ASC Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

Draft Minutes

05-30-08, 9-11 am, 200 Bricker

Present: Adelson, Shanda, Krissek, Trudeau, Breitenberger, Gustafson, Mumy, Pride, Bellair, Mockabee, Hobgood, Vasey, Andereck, Avorbegdor, Huffman, Hume, Wanzer, Watson, (Guests: Richard Kass, Marge Lynd, Nori Hashimoto, Anna Shadley, Molly Cooper, Lucy Murphy)
1. Items from Chair: 

a. A sincere thanks to all departing and continuing members for their service; the committee would like to thank Ed Adelson for his leadership through the years; thanks also to Curriculum and Assessment Office Staff for their support

b. Chris Highley has agreed to run for Chair of CCI next year, a provisional election was held, contingent upon a course release.  

Motion to vote: Shanda  2nd Hobgood  Unanimously Approved 
2. Approval of 5/9/08 Minutes  
Motion to approve: Shanda, 2nd Vasey Unanimously Approved

3. Physics Major revisions (Guest: Richard Kass)

a. History and Context (Mike Vasey, Sub-C Chair): Straightforward proposal which grants students greater exposure to sophisticated mathematics tools, student survey indicated strong support for increased rigor for purposes of preparation for later careers. Committee felt increase of 4 credit hours was well justified and supports the proposal strongly.  70% of Physics majors are already taking these courses for extra preparation.

b. Forces a hierarchy within the curriculum which compels students to take courses in their proper order (Physics 416) for best possible preparation for later studies.

c. Also accommodates astronomy majors, most of whom are already double majors in Physics. Advising and departmental permissions from Physics will make transition with any pre-reqs seamless and supportive for astronomy students.

d. Physics majors take 230-240 credit hours anyway, within 4 years, and Astronomy majors take more.

e. Q: Is there a discrepancy between the 70% of students who are already taking CS courses, and those who are asking for more preparation?  A: Earlier computing courses plus requiring it of other 30% of majors will improve program generally.

Unanimously Approved (sent to CAA 6/12/08)
4. Religious Studies Minor revisions (Guest: Marge Lynd)

a. History and Context (Jay Hogbood, Sub-B Chair): Decrease credit hours from 35 to 25.  Revisions restructure “additional courses” to be reduced to 5 hours from 15; core does not change.  Adding Comp Studies 520 to required course options increases flexibility. Subcommittee strongly supports decrease in required hours for the minor as well as the other revisions, and feels it brings minor in line with other ASC minors.

Unanimously Approved  (sent to CAA 6/12/08)
5. Revised GEC Submission Guidelines Proposal

a. Ad-Hoc Committee: Shanda, Hobgood, Mockabee, Krissek, Collier, Lee, Mercerhill, Hallihan, Adelson, Andereck

b. History and context by Ed Adelson: deliberate and thoughtful effort to develop and streamline guidelines with careful consideration of existing structures and curriculum, designed not to replace ASC Model Curriculum or GEC Guidelines (as revised in1994) language information, but rather to help make the proposal  requirements transparent and clear to proposers and committees. This document will contain the general GEC rationale preamble as well as references to the Model Curriculum and Revised language. 
c. Vetted by all college committees and multiple others and committees including Foreign Language consortium

d. Draft guidelines have received very positive feedback from proposers and those proposals for which draft was used have been very strong and successfully passed committee (Jay Hobgood, Chair Sub-B)
e. Discussion of Expecting Learning Outcomes (student focus) vs. Goals (course focus)
f. Suggestion to incorporate text on how to develop and write goals (Daniel Avorbegdor to send reference)

g. Revise “Goals” to incorporate student-centered language, aligning with them with the Expected Learning Outcomes, all language reflecting focus on students

h. Suggestion to incorporate “critical thinking”

i. Incorporate previous revisions to Writing and Related Skills 
j. Q: Is “How do readings address GEC category” question throughout relevant for every category?  Yes, because those outside discipline cannot always determine what readings address and how based on a bibliography.  Readings, content, and relevance are commonly questioned in subcommittee meetings.
k. Natural Science category guidelines: questions of sequence and differences between Physical and Natural sciences: guidelines place burden on proposer to define nature of a particular sequence and are purposefully vague to allow space for this.
l. Discussion of reordering sequence of order of sections.
m. Discussion of incorporating guideline language to include the evaluation of online sources in research (Writing and Related Skills). Suggestion to incorporate language about how to do research in various venues (3rd writing course) ‘Conducting on line and library research’ – such a change would entail a revision at the ASC Senate level, and is appropriate to consider, but was not the charge of the subcommittee. 
n. “U.S. Focus” unintentionally omitted– reinsert for Second Writing course
o. Vast improvement over current version  
p. Recommendation to be an administrative vs. legislative document – Chair feels it is legislative and needs CCI approval.  Future revisions can be vetted accordingly. Many agreed that the value of getting this document into hands of proposers for the fall is vastly more important than delaying it until approval some time next year.
Motion to endorse proposal (with typographical and editorial changes as outlined above) as the new version of guidelines: Shanda  2nd: Trudeau

