Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

11-21-08, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Draft Minutes

Present:  Harder, R. Harvey, Vaessin, Highley, Huffman, Hubin, Krissek, Pride, Shanda,  Andereck, Mumy, V. Williams, Watson, Fredal, Liddle, Gustafson, Hallihan, Jenkins, Wanzer, Fredal, (Guest: Frederick Aldama)

1. Approval of Minutes (addition of Liddle to roster) Motion to approve: Harder, 2nd Hubin Unanimously Approved
2. Items from Chair
a. WI 09 CCI meetings 1/16, 1/30 (tentative), 2/20, 3/6

b. Subcommittee chairs – all members of subcommittees eligible to chair (for a quarter or if necessary a single meeting) if a voting CCI member is unavailable. 
c. Upcoming topics of interest

i. 12/5 Mike Sherman and Jack Miner Classroom Allocation issues

ii. Distance learning: A-deans to send questions, resources, ideas, Joanne DeHoney to be invited

iii. CCI/Honors relationship
iv. Study abroad meeting on 12/2 to be held by Grace Johnson, update on items of interest for CCI from those who attend

v. Calendar Conversion

vi. Diversity proposed guidelines discussion

vii. Insight Areas

3. Assessment Subcommittee Update (Harald Vaessin)

a. Course Set 4 GEC review reports due 12/15 to be reviewed by assessment subcommittee during winter quarter

b. Course Set 5 has been determined (courses taught at regional campuses) and are due January 2010

c. Discussion has begun to identify course set 6, which will continue with review of GEC courses on regional campuses in order to bring large enrollment courses on regionals up to speed with review of these same courses on Columbus campus.
d. 367 review on Columbus campus is almost completed

e. Discussion item for subcommittee will be how to review majors assessment reports
f. Discussion of 367 Focus Group Report

i. Comment: Seems to be a disconnect between how students understand value of 367 and their perceptions of their writing ability upon graduation

ii. Oral component: issue should be further defined in terms of expectations and student preparation, especially given the lowering of the AP credit for placing out of Eng 110 to a 3, which could result in approximately 700 additional students who will not have had Eng 110
iii. 367 Rubric development group met on 11-20 and began work on a broad template that will be potentially useful across the 367 sections as a tool for grading and assessment. It will be difficult to develop a widely applicable rubric but progress was made.

iv. Q: Do we have capability to track how well students do in 367s who have/have not taken Eng 110? Yes: similar tracking of students in science courses has occurred. Martha Nieset will be contacted for more information.

v. Q: Why is this a 300-level course? Is there a historical reason? 

vi. Comment: surprise that oral communication was a part of this course. What is rationale for the addition of this content? In Model Curriculum, several components are listed as being part of this course, which seems content heavy as a result. Oral component varies widely among 367 courses. 

1. Comment: Oral communication is an important concept for students but this course may not be the best place for it.

2. Main focus is written component “demonstrate critical thinking through written expression…” and current guidelines are in some sense outdated because they do not address critical use of newer formats of information literacy – possible items for further discussion if there is a calendar conversion

3. The oral component must be contained within GEC but is this the best place for it?
4. Oral discussion and /or presentation are mentioned in Model Curriculum but these are stated differently in the expected learning outcomes. Is there a need to reconnect these intentions?  Board of Regents has a requirement to include oral communication in curriculum. Assessment subcommittee to explore this further and include pertinent information into any future discussions on this topic. Physics has an explicit oral communication course and such curricular structures would also be worth exploring.

5. Q: p 7 Nice representation of student survey data on a categorical level. Request to assemble such data for each GEC category. Curriculum and Assessment Office to work on generating these reports.
vii. GTAs are trained on teaching and evaluation of writing but not necessarily oral component.

4. Latino/a Studies Revision to Minor
a. Intro (Krissek): Reviewed 10-29 by Interdisciplinary Subcommittee, proposed revisions summarized in subcommittee’s cover letter – one core course required then students can focus in one of three areas. Some deletions and a number of additions to available courses due to expansion of faculty who can offer courses, which was one main rationale for change. Committee’s questions were answered and responsibility of students to make appropriate choices were made clear on advising sheet.

b. History and Context (Aldama): E-mails were sent to all related departments over summer soliciting appropriate courses, including special topics courses that could be applicable under certain circumstances in the future. This invitational approach worked well to inform programs and students and to deepen and broaden the content of minor. 

i. 242 Intro to Latino/a Studies will provide common theoretical and methodological base, but will also provide students with a cohort which can provide future support for student success.

ii. Focus areas allow for visible structure for students while maintaining a reasonable amount of breadth and also help students align major and/or study interests with the minor concentration. Program hopes that this restructuring will result in increased number of students.

iii. Q: Will there be adequate staffing to accommodate new core course requirement? A: Yes due to new faculty hires and advanced ABDs

iv. Approximately 10-12 students complete minor per year and more are anticipated due to the growth in and visibility of minor.

