Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

12-05-08, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Approved Minutes


Present:  Harder, R. Harvey, Vaessin, Highley, Huffman, Hubin, Krissek, Pride, Shanda,  Andereck, Mumy, Watson, Carey, Breitenberger, Liddle, Hallihan, Fredal (Guests: Upton, C. Buchmann, Holl, Sherman, Miner, Coleman)

1. Approval of Minutes from 11-21 Motion to approve: Shanda, 2nd Harder

  Unanimously Approved
CCI Social hour @ Blackwell Dec 10th 4:30-6:30 – Kate to check on space and confirm with committee

2. Discussion of amended Curricular Flow Models (see handouts) 5a and 5b

a. Change from what was posted: keep Review Panel smaller so as to avoid another committee

b. GEC courses would rarely be fast-tracked

c. Requests appropriate to Interdisciplinary Panel would not be fast-tracked because this panel would function as college curriculum committee
d. If not unanimous, request would go to panel

3. Diversity Task Force discussion (Guests: Claudia Buchmann, James Upton)
a. Rationale for keeping 3 GEC Diversity courses for Bachelor’s degree: What was rationale to reduce it to two or less? While although it was suggested during McHale discussion, the task force after many meetings and research with benchmark institutions and student exit surveys came to a unanimous and enthusiastic endorsement of Diversity requirement as it stands and lowering that would send an inappropriate message to university in terms of its mission.
b. President Gee’s mandate: 25-35% of all students have travel abroad experience. OSU has over 100 travel abroad programs which could potentially count as diversity programs, which sensitize students first-hand to diversity all over the world. Example: 36 ethnic communities in London alone about which students were taught prior to and during study abroad.
c. Research indicates that the U.S. is one of the most unacknowledged diverse countries in the world and as a microcosm of America, Ohio State has a rich opportunity to not only educate and promote diversity but also be a representative that helps to redefine ourselves more in cultural terms and less in racial terms as a country. As a country we tend to over-generalize and be more ignorant of our own diversity and that throughout the world than we should/could be. We have a larger mission to uphold as a university.
d. Issue of 3 (2 Diversity courses was brought about as a possible way to accommodate the other potential Insight Areas within the current curriculum.
e. Q: Is there a possibility of counting study abroad courses as Diversity course ?– This was a recommendation of committee that has not yet been investigated further.
i. Would a Study Abroad trip to London have to have specific requirements (e.g. study of ethnic minorities) in order to count toward diversity? More about content of course than geography.
f. Task Force was charged to evaluate and make recommendations which CCI would then take forward. Were not asked about implementation. Were explicitly asked to develop guidelines for international component of current Diversity requirement.
i. There were guidelines for Social Diversity but not International components which provide further clarity for proposers and committees vetting proposals for these difficult categories.
ii. How to make a distinction that was straightforward with unstable and developing notions of western “developed” world versus other areas.
iii. Committee investigated conceptualizations in benchmark institutions, advising (J. Wanzer), specialists in appropriate areas (i.e. International Studies, Humanities, Political Science)
iv. Did not want students to satisfy Diversity requirement only having had exposure to western world.
v. Q: Latin America – western?  Clarification: indigenous peoples. “Western” is not defined necessarily geographically. What is non-western about Latin America? How in SPPO is curriculum framed? In terms of colonial legacy versus indigenous cultures and mixed race, Eurocentric Hispanic cultures and conflicts that arise from such situations (Bolivia, Cuba). Current distinctions put focus on such conflicts.
vi. Rename in terms of process rather than Geography? Dichotomy of power – Developed/developing? Could one say just “two international global” courses? See point iv. above for concern plus wanted students to not focus specifically on any one particular region (i.e. Pakistan)
vii. Dynamism of modernity is rooted in western civilization and everything else is a reaction to that, thus the current distinction is still relevant. Yes, this essentializes the west and puts westernization and modernization together, but the dynamic does still exist in minds of students. 
g. Non-western definition is valuable, but is “western non-U.S.” not suffused throughout the curriculum? This provides further concentration on dominant western culture (English, Philosophy). Importance may lie in focus on non-dominant cultures as defined by western paradigms. How would one define/defend “Western Non-U.S.”? After extensive discussions with Ed Adelson in context of other Insight Areas, the Diversity component as it stood with 3 required courses because if we were to go to a 2-course requirement, then the Western non-U.S. category would be less critical, but the committee would not support such a reduction overall.
i. Support for this view. Maybe emphasis should be on making sure students have a non-western element.
ii. Should Social Diversity in the U.S. and western non-U.S. be the same? No, because
h. Students are predominantly from Ohio and to assume that “West” means U.S. is not necessarily a message we want to send.
i. Perhaps linking Diversity to other Insight Areas did a disservice to this existing category but  there was a question about delivery and transparency brought about by the McHale Report, and part of it comes down to trying to understand distinctions between current Diversity categories. Would a student with coursework/study abroad in two disparate global regions, but not the Western Non-U.S. be expected to stay an additional quarter to take such a course? One must look carefully at all potential course offerings because many could be seen as fulfilling the Diversity requirement and such a scenario would be unlikely and could be excepted by advisors.
i. There currently is no requirement to take a non-Western U.S. course so this scenario would not happen.

