, Maeve Dion, Meaghan Dittrich, Catherine 
Peebles, Qi Zhang, Timothy Montminy, Laura Upham, Forrest Schwartz, Sachiko Akiyama, 
Kenneth Mitchell 
Absent: Matthew MacManes 
  

I. Welcome 
II. Action Items 

a. Approval of the Minutes from the February 4th meeting. 
Vote: Yes: 4 No: 0 Abstain: 2. Minutes Approved.  

b. Student Petitions.  
i. Petition to allow UNH THDA 663 courses to satisfy Discovery Fine and 

Performing Arts requirements.  
Vote: Yes: 6 No: 0 Ab: 0. Petition Approved  

ii. Petition to allow Middlesex Community College GOV 120 course to 
satisfy Discovery Historical Perspective requirements.  
Vote: Yes: 2 No: 4 Ab: 0. Petition Denied 

iii. Petition to allow UNH SOC665 courses to satisfy Discovery Environment, 
Technology & Society requirements.  
Vote: Yes: 6 No: 0 Ab: 0. Petition Approved  

c. Course Approvals (No courses to review)  
III. Discussion.  

a. Faculty Senate GenEd Review (SLO discussion)  
• The Discovery Committee discussed that the Faculty Senate’s Academic 

Programs Committee has proposed a framework for Discovery Program 
changes and is now focusing on student learning outcomes (SLOs). A 
subgroup is compiling a document that compares the current SLOs with the 
proposed 2025 program learning outcomes. Their goal is to merge these into a 
small set of outcomes that might be workable. It’s still uncertain whether any 
of these changes will pass through the Senate. The Committee is encouraged 
to share thoughts and suggestions.  

• A COLSA rep shared that he, Nicky, Anna, Aaron Bell, Mary Stampone, and 
others recently discussed the proposed Discovery Program framework. One 
key element of that framework is a two‑block system: a core block and a set 
of thematic blocks. They asked the group for input on whether they prefer 
keeping this proposed two‑block structure or instead combining everything 
into a single block, and whether that choice would meaningfully affect the 



program. They asked the Discovery Chair if this is something they should 
discuss now. 

• The current Discovery setup already functions like a two‑block system: 
o Foundations (e.g., 401, Quantitative Reasoning, History & Inquiry) 
o In‑discipline categories 

• The Discovery Chair shared this proposed two‑block framework that 
resembles what people are already familiar with. They also mentioned that 
students are required to take at least one course in each foundational area, 
though they are not entirely sure how many courses are required in the other 
block. They then invited others to continue the discussion. 

• A COLSA rep explained how the current proposed Discovery structure works: 
students take one course from each Block 1 foundation area, then five courses 
from Block 2 categories, with one “wild card” course that can be chosen from 
any category often used to support a minor or specific interest. He then 
proposed an alternative: eliminating the two‑block system and placing all 
categories into a single list. In this single‑block model, students would still 
take one course from each category, but any remaining required Discovery 
courses could come from any category. This would give students more 
flexibility for example, allowing them to take extra courses in a discipline 
they enjoy (like English or history) rather than being constrained by fixed 
Block 2 categories. The COLSA rep asked the group for feedback on whether 
they prefer the traditional two‑block system or this more flexible one‑block 
approach, noting that the choice will guide future work. 

• A CPS rep agreed with the COLSA rep and emphasized that the issue is not 
only flexibility for students but also simplicity. They noted that the current 
Block 2 structure is confusing because students can interpret it in multiple 
ways. They suggested that instead of having two blocks, the program should 
use one unified list of Discovery categories. Students would take one course 
from each of the seven categories, plus three “wildcard” courses from any 
categories they choose. The CPS rep argued that this single‑list structure 
would be much easier to communicate and understand, avoiding the confusion 
created by the current two‑block system. 

• A PAUL rep said they also prefer the single‑block structure, noting that the 
existing attribute requirements already add complexity. Having two blocks 
plus attributes feels unnecessarily complicated. They asked for clarification 
on whether attributes can be fulfilled with non–Gen Ed courses. They also 
pointed out that the Foundational Skills category is unusual because it lists a 
single course (English 401) rather than a broad area like the other categories. 
They felt highlighting a single course isn’t ideal, since most but not all 



students take it, and it doesn’t align with the spirit of how other categories are 
defined. 

