MAPS CC
05-12-08

APPROVED (Revised according to 5-28 meeting decision)
Present: Andereck, Hughes, Ryden, Hadad, Turner, Krissek, Craigmile, Long, Gerlach, Solomon, Lee
1. Change vote— Gerlach reversed his previous vote on Earth Science 155.

2. Approved the minutes of 4/21
Concerns about the discussion of ES155 proposal: Augment to include more detailed minutes of the ES 155 discussion from last time. Gerlach and Lee will work it out and send the revision to the Chair/committe for approval.
Motion to approve: Hadad       2nd: Krissek                 Yes: all         No: none
3. Voting procedure discussion – revote on ES155 based on the additional info from Gerlach
Discussion of "environmental costs" on syllabus (p.8).  It was pointed out that this term is an example of the fallacy of the "stolen concept" (as explained in an e-mail dated April 29) and that as a mental product this construct is an example of an "anti-concept" (explained in the same e-mail).

Furthermore, it was pointed out that (for reasons explained in an e-mail dated 5/12, 11:20am before the MAPS CC meeting) there are concerns about the science in the required reading material. In fact, based on the evidence presented in these two e-mail attention was directed to the fact that

“III.) The low scientific quality of such required reading material, together with the introduction of the "stolen concept" fallacy and the "anti-concept" constructs introduced into the proposed course and described in my previous missive, lead to fundamental reservations about the proposed course."

Dave: Robert’s Rules say that to reconsider previous vote, someone on the prevailing side has to move to reconsider the vote, and there has to be a second.

Move to revote on ES155: Gerlach—reasons presented in e-mails. 

2nd: none
Motion failed. The committee encouraged Gerlach to see Ed Adelson for more discussion.
4. Math Major revision
A. Intro by Ron Solomon with additional info (support letter from CSE; Math GEC requirements): (1) Rationale— response to current job market to increase career choices for Math majors (2) intro of the six tracks proposed
B. Q & A: 
(1) Course work discussion: 
a. Math 550 course

b. Hidden pre-reqs and potential additional hours need to be spelled out, i.e. Math 410 & 430, Physics 261-263 for 600.  A: some hidden pre-reqs might lead to a minor (such as CSE) and will be identified in revision.

c. CSE 625 and 725: 625 is not a computer course, but Math— it is not needed for increasing computer skills
(2) Tracks discussion: 
a. Suggest to include additional courses 641, 645 and 635 in Stats and the Applied tracks. Ron will take the recommendation back to the committee.

b. Provide a summary to present the difference btw different tracks with the number of credit hours.

c. Track 3. G.—Math 632 needs to be changed to Math 630 and 631. 
d. Comparing Finance and Actuarial Science curriculum—difference in the math courses. Bio Math option— Chemistry “520, 521, 530”, should be “520, 521 or 530”. Applied Math—why not “520 and 521”? Suggest as possibilities. 
e. Some tracks are new, some are traditional just revised.
(3) Program plans: Make sample 4-yr program plan for different tracks
(4) Other general concerns:
a. concurrence from other departments: some courses require major status (such as ECE)— Math needs to work this out with certain majors
b. new courses should be proposed first before the major proposal could be approved

c. timeline— expected to be effective Autumn 2009
d. construct a program assessment plan
Recommendations:

(1) Make a summary/comparison of 6 tracks

(2) Provide a sample schedule of 4 year plans of different tracks
(3) Be clear on what is current, what is revised, and what is newly proposed
(4) Spell out the total number hours for each track

(5) Propose new courses as a bundle to the major proposal
(6) Seek concurrence from related departments
5. ES 205-100, 105, 151 -- approved
A. Intro by Larry, 100-205; 105-205, 151-205 as individual Natural Science sequences

B. 105 syllabus—grade distribution; GEC statements goals, disability, academic statement
Move to approve: Long

Second: Craigmile   
Yes: all
 No: none

6. Stat 652-- approved
A. Intro by Peter Craigmile, cross-listed with Public Health, corporation with PH
B. Q: Q2 need to be changed on the course request form

Move to approve: Hadad 

Second: Long

Yes: all 
No: none

7. Physics 780.20 – unfinished and to be continued
a. intro by Richard and rationale to change the repeatable 20 credit hours.
b. Discussion of requirements and repeatable times to take the course
c. This is a shell course for special topic courses. Syllabus will be new every time it’s taught.
Part c. of the 4/21 minutes need to be corrected as follows:

c. Q: on syllabus (p.8), the concept of "environmental costs" does not make sense, it is an oxymoron; its wording should be changed. A: the proponent would not create such terms by themselves. Q: It is just not used correctly here; it is a contradiction in terms; how about "economic costs", "human costs" or "environmental effect" instead?  A: Does not seem quite the same.

Committee suggested proposer to consider "environmental effects". (Larry will bring it back to proponent.)

It was:

d. Discussion of “environmental costs” on syllabus (p.8). Larry will bring suggestions back to proponent. The committee is fine with current use, but encourages reconsideration.

Part c. of the 5/12 minutes need to be corrected as follows:

c. Discussion of "environmental costs" on syllabus (p.8).  It was pointed out that this term is an example of the fallacy of the "stolen concept" (as explained in an e-mail dated April 29) and that as a mental product this construct is an example of an "anti-concept"

(explained in the same e-mail).

Furthermore, it was pointed out that (for reasons explained in an e-mail dated 5/12, 11:20am before the MAPS CC meeting) there are concerns about the science in the required reading material. In fact, based on the evidence presented in these two e-mail attention was directed to the fact that

"III.) The low scientific quality of such required reading material, together with the introduction of the "stolen concept" fallacy and the  "anti-concept" constructs introduced into the proposed course and  described in my privious missive, lead to fundamental reservations  about the proposed course."

Larry will bring suggestions back to proponent. The committee is fine with current use, but encourages reconsideration.