Further Discussion: 

Suggestion to include contact info for feedback at end of document.
Unanimously Approved
6. Economics Minor Revision 
a. Summary from Sub C: (Mike Vasey) Addition of option for students to take a course in macroeconomics (Econ 502.01 or 502.02) or econometrics  (Econ 444) and expansion of upper division courses permissible in the minor from any two 500-level course to any two courses at 300-level or higher in order to increase flexibility. Subcommittee felt changes were sensible and well-justified

b. Shadley: for 600-level courses, many do not require 200 or 201 yet these courses are taught in such a way as to justify their inclusion.

c. 300-level courses counted in major as upper division courses but not in minor. This proposal addresses this and similar inconsistencies.

Motion to Approve: Shanda
2nd Trudeau

Unanimously Approved (sent to CAA 6/13/08)
7. American Indian Studies Minor (Guest: Professor Lucy Murphy, Newark Campus)

a. History and Context (Sub A: Beth Hume Chair) Very supportive of proposal, minor was well motivated and requires 20 credit hours focusing on some aspect of Native American studies divided among various departments. Proposal received in February 2008, minor questions and clarifications were satisfactorily addressed. Committee felt proposal was well conceived.
b. Murphy: (Extended regrets from Christine Ballengee-Morris, who is out of the country and thus could not make meeting.)  Proposal is part of a larger initiative begun in 2000 to develop AIS at Ohio State. Several other non-curricular program components are already in place and a curricular minor would complement other efforts.

c. One aim of the ASC Executive Dean’s Office is to increase Ethnic Studies and this proposal is part of that effort.

d. At both the Newark and Columbus campuses there are significant resources for this minor. Both campuses offer programming, and special courses in history and anthropology.  There is the possibility and desire for future offerings at other regional campuses.

e. Q: What are the current and expected enrollment trends?  5 students at Newark are waiting for this to be approved, anticipating at least 15 students and eventually 25-40 students on a regular basis.
f. Clarification; there are 4 assumed concurrences: Comp Studies, English, Music.  Notifications and multiple reminders which were sent but documentation was never received and thus, as is ASC policy, were assumed (see appendix C) 
g. Clarification: English 261 inclusion as a “Special Topics” course – not taught as such at Columbus.  Is it taught this way elsewhere?  It was taught at the Mansfield campus by a Native American Studies specialist, but this faculty member is no longer there so it will likely not be taught as such, at least in the near future.

Motion to Approve: Shanda, 2nd Vasey

Unanimously Approved (sent to CAA 6-16-08)
8. Interdisciplinary Programs Report

a. Good progress on Freshman Seminars and Professional Pathways courses
b. Freshman seminars: possible questions of staffing for FS courses
i. Should same faculty member be able to offer the same FS more than once in a quarter or repeat the same FS several times in a year?  FS Program may want to consider limits on repeatability for individuals as well as groups
ii. There has been pressure to allow non-tenure-track faculty to offer these courses; FS Program may want to consider scope of who teaches these courses
iii. Sub D has tried to ensure alignment between offering and faculty research areas

iv. $2000 first offering, $1000 thereafter; now that finances for this program have stabilized, increases in stipend are under consideration, especially for AU offerings, since this is when these courses are most in demand because orientation is best place to make students aware of FS
v. Program welcomes ongoing suggestions and feedback

vi. New proposals keep coming in 
vii. Q: How do you account for drop off in number of depts. offering from 2006 to 2007?  In some disciplines it is worth more to faculty. This trend will need more observation over time.
c. Clusters are not successful at this point and further consideration of their value is in question
i. Pilot program is struggling: trouble getting proposals, UCLA gave 3 GEC equivalents for 2 clusters. This possibility soundly defeated by ASC faculty for good reasons but leaves no incentive for students on a practical level.  Could there be an additional incentive?  Expanded fieldtrip, workshop, conference that program would subsidize as an extra benefit. These are some ideas, but all input is welcome.
ii. Marketing is partially an issue: the timing of offering clusters to interested audience and scheduling has been a problem in the past but may improve over time.
iii. Structuring is a problem from a proposer perspective and process is often not worth the effort.  What can be done to streamline this process?
iv. Question of whether Freshmen level is the proper place for clusters and it should be considered that clusters be made available for Sophomores or Juniors.  This has been successful at some other universities.
v. While sequences are requirements, clusters are not and thus the incentive may not be there for students

Meeting adjourned 11:00 am
