ASC Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

Approved Minutes

4-18-08, 9-11 am, 200 Bricker

Present: Adelson, Shanda, Krissek, Trudeau, Breitenberger, Berman, Gustafson, Mumy, Pride, Jenkins, Mockabee, Harder, Hobgood, Vasey, Highley, Andereck, Avorbegdor, Dutta, Huffman, Collier, Ward, Wanzer, Lee, (Guests: Liddle, DeYoung, Weisberg, Hermann, Pfister, Nieset)
1. Approved the minutes from the last meeting
Motion to approve: Shanda     


2nd: Harder    

Yes: all


No: none   

Abstention: none
2. Items from Chair
A. Insight Areas
(1) Objective: build an outline of categories and a list of courses according to A-Deans’ discussion and department recommendations.

(2) Moral Reasoning category: recommended by the Senate for CCI to review because it’s been said that not enough courses are offered but currently there is no data. still in the Insight Areas consideration and no final conclusion yet. Alexis will send the Chronicle’s article to be distributed electronically to CCI. Will find more info and CCI will vote on the related curricular decisions.
B. GEC Web design- to visualize the GEC structure. (handouts distributed) Still in the design process. Feedback welcome.
C. The ASC Senate will have a special meeting on May 9th. Randy and Martha will talk about the results of Federation Review and planning. Anyone interested can attend.

D. CAA Minor discussion by Lakshmi— will distribute a revised chart next time.

E. GEC guideline revision— thanks to the committee’s work and hope to bring a draft to the next CCI.

F. Electing Chair for CCI next year—Nominations welcome. Please bring to the next meeting. Election of chair will occur at last meeting of the spring.
3. Syllabus Template committee – will seek feedback and bring revision back to CCI
(1) will not require two versions of syllabus (for-review vs. operational) for one course

(2) it is the departments’ obligation to ensure the quality of course syllabi, not CCI

(3) CCI is not to police syllabus use, but to provide guidelines. Intent: standardization.

(4) What is required? What is not? (item 10-12 on the draft template) Gene: Different types of courses might need different things (such as attendance policy, grading scales).
(5) Mark: ask a small group of faculty not involved in the revision process for feedback.

(6) Val: the committee still has one more meeting scheduled. Ed: we will have more discussion and bring revision back.
4. GEC courses data
A. Discussion of the data presented by Martha Nieset (handout distributed)

B. Objectives and goals: 

(1) respond to Senate’s resolution last year to increase upper division GEC courses

(2) encourage department/college to include more upper level courses for GEC

(3) John: What is the concrete goal? 50%? 45%?
(4) Val: What is the purpose of GEC? General intro or specialized knowledge? Caroline: Students should have intro class if entering a field for the first time. Ed: That’s why we have a targeted approach— some dept. can have more.
(5) Larry: What are the numbers of honors courses? Ed: We can look at the comparison between the general population, the honors and the scholars students. Martha will help to prepare the data.
(6) Mark: 5% increase over the years is huge at a big institution like OSU. There are many ways to look at the data, but from the data, we can say that 60% general, 40% focused courses is not bad. 
(7) Caroline: agree that we do not need to push this. This is a department/college issue. CCI just needs to look at the big picture.
Motion to approve the response below: Shanda      Second: Ward
“In response to the concerns raised regarding student enrollment and opportunities for upper division courses to satisfy GEC requirements, the CCI has reviewed the available data and is satisfied with the current trends.”

Yes: all


No: none   

Abstention: none
5. FYE book – “The Language of Baklava” (Guest: Michelle Hermann, coordinator, Freshman Book Program)
A. Intro of the book and rationale of choice by Michelle Hermann
B. Chris: it’s a great book, especially teaching undergrads how to cook
C. Michelle will e-mail the book info if receiving requests from CCI members
Motion to approve the book: Shanda

Second: Ward

Yes: all


No: none   

Abstention: none
6. Political Science minor (Guests: Bill Liddle, Wayne DeYoung, Herb Weisberg)
A. Intro by Sub C Chair of the approval process—summary of major changes proposed and objectives of the proposal.

B. Department faculty’s statement: Bill Liddle’s intro of the objectives and brief history of the proposal.
C. Q & A: Dave: Does the internship credit hours balance with the course work? DeYoung: The new rule is to allow more flexibility in combination of research and internship. That will give the students 15 hours but only 10 hours will count with the revision. Liddle: we don’t want to discourage the students from internship.

Motion to approve: Sub C


Second: Krissek

Yes: all

No: none         

Abstention: none
7. Life Science Minor revision (Guests: Jill Pfister and Mary Ellen Jenkins)
A. Intro by Jill Pfister and Mary Ellen– history and objectives of the revision: FAES upper division courses taken by pre-med students, propose to allow declaration of a minor if they later decide not to go to med school.
B. Discussion with Bio (Caroline) and MAPS (Dave)

(1) Ed: how natural science students react? Why is there not a Bio Minor?

(2) Caroline: Strong life science components. Dave: Concerns about too many Math and Physics courses not relevant to “Life Science”. Jill: Is Chemistry “life science”? Caroline: No. 
(3) Discussion of the role of chemistry courses in this minor and the distribution of different student groups at different levels of courses.

C. Ed: It’s already approved by CAA, we are reviewing it for ASC students. Will not change how it is at FAES.

D. Caroline and Dave will rewrite the requirements and bring it back to the next CCI.

8. Updates on Honors contract – unfinished (Guests: Merijn vander Heijden, Terry Gustafson)
A. Intro by Merjin – major changes with AP and EM credits
B. Q&A

Gene: is this just for the Honors? Yes. Caroline: does this apply to freshmen in the Honors Programs without Honors Contracts? No. Terry: We need something to reflect the GEC changes. This is not a finished product as we’re still working to include other changes. Caroline: why are AP and EM credits only applied to Natural Science? Terry: if they come in with enough credits, they don’t need to have more bio or certain credits in other categories. 
Adjourned 11:03AM