Subcommittee letter stands as motion to approve, 2nd Shanda

Unanimously Approved
5. 2+2 Plans with Columbus State (John Wanzer)
a. Columbus State has developed a core of 44 hours that aligns with our GEC as well as 45 hours of pre-major coursework in approximately 40 majors. To date this arrangement has been ad-hoc and not transparent to students or departments.

b. John Wanzer will work with Jack Cooley (CSCC) and departments at Ohio State to see what courses students should be taking to make progress in major that would ensure that after completion of AA degree at CSCC students are well-prepared to transition to Ohio State.

c. CSCC has been informed that it is important to develop courses with Ohio State GEC guidelines in mind.

d. Q: Would the CCI be involved in approval processes for these courses? If so, how? There is no equivalent for Ohio State GEC courses in some areas (ex. 367) and such courses might be considered by CCI for transfer.
i. Where there is no equivalent GEC course, prior vetting could be necessary

ii. Individual departments at Ohio State would need to approve pre-major courses

iii. Many courses are considered through petition on an ad-hoc basis. Current system is functional, but could be improved. This is an attempt to help students enter Ohio State in a more directed way which would pull GEC coursework together more coherently.
e. 2+2 a plan means that students attend 2 years at CSCC for an A.A. degree plus 2 years at Ohio State for a BA or BS Some liberal arts institutions have similar 3+2 arrangements.
f. This idea goes beyond the articulation agreements currently in existence by directing students toward specific pre-major courses.

g. CSCC also wishes to help faculty to develop higher-level teaching for increased professional satisfaction, namely 1 or at most 2 courses into the major; faculty would get to teach more courses they care about to interested students.

h. In some areas there are audition requirements and for transfers with 2 years of coursework, this does not necessarily ensure success in completion. This effort will apply primarily to BS and BA majors although there has been some issue with BS major preparation on the part of transfer students, who sometimes perform more poorly than non-transfer counterparts. Other institutions have made assurances that they would do their best to work with departments here in order to adequately prepare students for success.

i. Even if syllabi are similar or identical that does not mean that content is learned as well.

ii. How do we support faculty to calibrate quality of student learning? Possible involvement in summer research projects for non-Ohio State faculty at Ohio State

iii. Also other institutions have a different student population both in terms of ability, economic status, and diversity. Some of these circumstances could be advantageous for Ohio State in terms of transfer students and others could present challenges. 

i. Plan is to go through Curricular Associate Deans to help departments communicate on the course level. CCI and CAA approval would also be needed. 

j. Students often have trouble distinguishing between transferability and applicability.

6. FCOB GEC-3 Sheet revision

a. Special arrangement with FCOB for students who are completing 2 degrees with GEC requirements that differ for FCOB and for ASC degrees. These advising sheets inform students about all that they would have to do to complete a degree in FCOB and ASC. Students must complete 226 hours currently. 

i. This covers all ASC GEC requirements and adds other FCOB GE requirements.

ii. Example: FCOB requires 2, 2-course sequences in Biological and Physical sciences; Econ 200 and 201 are pre-requisites so students must complete extra; Foreign Language is required over and above what FCOB requires for most majors.

b. A couple years ago these sheets were brought to CCI to create a BS version from BA version. 

c. Due to GEC-R, this associated sheet needed to be revised 

i. see blue BA sheet: Breadth, Natural Science (FCOB requires 20 hours, while ASC now requires 15 hours. Social Science requirement is now 20 hours increased from 15. Issues of Contemporary World is no longer required due to increase in Social Science requirements. FCOB was asked if a 597 course could satisfy part of 20-hour requirement so ASC students could still reasonably complete this requirement. They agreed that ASC majors could do this.
ii. Historical Study still has 10 hours but FCOB now only requires 5 hours and permits a second Historical Study course from a different area.
iii. Feedback and corrections as these sheets are being revised are welcome.
d. How are courses chosen? Are any specifically left off? Double check with FCOB. (Especially with reference to absence of Cultures and Ideas Category)
e. Description of prior process of GEC sheet generation and development of GEC database to generate complete and accurate information for all the versions of different GEC sheets. Recognition of ASC Curriculum and Assessment Office and ASC Advising Staff for their work on these projects.
7. Discussion of Curricular Model # 4
a. Changes that respond to last discussion: Triage process brought up from subcommittees into Curriculum and Office routing stage, reducing subcommittees to 4

b. Disciplinarity of subcommittees discussion: one subcommittee this quarter has been canceled 2/3 times, while another committee has a full load

c. “Triage” ( suggestion to name it “Review panel” which should not be in box with “Curriculum and Assessment Office,” the function of which is to manage flow and routing

d. Suggestion for rotating a-dean on the review panel to reflect multiple constituencies in the process

e. Chairs of disciplinary subcommittees could, alternatively be on review panel instead of a-deans and decide what goes to subcommittees
f. Comment: discipline-based subcommittees still necessary for interdisciplinary which acts as college committee for interdisciplinary issues, support from others to retain Interdisciplinary subcommittee

g. Comment: preference expressed for disciplinary-based subcommittees for sake of consistency

h. Could there be a disciplinary preference that could be flexible so as to accommodate variations in workload?

i. Could all diversity be moved to one group so that proposals would be split less and help to equalize the workload?

j. All subcommittees are interdisciplinary in membership. 
k. Ultimately, every program proposal comes to the combined CCI, and if there were non-specialized subcommittees it could put a larger burden on CCI to vet proposals.
l. Pre-review Panel: authority and membership suggestions

i. Motion (Harvey) to add a review panel consisting of CCI Chair, ASC Associate Dean, Director of Curriculum and Assessment Office, 2 Rotating CCI members, one from each of the 2 curricular subcommittees (not including Interdisciplinary and Assessment subcommittees), 2nd Fredal
ii. Function: could this be made simpler? Additional members serve as a check, CCI Chair would pre-screen to suggest to Review Panel
iii. Review committee would also rely heavily on comments from college (from A-Dean, CCC chair) to suggest fast-track path

iv. Statement of legislative intent: make expediting unburdensome 

m. Motion to Table until next meeting Shanda, 2nd Vaessin

