ASCC NMS Panel

Approved Minutes

Thursday, September 3, 2020





                 1:00-2:30PM

CarmenZoom
ATTENDEES: Craigmile, Dinan, Haddad, Kwiek, Miriti, Ottesen, Panero, Vankeerbergen


Agenda: 
1. Welcome back (Chair)

2. Earth Science 1105 (existing course with GE Natural Science—Physical Science; request for 100% DL)
· In-person syllabus: P. 3: lines 1 and 3 refer to the “Ohio Board of Regents.” This is now the “Ohio Department of Higher Education” (ODHE).
· GE Assessment: 
· Header p. 1 of plan: “GEC Course Assessment Plan for EarthSci 1105: Geology of the National Parks”: The “GEC” has not been used since semester conversion.

· Avoid mixing course assessment and GE ELO assessment: 

· P. 1 of the table: SEIs are mentioned in column 4. However, SEIs should not be used for GE ELO assessment since not a single question pertaining to the fulfillment of GE ELOs is included in SEIs.
· Please consult ASC Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual: For each method of assessment (e.g., embedded questions) provide a specific example for each ELO. That way, the Panel can determine whether sample questions indeed relate to each GE ELO.

· The grading criteria for ELO3 include elements that are unrelated to the fulfillment of the GE ELO (e.g., netiquette). 
· Some discussion about whether the use of sources from primary literature is a little too much for a 1000-level course. Eventually, panel decides that this is not a problem.
· Craigmile, Kwiek, unanimously approved with 2 recommendations (in italics above)
3. Statistics 3440 (new course) 
· The students will all be on the regionals.
· P. 2 of syllabus: Course outcome C1 is not very apparent in the course. Include some information in syllabus on how designing experiments and observational studies will be present in the activities.

· Pomerene Hall has not been used by the Student Life Disability Services in many years. Furthermore, SLDS has updated the whole language of the statement. Lastly, since this course will only be taught on regional campuses, the regional campus-specific location should be listed—not the one on the Columbus campus.
· Recommend adding the other boilerplate statements found on many syllabi. See pp. 13-15 of ASC Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual https://asccas.osu.edu/sites/default/files/ASC_Curriculum_and_Assessment_Operations_Manual.pdf 
· Ottesen, Panero, unanimously approved with 2 contingencies (in bold above) and one recommendation (in italics above)
4. Molecular Genetics 4500.02 (“new” course; 100% DL version of existing Mol Gen 4500.01)
· P. 3: Office hours and live sessions are said to be “optional.” The “optional” term is found on the ODEE syllabus template. However, might it not be preferable to encourage students to go to office hours when additional support is needed?
· Be careful with strict deadlines during COVID-19: e.g., p. 6 “If [assignment] is not completed by that date and time, those points will be lost permanently. Deadlines will be strictly enforced. If you submit late you will lose all points associated with that assignment.”; p. 9 “Late submissions will not be accepted.”
· How are the online exams safe? Will lockdown browser be used? There are 4 module exams and a final. Perhaps some of the assessments could be modified so that the course relies less on “exams”?
· Craigmile, Ottesen, unanimously approved with 3 recommendations/comments (in italics above)
5. Horticulture and Crop Science 2260 (existing course with GE Data Analysis; request for 100% DL)
· Form in curriculum.osu.edu: The prereqs listed contain some mistakes (e.g. 1151.01 and .02 do not exist; there is only an undecimalized 1151 on the books). Might it be simpler & more correct to replace the list of prereqs with “Math 1130 or higher”?
· On-line syllabus: 

· P. 1: The name of the GE category is “data analysis,” not “data analytics.”

· P. 2: Windows 7 is mentioned. This version is no longer supported. Please update.

· How is the integrity of exams guaranteed for this course?
· The GE assessment plan would not be implementable as such. The specific issues are:
· The methods of assessment listed by the department are all the graded assignments in the course. That is not the same as a GE assessment plan that measures whether each GE ELO is fulfilled in the course. Indeed, assessing students for mastery of course content is not the same as doing GE ELO assessment. For each discrete GE ELO, give one (at most two) very specific direct assessment method(s) that can be/will be used to gather data for that ELO. Provide a concrete, specific sample question so that the panel can actually determine whether the sample question does in fact pertain to the wording of the ELO at hand. Do not use more than one (max two) direct assessment method(s) per ELO as otherwise implementing the plan will become unwieldy. (It is recommended that an indirect method be used as well, although that is not required.)
· SEIs are mentioned in column 4. However, SEIs should not be used for GE ELO assessment since not a single question pertaining to the fulfillment of GE ELOs is included in SEIs. SEIs evaluate instruction, not the extent to which a GE course fulfills the faculty-approved ELOs for that GE category. Likewise, Carmen analytics does not address the question of whether the course as designed addresses each ELO and in-class discussion and feedback is not a process that is used to close the GE assessment loop. 
However, the Panel is making this a recommendation (rather than a contingency) because the ongoing revision to the General Education program and the existing courses within it mean that assessment of courses within the current GE categories will be limited. When the university adopts the new GE (and courses), considerable emphasis will be placed on GE assessment. 

· Miriti, Kwiek, unanimously approved with 3 recommendations/comments (in italics above)
6. Math 5634 (existing course requesting 100% DL) 

· How are students engaged in the learning experience (required participation activity) each week? The level of interaction with the students, the frequency and quality of student engagement in the course is not clear. What are the expectations for the students?
· How are students divided in groups if the course is asynchronous?
· Typo p. 2, 4th line: “on opportunity” should read “one opportunity.”
· The panel asks that the ODEE syllabus template be used. That would make the information easier to read. This comment was already made by Ian Anderson in his feedback to the department.
· [Include Ian Anderson on the feedback email so that he can help the Dept of Math.]
· Send back.
