Arts and Sciences Curriculum Committee
Unapproved Minutes
Friday, August 29th, 2025						               9:00AM – 11:00AM
University 156 
Attendees: Acuff, Bitters, Dwyer, Heckler, Hedgecoth, Hilty, Jenkins, Lee, Martin, Nagar, Neff, Pradhan, Romero, Sims, Smith, Søland, Staley, Steele, Tuxbury-Gleissner, Xiao
Agenda
· Welcome and introductions (I. Nagar)
· Approval of the 05-02-2025 minutes (I. Nagar)
· Hedgecoth, Dwyer; approved with eight abstentions. 
· Informational item: Change to the goals for the major(s) in EEOB (BS) and Zoology (BA & BS) (I. Nagar)
· Nagar: The Department of Evolution, Ecology, and Organismal Biology updated the learning goals for the Evolution & Ecology and Zoology majors, which had not been revised since the quarter-to-semester conversion. The revisions clarify wording on the nature of science, update computational and mathematical aspects, and differentiate the two majors’ goals (previously identical). The changes were approved by EEOB faculty in April 2025, with course goal remapping for courses done to reflect these updates.
· Informational Item: Update to the Biology major and minor (I. Nagar)
· Nagar: The Department of Evolution, Ecology, and Organismal Biology received approval for a new decimalized version of their ‘Evolution’ course (EEOB 3310.20), a three-credit hybrid lecture course. It will serve as a requirement for the Integrated General Biology and Life Science Education specializations and as an elective for the Pre-Health Professions specialization and Biology Minor. The changes were approved by the CLSE Curriculum Committee, and the formal implementation will be effective Spring 2026.
· Arts and Sciences Office of Distance Education Quick Reference Guide for Regular and Substantive Interaction (I. Nagar)
· Nagar: Over the summer, Elizabeth Marsch and Robert Mick with the Office of Distance Education (ODE) requested guidelines on how subcommittees approve distance learning courses. There has been uncertainty among subcommittees in the past about the level and type of instructor-student interactions in online courses. A document has been created to streamline the process and guide both subcommittees and ODE in their review and feedback. The document defines Regular and Substantive Interaction (RSI) in distance courses and was created collaboratively by ODE, Andrew Martin, Bernadette Vankeerbergen, Rachel Steele, and myself.
· Steele: Since the distance learning approval process happens at the divisional subcommittees, these guidelines will only apply to the Arts and Humanities, Social and Behavioral Sciences, and Natural and Mathematical Sciences Subcommittee). They will not affect the Themes or Race, Ethnicity and Gender Diversity Subcommittees.
· Update on the Chase Center (A. Martin)
· Martin: The Chase Center is hiring and developing courses for their faculty to teach, some at the Foundations level and some at the Themes level. There were conversations between the Chase Center and the Office of Academic Affairs to expedite the concurrence process over the summer. We held to normal standards, which extended the timeline beyond the usual two-week deadline to respond to concurrence requests given that many faculty are off duty. 
The early course submissions from the Chase Center had not been coordinated with relevant departments in ASC or other colleges, but the last few have included collaboration, and the concurrence process has been smoother because of it. As a reminder, concurrence is sought and provided on a course-by-course basis, not by subject area. The Chase Center has been playing by the rules and is continuing to work closely with departments such as History and Philosophy. 
As for the review of the Chase Center courses, the same standards in review will be applied as they would to any other unit. A course must align with the relevant New General Education (GEN) expected learning outcomes (ELOs) and have all of the required syllabus elements in order to be approved. If as Chairs of the subcommittees you receive outreach from the Chase Center asking for guidance on the approval process, I encourage you to reply and understand that you have limited advice to give when it comes to the details of a syllabus, as each course must be reviewed by a full subcommittee.
· Nagar: When you say that the Chase Center has been working closely with certain units, what does that look like?
· Martin: It involves the exchanging of syllabi with relevant units, comparing them, and creating opportunities for back-and-forth communication. 
· Committee member comment: Does the Chase Center have its own internal review process? 
· Martin: Many of the Chase Center courses were created by only a few people or duplicated from other universities due to a lack of faculty. Our subcommittees only review their courses when they are requesting GE status. The issues arising in this review likely stem from the pressure that the Chase Center is facing to get courses on the books. They are aware and open to feedback but simply have been limited in terms of capacity while waiting to hire more faculty.
· Committee member comment: I received an email from the Chase Center requesting my review of a syllabus before official submission. This seemed unusual. Is this out of the ordinary or something units do often? 
· Steele: This happens more often with Themes courses. In the past, we have had units reach out with high-level or broad questions. 
· Nagar: When I have been approached for advice, I do give input but remind faculty that the subcommittee still must review the course. The Chase Center is entirely new and is creating many courses at once. They are still learning the process that we are all so familiar with, so it is natural for them to reach out. 
