ASCC NMS Panel
Approved Minutes

Tuesday, March 10, 2015






11:30AM -1:00 PM
110 Denney Hall
ATTENDEES: Craigmile, Daly, Dinan, Haddad, Heckler, Matthews, Vaessin, Vankeerbergen.
AGENDA:
1. Approval of 2-24-15 minutes 
· Heckler, Craigmile, unanimously approved
2. Entomology 2400H (return; existing course with GE Natural Science-Biological Science status; request to remove some prereqs)
· Explanation provided by faculty member is convincing. 
· Craigmile, Daly, unanimously approved
3. Technology Enhanced courses for SU15 and AU15 
· Explanation of new categories and brackets: 
· 1-50% becomes 1-74% because there is a realization that most courses include some technology these days (cf. widespread use of Carmen). This category will be called Hybrid.
· The next category up will be 75%-99%, Distance Enhanced.

· 100% will be called Distance Learning.

· Watch out for financial implications of the modified categories. Need to look at where the money is flowing (to ASC or elsewhere). Might there be any internal charges/fees/taxes from ODEE or OCIO that are levied on the various course types based on the percentages, and if so what would be the impact for ASC? Maybe Distance Enhanced has something to do with State funding. (Potential move to reduce funding for 100% courses.)
· Why have 0%? Just about every course has some technology included.

· Issue of where ASCC approval will come. Some concern that given the expanded percentage of the category that used to be 1-50% (now 1-75%) it might be good to take those tech requests to Panel as well.
4. Discussion about syllabus template 

· P. 1 indicates that this template will not be used for distance learning courses. What do we mean by distance learning given the new definitions used by ODEE (hybrid, distance enhanced, or distance learning)? 
· P. 1 should indicate at the top in large letters that the use of the template does not replace curriculum.osu.edu. 

· The A&H Panel has already heard suggestions about the following:
· Suggestion to replace “List of all assigned readings, viewings, out-of-classroom required activities. Include where the materials are accessed by students” with line number 8 of the syllabus template currently in the ASC Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual, namely “A list of required texts and other course materials, and information on where they are available.”

· Suggestion to replace “Description of each course assignment” with line number 9 of the syllabus template currently in the ASC Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual, namely “Information about the length and format of all papers, homework, laboratory assignments, and examinations.”

· Currently Honors and Honors Embedded courses have to submit a separate document answering specific questions. The box in the template “Please explain what makes this an Honors or Honors Embedded course (if applicable)” does not seem to fit in a course syllabus template (the current document is only supposed to replace the syllabus, not the other documents necessary for submission) and would require submitters to restate information that is already covered in the Honors/Honors Embedded document they need to submit. 
· There are pros and cons to the syllabus template. 
· Foremost, this will show good-will/flexibility on the part of the ASCC. It also provides a good model for how to put a syllabus together. 
· On the other hand, departments/people who are averse to reading instructions (and, therefore, do not read the current syllabus guidelines) will just as likely not read the instructions for this template—which might lead to the form being submitted for the wrong type of course, for example. Furthermore, the template may provide an incentive to some departments to ask their staff to put together the syllabus template for a new course.
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