ASCC A&H Panel
Approved Minutes

Friday, April 24, 2015






1:00 PM -2:30 PM

110 Denney Hall
ATTENDEES: Aski, Cashin, Taleghani-Nikazm, Vankeerbergen
AGENDA: 
1. Approval of 4-10-15 minutes
· Taleghani-Nikazm, Cashin, unanimously approved
2. Chinese 1232.01 (new course, requesting GE Social Science-Individuals and Groups)
· Interesting course with great potential. The Arts and Humanities Panel identifies some issues in the implementation of the course:

· Course structure is not clear to Panel.

· How would course be organized if many students sign up for the course or significantly few people sign up for the course? How does instructor keep track of all the different tasks that are involved in the course? 

· Panel believes it is ill-advised for students to assign a grade to other students. In this particular case, 50% of the course grade would be assigned by students, which is not trivial.
· Do students who understand Chinese have better access to resources compared to students who do not have the language knowledge?
· Panel recommends that faculty member consult with UCAT (University Center for the Advancement of Teaching) on how to develop this course.
3. History of Art 3010H (new course; requesting GE Visual and Performing Arts)
· Recommendation to use boilerplate for statement on academic misconduct and statement about disability services. See p. 15 of ASC Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual:  https://asccas.osu.edu/files/ASC_CurrAssess_Operations_Manual.pdf 
· “It is the responsibility of the Committee on Academic Misconduct to investigate or establish procedures for the investigation of all reported cases of student academic misconduct. The term “academic misconduct” includes all forms of student academic misconduct wherever committed; illustrated by, but not limited to, cases of plagiarism and dishonest practices in connection with examinations. Instructors shall report all instances of alleged academic misconduct to the committee (Faculty Rule 3335-5-487). For additional information, see the Code of Student Conduct http://studentlife.osu.edu/csc/.” 

· “Students with disabilities that have been certified by the Office for Disability Services will be appropriately accommodated and should inform the instructor as soon as possible of their needs. The Office for Disability Services is located in 150 Pomerene Hall, 1760 Neil Avenue; telephone 292-3307, TDD 292-0901; http://www.ods.ohio-state.edu/.” 

· Concurrence from “Sexuality Studies” is not included. Please make sure to contact this specific program (faculty coordinator is Shannon Winnubst, winnubst.1@osu.edu). 
· Provide reassurance that non-Honors version of the course will not be created. Indeed, that was one of the 2 conditions from WGSSt in their concurrence—and yet Panel does not have History of Art’s response. 

· Syllabus needs to state GE goals and GE expected learning outcomes as well as short statement on how the expected learning outcomes will be fulfilled in the course.
· Assessment plan: The assessment plan provided really assesses the “goals and objects of the course,” not the GE expected learning outcomes, namely: (1) Students analyze, appreciate, and interpret significant works of art; and (2) Students engage in informed observation and/or active participation in a discipline within the visual, spatial, and performing arts. Please provide assessment plan for the GE expected learning outcomes, not the course goals. Also, notice that SEIs cannot be used for GE assessment since SEIs do not contain a single question that pertains to GE expected learning outcomes.
· Taleghani-Nikazm. Cashin, unanimously approved with four contingencies (written in bold above) and one recommendation (written in italics)
4. Chinese 5670 (course change; number change from 7670 to 5670) 
· The attached e-mail from Galal Walker mentions that enrollment in 5670 will be by instructor’s permission. However, the form in curriculum.osu.edu says “Prereq: 5104 or equiv.” This is probably the old prereq (when course was offered as Chinese 7670.) Prereq on the form should say “permission of instructor” (no longer refer to 5104) & this should be stated on the syllabus as well.
· Provide updated undergraduate curriculum map indicating how the course fits in the undergraduate major.
· Taleghani-Nikazm, Cashin, unanimously approved with two contingencies (written in bold above)
5. AAAS 2285 (new course; requesting GE Cultures and Ideas and GE Diversity-Global Studies) 
· Great course connecting music to culture; truly impressive in its sweep (exposes students to several cultures of the African continent).
· Needs concurrence from School of Music.

· Does this course count in the undergraduate major? If so, check off box on form in curriculum.osu.edu and provide updated curriculum map.
· GE Assessment plan: Embedded questions like the example (identifying the places of origin and musical distinctive features of a given audio example) do not measure the GE expected learning outcomes (ELOs). The questions must be directly related to the ELOs. Similar problem with final essay. What is needed for the essay is a separate rubric that asks for achievement of each of the ELOs, not course content. It is not clear how the observation of discussions in class can be an assessment. Easier to put questions on the course evaluation regarding the students’ perceived attainment of each of the ELOs. Class attendance/participation is not linked to successful achievement of each of the ELOs.
· Cashin, Taleghani-Nikazm, unanimously approved with three contingencies (written in bold above)
6. Art 3009 (new course)
· What is the exact title of the course? There is a discrepancy between title on syllabus and title on course form. Excerpted concurrences do not provide clear information to the Panel about what the agreed title of the course is (or if agreement was achieved for that matter). 

· Excerpted concurrences do not provide clear information whether concurrences were granted or not. The e-mails are feedback messages from several units that seem to be part of a longer conversation. Panel would need clear concurrences from the units indicating their unconditional approval of the new course. (Suggestion to use the standard form for the concurrence.) The units would be Dance, Theatre, ACCAD, and perhaps Film Studies.
· Taleghani-Nikazm, Cashin, unanimously approved two contingencies (written in bold above)
7. ACCAD 4101 (new course)
· Great course.
· Taleghani-Nikazm, Cashin, unanimously approved
8. Architecture 3192 (new course; requesting GE Visual and Performing Arts)
· Discussion about whether the assessment plan is compelling or not. The GE expected learning outcomes need to be assessed, not the course goals. Certainly, in the assessment report that the unit will turn in after two offerings, the course goals should not be mentioned or be factored in. In “explanation of the level of student achievement expected” and “description of follow-up/feedback process” especially (p.2 of assessment plan), the faculty member seems to be discussing student progress in terms of understanding course content rather than the specific 2 GE expected learning outcomes. GE assessment is not about assessing whether students are doing well in the course; it is about how the course (as a course) fulfills the expected learning outcomes of the GE category.
· Taleghani-Nikazm, Cashin, unanimously approved with one contingency (written in bold above)