j. Get list of courses that could be tagged as diversity from Julia So many courses could be counted for western non-U.S. for which students are not getting GEC requirement (see p.3 under double bullet point)
k. Request for motion re: proposed guidelines which would expand
l. Motion to accept proposed revisions to guidelines: Liddle, 2nd Shanda
Further discussion:

Suggestion to include “ideological and philosophical” differences? States other objectives- these two notions speak to how people look at life (example Asian philosophy) which focus on ideas that other cultures have, which are not completely covered by “religion.” Could this be added to question #1 at bottom? Or learning objective number 2 added to “such as” list. This list was meant to be inclusive and committee members present would not object to such an addition?  Does “cultural” adequately include these terms, giving it a social science slant? Others feel it slants the other way. “in nations, peoples, cultures, and …”  Add “philosophical” to first learning objective.

Vote: Unanimously Approved

3. Instructional Space Facilities Study Update (Guests: Mike Sherman, Jack Miner)
a. This group was involved in initial discussions of Instructional Space Study in Spring 2007. Feedback is emerging related to space utilization which can illustrate how Registrar’s office can be pro-active in reacting to initial feedback from university groups (students, scheduling staff, administrators, faculty directors of space planning, faculty open forums and leadership committees and councils). Better utilization will help 60-80 student-sized classrooms significantly, not as much with large lecture rooms. 
a. Faculty instructor and GTA survey who taught in classroom pool room or departmental room/lab: expected feedback on need for increased tech, but most responses indicated that classrooms were not clean or too hot/cold – fundamental issues also important to study in addition to tech needs. 15-20% response rate (n = ~1500) 
b. Response rate implied that such questions had not been asked before and/or enough – need for increased dialogue across campus.

b. Most of summer and autumn spent on data analysis. Looked at all classroom pool rooms first, then pulled in all departmental classrooms, seminar rooms and class labs. Goal of utilization is to look at whether or not we have right types of rooms (size and function, which includes labs)

c. Consultants expected to report in winter

d. Things that are currently being responded to: see handout (re-enforce existing utilization standards throughout day and week, important that all departments participate in increasing flexibility)
a. Unintended consequence of departments with smaller offerings do not fit into existing policy % guidelines. In such cases units are considered in a larger more equitable context.

b. Adjustments and assessment of impacts of small changes are ongoing and feedback is being encouraged on all levels, including faculty surveys during the quarter for immediate responses.
c. Scheduling can be based on being in same room (assumes that room was working) Surveys will give instructors opportunity to voice concerns and switch rooms easily.

