Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

10-3-08, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Draft Minutes

Present:  Fredal, Harder, Highley, Huffman, Hubin, Krissek, Liddle, Giffin, Pride, Shanda, Trudeau, Andereck, Breitenberger, Mumy, Watson, Haddad, Gustafson, Hallihan, Lee, Jenkins, R. Smith, Collier, 

1. Informational Item:  EALL proposal for a separate Book 3 “Tibetan”

A. Similar breaking out of name of language within EALL and intention is to make this as visible as others in order to increase enrollment

Move to approve: Shanda, 2nd Harder  Unanimously Approved

2. CCI Subcommittees

A. Need chairs for subcommittees

B. Need professional representatives

C. Kay Halasek, remove designation of ex-officio status

3.  Announcements

A. Curriculum and Assessment Office web site has 2008-09 Ops Manual on resources page link: http://artsandsciences.osu.edu/currofc/resources.cfm 
B. Sharepoint site in development for group discussions on topics such as insight areas. All CCI members and interested parties will be added and a demo will be given at 10/17 CCI meeting.
4. Continuation of discussions from retreat –Open Space discussion in small groups followed by full group discussion of four areas identified in World Café summary.
A. Semesters : 
i. Issue a statement asking for clarification from Randy Smith (OSU point person for semester conversion) with the following questions. Invite Randy Smith to answer questions at 10/17 CCI meeting. (Invitation issued, awaiting response)
· Are we definitely converting to semesters?
· Is this a mandate or recommendation?

· What is the timeline for implementation (not just end date)? Where/how does the conversion implementation begin and why?
· What is a “semester”? What exactly will structures look like (credit hours, class time distribution, etc.)?

· Is there an assumption that the Senate vote would matter if the state of Ohio issues a mandate? (i.e. Who has a say on what and how will this be taken into consideration?)
· Involvement of departments: cost and time– how will faculty be compensated for this work? What will it entail?
ii. CCI can develop guidelines, models to facilitate process; communication between curricular content side and administrative side (registrar, scheduling)

iii. Question: How many committees have investigated this in past 5 years? (1991, 2001) Minnesota Team visits; see details at: http://facultycouncil.osu.edu/CalendarStudy.html 
iv. There was interest in establishing a CCI ad-hoc committee to investigate semesters and starts establishing contacts. No point person was identified.
v. The opinion was expressed that because all students are affected by the GEC, Arts and Sciences should begin the conversion early.


B. GEC Redesign

i. GEC does not contain only ASC, but increasingly courses from other departments. There is a need to clarify the authority and role of ASC CCI with reference to the GEC.
ii. Faculty Rule 3335-5-27 states 

3335-5-27 Powers. 
The faculty of the arts and sciences shall have jurisdiction over: 
(A) All programs for the "untagged" bachelor's degrees, subject only to approval by the council on academic affairs and the university senate. Such degrees shall be awarded only upon the recommendation of the faculty of the arts and sciences. 
(B) The basic education requirements for all programs in the colleges of the arts and sciences, and joint responsibility for planning the basic education requirements for colleges outside arts and sciences on a cooperative basis. Jurisdiction for the basic education requirements for colleges outside arts and sciences shall lie with the university senate through the council on academic affairs, and not with the faculty of the arts and sciences. (B/T 10/11/67)
iii. Clarification of role of new University Advisory Committee on the GEC which began meeting in Sp08: Designed to prevent another McHale process by initiating conversations on GEC with CCI and CAA. Not involved with curricular approval, only advisory.  
iv. CCI does not own GEC for all colleges but has a strong role in joint ownership of GEC and an advisory role with reference to the GEC in other colleges. 
v. Suggestion to ask Randy Smith for clarification on what CCI’s direct role is with reference to the GEC. (Invitation issued, awaiting response)
iv. ASC does not have final word on non-ASC colleges’ GEC.
v. Reference: John Biancamano letter clarifying powers of ASC faculty re: GEC
vi. Regional Campuses: Concern of approval of higher level courses and degree programs. Who is teaching the GEC courses at the regionals, what are their credentials, and who makes teaching assignments? Do we have oversight of these courses? 

vii. Insight Areas 
a.Q: What is Visual Literacy? VL can encompass viewing art but also graphs and other visual images, interpreting and critically evaluating visual data – how to read and design visual representations of information.  

b. Conversation is still ongoing regarding not only definitions of Insight Areas but also implementation.

c. Additions to IA Status Report: Diversity Guidelines handout. These proposed guidelines were brought to CCI in May 2007 but not followed up on. These could use more discussion and these guidelines are a preliminary set of criteria. 
d. Discussion of Task Force findings were truncated in 2008 and not voted upon. 
e. ASC Faculty Senate did vote to incorporate Visual Literacy as part of GEC but this has not yet been implemented.  Q: Should this be discussed first and separately? Problem with discussion of individual implementation is that it will add more charms without necessarily taking into account the impact of the whole on the GEC. 
f. Q: How to move forward with IA discussion?  Merits of implementation in an overall sense still need to be discussed, for example the impact of reducing role of Diversity or increasing role of other areas. 
g. Suggestion to have one meeting on this topic to better explore issue as a whole. 
h. Curriculum and Assessment Office will create a Sharepoint site to serve as a document repository and discussion site for Insight Areas. All CCI members will have access. 
C. Simplifying Curricular Approval Process

i. Whether or not semesters occur, there is a need to tighten up approval process (description of 2 models)

ii. Suggestion: Curricular Deans should be gatekeepers of all proposals before proposals leave divisions and arrive at Curriculum and Assessment Office.  
iii. Q: Would dean play role of divisional curriculum committee? A: That could be up to each division to structure. Suggestion for a fast-track approach within divisions for basic proposals.

iv. Within discipline-based model, a separate assessment committee could exist for overall evaluation beyond assessment plans embedded in proposals if needed.
v. Request to vote on a new curricular model by the end of fall quarter.

vi. Should there be a basic semester conversion fast-track? Conversion guidelines would need to be transparent but a system for getting these through quickly would be necessary. (i.e. 5 credit to 3 credit conversion of all GEC courses)

D. Building Community and Improving Communication

a. There is a need to clarify roles and responsibilities for curricular process and embed / communicate understanding among all faculty as to the expectations and process
b. Trust can be an issue. Q: Could we conceive of a process in which catalog descriptions and degree programs would change, some flagging for large impact issues but without nitpicking? The current approval system can be perceived of as being set up based on lack of trust of people involved at earlier steps in the approval process and a tendency to find flaws instead of strengths. Current environment of unknowns is counterproductive to trust.

c. Why was this identified by the group as an issue? Is there an assumption of poor communication and lack of community?  How do we communicate changes to GEC/ approval process to departments?  Curricular contacts database, wide dissemination of web site information and college-level communication were all discussed as good practices.
Meeting adjourned 11 a.m.
