CCI Assessment Initiatives Subcommittee

November 4, 2008

4187 Smith Lab

APPROVED Minutes

Attendees: Collier, Andereck, Hallihan,Vaessin, Shanda, Jenkins, Trudeau, Irvin, Halasek, 

1. Updates (Kate) 

a. Subcommittee Chair Harald Vassein
b. Natural Science Sequence follow-up e-mail will be sent in next 2 weeks incorporating subcommittee’s suggestion to offer a Media Manager/Sharepoint space if there is interest. If so, ASC Curriculum and Assessment Office will facilitate. E-mail sent 11-14-08. As of 11-20-08 we have already received 2 responses with information.
c. GEC Course Set (CS) 4 wrap-up meeting scheduled for Wed., November 12, 12:30-2:00. 
d. 367 Rubric Development Workgroup also being scheduled – Contact Matt Cariello.1 new 367 coordinator
e. ULAC-GEC meeting dates: 11/07, 1 – 3p.m. and 11/26, noon – 2p.m. in 200 Bricker 
2. Approval of Minutes from 10-21-08 Unanimously Approved
3. Discussion and Recommendations on 367 Focus Group Final Draft Report
a. Chris Manion from Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) is an important resource for this group and provides strong support for 367 already and should be kept involved in any 367 efforts

b. There was a syllabus review of 367 a few years ago which also involved WAC and (Center for Study and Teaching of Writing) CSTW

c. Comment: most of students teaching 367 are taught by graduate students, although graduate students were not involved in the focus group

1. The heavy teaching commitment (English 367 is highest enrollment in 367s and is almost exclusively taught by grad students.) Instructors of this course need professional development and support.
2. Who is teaching this course throughout the departments? What are enrollment pattern % – what departments?

d. 367 vis a vis 110: 

1. What % of students place out of 110 with AP credit of 4 (AP 3 begins in AU 09)? Estimated that 700 students will not be taking 110 as a result of this. 
2. There is no test students can take to place out of 110 at Ohio State (as with the foreign languages). Students can only “place out” through AP credit.

3. What % transfer in with a 110 equivalent?

4. Approximately every 3 years, the Columbus Eng 110 director (currently Scott DeWitt) rotates off. Scott has one more year and would like to move the Eng 110 report update to 2010 which he will coordinate with the regional campuses.

5. “Lack of preparation” – Articulation between 110 and 367: What is perceived as basic skills outside of English department may be different than within English. Outside seems to be grammar and syntax skills. Such elements are increasingly recognized as important to the curriculum along with rhetorical skills emphasized in the 1970s and 1980s within the discipline of Writing.

e. Oral Communication: according to report this seems least attended to. Is 367 the place where this should happen? Is there enough space along with all the other requirements (multiple drafts, U.S. experience, etc. – see Model Curriculum p.7 for elaboration)

1. Suggestion to bring this concern to ULAC-GEC meeting on Friday for discussion and to invite some of the original Model Curriculum authors to the following meeting. 
f. Q: Under what authority does WAC (which is part of CSTW and CSTW is separate from the English department) observe and support these courses? Theatre dept. received funding for a faculty specialist to teach 367.
1. Who is situated to provide the proper instruction? 

2. How are they trained? 

g. How can common outcomes be established and measured across these courses? What might it look like under a semester system?

h. Writing should not be given only in first two semesters but needs to be spread throughout their experiences (i.e. courses were designed to be taken in first and second year – see Model Curriculum)

i. Suggestion: revisit this structure – what should the course structure provide? BoR requires a speech component, which is embedded in 367. Does 367 currently meet the expectation of the BoR?  FAES has a model in which students must take a separate oral communication course and a 3rd- level writing course

j. Expectations of student competencies after 110 are not clear to other instructors.

k. If this group wanted to move forward with non-content based expectations in the form of an assessment rubric could help heighten the awareness among instructors.

l. Suggestion for 2nd-level writing course focused within disciplinary interests (i.e. writing in the Humanities, writing in Business, writing for Physical Sciences)
m. Why does it still have a U.S. focus? Should it?

n. C&A Office to bring data in bold above to subcommittee for follow-up discussion

o. How do these courses play out in 3rd-level writing course in terms of training, content, and expectations and how does this relate back to LAR requirements (which pre-dated GEC)? 

p. Suggestion to circulate report back to participants as well as up to CCI ULAC-GEC committee, potentially as a communication issue.

Motion to accept report Halasesk, 2nd Trudeau Unanimously Approved
4. Discussion of Review Schedule for Course Set 4 and other cyclical reviews (i.e. 5-year update reports, revised reports) (timeline distributed at last meeting) 
a. Reports for CS 4 due 12-15-08

b. Suggestion to have primary and secondary reviewer.

c. Q: Did this work well? Makes sense from a grant reviewing model perspective. Committee felt this worked well and chooses to continue with this method. 
d. Request that chair assign reports to review.

e. Committee to review CS 4 reports during WI 09

5. Discussion of establishment of Course Set 6 
a. Clarifications on Regional reports (CS 5 and beyond)

1.  ATI-Wooster is very enthusiastic about this process because of the establishment of new curricular status.
2. CS5 has regional reports but these could be rolled into Columbus cyclical reports

3. A positive side result of involving regionals in this manner is an increased level of communication on several levels with Columbus and other regionals with regard to teaching and learning

b. Regional campus approach: Now that we have a rather large set of data and reports from Columbus campus, it makes sense to identify those same (high enrollment) courses at regionals for reporting. 

1. Suggestion to continue this effort out at regionals and assessment subcommittee could decide on guidelines for how alignment with departments and/or old reports could occur
c. Functional curriculum approach: based on high-enrollment GEC courses and/or other appropriate courses as identified by subcommittee. Subcommittee could identify a “core” of 40 or 50 as what they are. Subcommittee would need to define criteria to determine this set.
1. Set could be defined as those with highest impact. Such information could be useful in calendar conversion process

d. Is course set 6 the last set?  How can assessment continue? Embedded at course redesign level – but how would this look?

e. Have any broad categories of the GEC not already been assessed in some manner. Social diversity has been look in an indirect manner via other categorical and course reviews.

f. CS6 at regionals would be a good way to complete and tie in this broad information into the study of the GEC before conversion.

1. How to choose which courses to review? Let regionals decide based on what they see as important to redesign. 
2. Top 10 at each campus could be different. Is this an issue? There would likely be a lot of commonality. Suggestions for at least partial coordination could be useful.

3. Get enrollment data for regionals, look at current courses they are working on, identify next top ten and take into account reporting cycles we already have to develop suggestions for each campus

6. Preliminary Discussion of revising 2005 GEC Assessment Plan
a. See point 5.d. above. If calendar conversion becomes a reality, how does this committee ensure that course and category assessment that has already been done inform the redesign of the curriculum and ensure that assessment continues on several levels. 
b. CS1-5 were determined by this subcommittee based on enrollments (see 2005 plan)

c. Suggestion to identify a functional curriculum regardless of Course Set review

7. Items for 11-25 meeting
a. This committee needs to look at assessment of majors. Members are encouraged to look at web site and think about approaches to review of majors

b. Review of Econ 200 & 201

1. Primary Reviewer: Mike Trudeau (200); Mark Shanda (201)

2. Secondary Reviewer: Kay Halasek (200); Harald Vaessin (201)

c. Discussion of BoR initiative for content expectations for majors and courses within majors. 