· Committee member comment: The prior Chair of the Race, Ethnicity and Gender Diversity Subcommittee organized a Zoom meeting for all faculty teaching REGD courses to discuss challenges and expectations of the approval process. Perhaps something similar would be helpful for the Chase Center. 
· Update on SB1 - Small Majors (A. Martin)
· Martin: David Horn has formed a committee led by Kristi Williams (Associate Dean for Faculty Affairs) to address SB1 and federal issues. The group has worked on developing guidelines for implementation of the bill and the Drake Institute has created workshops. The committee clarified that while SB1 does not allow for certain subject matters and controversial topics to be taught, there remains a clear distinction between programming and for-credit curriculum. Faculty are encouraged to continue their teaching as they always did. 

On the issue of small majors (many of which live in World Languages), most units are restructuring to combine small majors into a larger, more robust major with tracks. Temporary waivers are also in place while units work on adapting their small majors. For example, Music is requesting a waiver for the Composition major. Vision Science is being reviewed, and it might continue to be offered as it is considered workforce development. Randy Smith looks at and approves the waiver requests before sending them to the Ohio Department of Higher Education. Given his credibility, ODHE is likely to support his decisions. 

Logistically speaking, the Common Application still lists majors that are being eliminated or restructured. I am working with Randy Smith to minimize disruptions for units affected by this issue. 

Regarding World Languages, many universities in Ohio are cutting their smaller language programs. The university is working with Janice Aski (Director of the Center for Languages, Literatures, and Cultures) to make courses no longer offered at a student’s home university available for them to take at Ohio State. This helps to protect access to less commonly taught languages and could expand the university’s reach as other institutions scale back.
· Committee member question: Is the issue of small majors only specific to undergraduate programs? 
· Martin: Yes, it only applies to the undergraduate level. 
· Update on SB1 - Civics Course (A. Martin)
· Martin: The required Civics course under SB1 must be a GEN Foundations courses, most likely living in Social and Behavioral Sciences or Historical and Cultural Studies (possibly Literary, Visual, and Performing Arts). The state form for approval is simple (“check-the-box”), so subcommittees should focus on the GEN review rather than the state form. 
A concern is that since there is only one SBS GEN requirement, an approved Civics course will draw students away from other SBS courses. This is an opportunity to establish a separate foundational requirement for the Bachelor of Arts (outside of Civics) to balance enrollment, which we had already been discussing prior to SB1. 
· Committee member comment: We cannot increase graduation credit hours with an additional requirement. 
· Martin: The addition would be at the college GE level, so it would reduce the electives for the B.A.
· Committee member comment: Units like SBS and History will face additional enrollment competition since College Credit Plus courses can meet the civics requirement before students arrive at OSU. 
· Martin: There is uncertainty about implementation of civics courses at the high school level, but it will likely further drive the need to reconsider B.A. and even B.S. requirements. 
· Land Acknowledgement Statements (I. Nagar/R. Steele)
· Steele: When subcommittees see a Land Acknowledgement in a syllabus, the following standardized feedback will be sent to the unit, informing them of the new policy per SB1 regarding Land Acknowledgements but not explicitly directing them on what to do: 
· The Subcommittee notes the inclusion of a Land Acknowledgment on p. xx of the syllabus. As of [date], Land Acknowledgments are no longer permissible on official university documents (including most syllabi) per the university’s SB1 Compliance website. The course instructor(s) should consult with their TIU director/chair regarding whether or not this statement may be included within the syllabus.
· Committee member question: Do Chairs need to update the policy on their department website or is it sufficient being on the university’s SB1 website? 
· Nagar: I believe it is sufficient to only be on the SB1 website. 
· Syllabus Statements (I. Nagar/R. Steele)
· Steele: In the past, required syllabus statements have fallen under this committee’s purview, but recent University Senate guidance conflicted with prior ASCC decisions. Historically, statements on academic misconduct, Student Life Disability Services (SLDS), and religious accommodations were required in full while other statements were optional to include. New guidance adds the Intellectual Diversity statement as a requirement and emphasizes linking to statements rather than printing them out in full. Given that the University Senate is pushing this, we have created a mock website to illustrate how ASC syllabus requirements could align with this approach. The Curriculum and Assessment Services Office website currently lists the four required statements along with recommended statements to include by choice. If we start allowing links, the website will state that syllabi must either include a link to the Undergraduate Education Syllabus Policies & Statements webpage where the required statements are listed or list each statement in its entirety. 
· Nagar: We need to make the decision if statements should be required in full, or if links to the statements suffice. I lean toward requiring full text for student-facing policies (e.g., counseling, mental health services, SLDS) and allowing links to other statements. 
· Committee member question: Do we have any information about which statements students reference the most or what they do with syllabus statement information? 
· Committee member comment: I survey students at the beginning and the middle of the semester in my asynchronous course, and results show that students often do not read long syllabi. Links may be better in terms of compliance and accessibility. 
· Nagar: While we do not have that information, I believe that students know about campus resources because of the repetition of these statements being in every syllabus. Are there other points in a student’s time at the university when they learn about these policies?