e. 361 classrooms considered “pool” out of which 215 have technology. In middle of 4-year plan that will have 100% tech in pool rooms by 2010. That “tech” means has changed and is not audio, control system, projector, laptop allowed. While many are more comfortable with their own laptop, others don’t have laptops provided by departments. More are available on loan for longer periods of time.
f. Does every department have a scheduling person that can be a mechanism for communication and problem-solving? How is communication handled?  
g. Is there a limitation (perceived or otherwise) on large classroom space availability? Used to be a misperception. Data indicates not that we are short on classrooms, but on specific types of rooms (lab space, non-scheduled flexible spaces for students to be between classes or do group work outside of class)

a. Now large lecture halls (100+ students) are at almost 100% capacity, new lecture halls have been added and renovation plans are on hold thus making space available, but these need improvement.

b. No hierarchy on allocation of availability of such rooms.
h. You can get a better chance of getting a classroom if it is used same day/time 5 days per week but it does not need to be the same course (i.e. one 3-day and one 2-day per week course)

i. It is not clear on how priorities listed on scheduling web site actually determine space allocation. OAA is aware of this.

j. Right now there is no recognized institutional owner of classroom pool rooms. 2 or 3 options for a governance structure will emerge from study that will be able to regularize budgetary allocations and management of space, making entire process more planful and embedded in institutional budget process. Building on UNC model and on a trajectory for improvement of instructional space.
k. MWF vs. TR course offerings continues to be an issue and concern for all.

4. Air Science Minor for ASC Students (Guest: William Holl)
a. Explanation of this proposal as non-ASC minor with prior university-level approval now seeking approval for ASC majors

b. Introductory Issues (Capt. Holl): ROTC considered combining minor proposals for all branches under one but decided not to because of uniqueness of minors among branches. Thus this proposal from Air Force ROTC is coming forward now, after the approval of Army ROTC minor.

c. Recognition of Karlene Foster’s efforts to assist program with documentation and process in bringing this proposal forward to CCI.

d. Some ASC students have tried to petition in past to get credit for military history as History GEC with mixed success. 
e. ASC students are taking an additional 24 credit hours on top of required academic courses. All other students across university get credit for this minor but as of yet ASC major do not. Request for alignment.
f. Q: Enrollment ~150 students enrolled in Air Science course at the begging of a year. There is some attrition and numbers can fluctuate during AU, stabilizing to about 130 by year end.  

g. Q: Levels of participation: does this have an affect on ability of student to complete minor? Could a student take ROTC classes just to get minor? Yes. Students could take classes as non-ROTC students and also as non-U.S. student status as long as students let ROTC advising know up front that they do not wish to compete for a commission in Air Force for summer field training. After field training is completed students may sign contract or choose not to, falling into “special student” status.

h. How many “special status” students could program accommodate?  Under current offering patterns there is space for 10-12 additional students, but additional sections can be offered and staffed if needed. Anticipated number is very small.
i. Overlap with Major: Security and Intel major in IS has as electives 2 of senior level courses would overlap be allowed?  No, students would have to take two additional electives within choices for major.

j. Is this minor a formalization of the ROTC process in an academic area? No, more of an effort to allow students to gain a minor when they would not have the opportunity to do so otherwise and giving students already taking courses credit on their transcripts for their work. It is an integration of existing curriculum.

Motion to approve: Shanda, 2nd Krissek

Further discussion: Clarification on process for non-ASC minor approval by CCI

Vote to approve: Unanimously Approved


5. CCI Curricular Flow Model Discussion (continued from above)
a. Concern – who are “others” and how would it be determined – objection to that “other” being the chair “or designee”? Committee supports that person be the CCI chair.

b. Diversity approval all to Sciences subcommittee to balance workload?

c. Should courses applying for multiple area status will still be split for 

Call question on Harvey motion from 11/21. All opposed, motion voted down.

Motion to approve 5a and 5b amended: Shanda, 2nd Vaessin

Further discussion: 

Question about the vertical lines added to the ‘Curriculum and Assessment Office Manages Process’ box and request for removal or clarification of why they are there.

Clarification [amended in 1/16/09 meeting to read as follows]: “Vertical Lines were drawn differently purposefully to set this off as an administrative function  rather than a policy-making function. The administrative function is unchanged from its current role at all levels of the curricular approval process.”
Unanimously Approved