• The Faculty Senate rep explained that the committee treated English 401 as 
the foundational writing course because it is what most students take, but they 
emphasized that whether to keep or replace the 401 model is a separate, larger 
Senate conversation beyond the Gen Ed redesign. For now, they kept it in the 
foundational block to avoid reopening last year’s major disputes. They then 
provided context on why the committee originally developed the two‑block 
structure. Their goal was to combine: 

o Foundational skills students need 
o Disciplinary breadth across fields 

• Based on extensive student feedback, they wanted the program to feel 
meaningful—not just a checklist—and also to provide: 

o Flexibility, A sense of coherence, and Opportunities for specialization, 
especially for students in high‑credit majors who cannot fit in a minor. 

• Block 2 was designed to allow both breadth and optional depth, including 
thematic pathways (e.g., sustainability, AI, etc.) that students and faculty had 
expressed excitement about. The Senate rep stressed that although the 
two‑block design can be debated, it was created thoughtfully, with the aim of 
balancing structure, flexibility, and student interests. 

• A CEPS rep asked for clarification that QR stands for Quantitative Reasoning 
and then noted that in a one‑block model with seven required categories plus 
three wildcards, a student could effectively complete the Gen Ed requirements 
by focusing several courses in one area. They observed that since most minors 
require only four courses, this structure might allow students to essentially 
“knock out” a minor through their Gen Ed selections. 

• A CHHS rep said they dont have a strong preference about having one block 
or two, but they like that the one‑block model allows students to use wildcards 
anywhere including taking extra foundational or creative‑expression courses. 
If the two‑block model is kept, they suggested that wildcards should be usable 
across both blocks. They also raised a concern about attribute requirements, 
noting that the university must ensure attributes are distributed fairly across 
courses so that no small group of classes becomes oversubscribed. 

• The Writing Program Rep asked whether the group needed clarification about 
why English 401 differs from disciplinary writing, and the Discovery Chair 
responded that the issue isn’t misunderstanding but a philosophical 
disagreement about what kind of writing Gen Ed should emphasize. The Chair 
noted that while English strongly supports 401, some faculty believe 
disciplinary writing may be more valuable, and they explained that students 
themselves often question the usefulness of creative‑nonfiction–style writing. 



The Writing Program rep accepted that the debate is philosophical, raised 
concerns about students’ preparedness for disciplinary writing, and said the 
English department might be open to a broader category like English 
Composition rather than insisting on “401” specifically. The Discovery Chair 
closed by acknowledging the sensitivity of the issue and that the Senate will 
ultimately have to resolve it. 

• A COLSA rep said that although the Faculty Senate chair has been presenting 
the two‑block framework, many faculty they consulted questioned why two 
blocks are needed and prefer a single‑block model. They argued that the 
current two‑block design is too limiting, since Block 2 prevents students from 
taking extra courses in areas they might want (like English or arts), and that 
allowing more flexibility either through a one‑block system or by letting 
courses carry multiple attributes would better support student choice, though 
assigning multiple attributes would create substantial administrative work. 
They concluded that a simpler structure would better let students pursue 
interests and minors without unnecessary constraints. 

• The Associate registrar explained that while Banner can handle attributes, 
Workday cannot, there is currently no functionality for course attributes in 
Workday. This creates major problems for coding transfer courses, because 
Workday requires each course to be assigned a single, fixed category, making 
flexible or multi‑category equivalencies impossible at this time. 

• The Faculty Senate rep explained that in the proposed model, many major 
courses would count toward Gen Ed categories, especially high‐credit majors, 
reducing the total number of additional Gen Ed courses most students would 
need. They also noted that thematic pathways could include “anchor” courses 
within a student’s major, allowing them to build meaningful focus areas. 
The Chair closed the meeting by acknowledging that Gen Ed reform is 
inherently complex, appreciating the group’s efforts to simplify the system, 
and encouraging members to share further concerns especially about workload 
and feasibility before adjourning the meeting early. 

 
Next Committee meeting is March 4th, 2026  