· Martin: I am not sure if they are learning this in the first-year seminar. The challenge is if Undergraduate Education is encouraging the use of links while we say the full statements are required, then there will be confusion. 
· Committee member comment: From the faculty perspective, if we tell people this is optional, there are statements you must write out and others you can choose to write out, it will create more confusion. We should give instructors the option to either link or write out the required statements and the recommended statements they find valuable but offer nothing beyond that to keep it simple.
· Committee member comment: We should also consider that these statements change often, so including the links in the syllabus ensure that students see the up-to-date versions of each statement. 
· Committee member comment: Since policies change so frequently and not all instructors update their syllabi, we should allow links at the minimum. We have no control over syllabus updates after approval anyways, and instructors do not always know the changing policies.  
· Committee member comment: I think that the repetition of statements across all syllabi is key for students to be aware of the resources, but I believe there should be the freedom to choose which statements to include in their entirety. 
· Committee member comment: We are finding that the syllabus document is not how students are accessing information anymore. I would argue for allowing links. 
· Nagar: It seems we are leaning towards requiring all syllabi to include a link to the four required statements or these statements written out in their entirety within the syllabus. We would also encourage instructors to include links or any other full standard and/or recommended syllabus statements that they wish to have in their syllabus. If this is a case, we will take a vote to implement this.  
· Dwyer, Romero; approved with one abstention. 
· Subcommittee Updates
· Arts and Humanities 1
· AAAS 2006 – approved with contingency
· ACCAD 5104 – approved with contingency
· Civics, Law, and Leadership 2120 – approved with contingency 
· Comparative Studies 2006 – approved with contingency 
· Design 5104 – approved with contingency 
· English 2221 – approved with contingency 
· Music 6885 – approved with contingency 
· Spanish 3798.11 – approved with contingency 
· WGSS 2006 – approved with contingency 
· WGSS 2006 – approved with contingency 
· Arts and Humanities 2
· AAAS 3886 – approved with contingency 
· Comparative Studies 3886 – approved with contingency 
· CSTW 3002 – approved with contingency
· CSTW 3003 – approved with contingency 
· German 3851 – approved with contingency 
· History 5081 – approved 
· Philosophy 2390 – approved with contingency 
· WGSS 2002 – approved 
· WGSS 3400 – approved with contingency 
· Natural and Mathematical Sciences
· ASC 2798.07 – approved with contingency 
· Astronomy 1100 – approved 
· Biology 1870 – approved with contingency 
· Biology 2360 – approved with contingency 
· Biology 3730 – approved with contingency 
· Microbiology 4800 – approved 
· Microbiology 4891 – approved with contingency 
· Microbiology 6891 – approved with contingency 
· Molecular Genetics 2500.01 – approved 
· Social and Behavioral Sciences 
· Anthropology 5605 – approved with contingency 
· ASC 2310 – approved
· Speech and Hearing Science 2260 – approved with contingency 
· Race, Ethnicity and Gender Diversity 
· N/A; did not meet.
· Themes 1 
· Biology 2750 – approved
·  Classics 3701 – approved with contingency 
· English 3261– approved with contingency 
· History of Art 4798.04 – approved 
· Pharmacy 3550 – approved 
·  Pharmacy 3710 – approved with contingency 
· Themes 2
· Earth Sciences 2207 – approved 
· History 2675 – approved with contingency
· History 3595 – approved with contingency 
· History 3798.02 – approved with contingency 
· WGSS 3200 – approved 
· WGSS 3370 – approved with contingency
· WGSS 4520 – approved with contingency
· World Language College Requirement Policy (I. Nagar)
· Jenkins: Under the Legacy General Education (GEL), World Language was a GE requirement. In Arts and Sciences, WL is a College requirement, but not a New General Education (GEN) requirement. While it is true that GE courses generally cannot overlap with major requirements, WL is not a Foundation or Themes course, so should department be allowed to have higher-level WL courses count toward their major requirements? Or should WL courses regardless of level be treated like other Foundations courses and prohibited from overlapping with majors? 
· Steele: There are concerns about fairness across departments and the potential “arms race” this would create of units adjusting their course levels to allow for overlap. 
· Committee member question: Would there be exceptions for classes that require a certain level of a language, such Portuguese for Spanish Speakers (Portuguese 5501) in the Department of Spanish and Portugues? 
· Steele: Those students would have already fulfilled their WL requirement with the 1101-1103 language courses since they are prerequisites. 
· Committee member comment: What if a native Spanish speaker wants to take Portuguese language courses and have them count toward their major? 
· Jenkins: Their WL requirement would have been validated with a form for being a native speaker, so since the requirement would already be fulfilled, those courses could count. A student just cannot use one course to count toward the WL requirement and a major requirement. 
· Nagar: I propose voting to prohibit overlap for the purpose of consistency across the languages. 
· Staley, Søland; unanimously approved. 


