Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

1-16-09, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Approved Minutes

Present:  Harder, R. Harvey, Vaessin, Highley, Huffman, Hubin, Krissek, Pride, Shanda,  Andereck, Mumy, Watson, Breitenberger, Liddle, Hallihan, Williams, Haddad(Guests: Steve Schwenter, Richard Gordon)


1. Approval of Minutes 
· Change “i.e.” to “e.g.” I n”i.e. ethnic minorities” mention 
· administrative functions of C&A office would be continued throughout the entire process and box is offset to illustrate this intention

· Amendment to minutes suggested to clarify this intent and read as follows: “Vertical lines were drawn differently purposefully to set this off as an administrative function [add] rather than a policy-making function. The administrative function is unchanged from its current role at all levels of the curricular approval process. 
Motion Hubin, 2nd Krissek Unanimously Approved.

2.  Items from chair
A. Social Gathering at Urban Arts Space Suggested dates 2/14 or last day of classes will check calendar and get back to everyone

B. Upcoming agenda items for CCI 

a. Distance Learning

i. Collecting enrollment data on GEC DL courses

ii. Would like syllabi

iii. Looking for information on what constitutes DL courses so CCI can examine possibility of codification and evaluation of DL courses

iv. If any members have taught or know of DL courses in units, members are asked to contact Chris with this information

v. If totally on line, how many have an initial face to face meeting?

vi. What is the subsidy level for a DL course? Same as a traditional course?

vii. Development of DL learning at regionals – who takes these and who has jurisdiction?

1. Comment: Chemistry courses offered as hybrid, was vetted and approved by Columbus Chemistry Curriculum  Cmte and in principle are still trying to maintain scrutiny over these things and this should continue. Proposals still need to come to College CCs.

viii. In-state vs. Out of state students

ix. Do DL courses follow university schedule? If so how? What are typical start/end dates

x. How do CIC share course fit into DL schedules?

b. Honors GEC courses in relation to CCI

i. Honors GEC came forth to CCI last year that was never approved by CCI but was implemented nonetheless

ii. Committee would like clarification on jurisdiction for process and approval of GEC for honors

iii. Could the Honors curriculum committee be a sub panel of CCI for purposes of consistency?
1. This is complicated by curricular contracts done by Honors

iv. Not all honors course have non-honors versions

v. Honors contracts not beholden to GEC requirements and are designed to be flexible

vi. Mention of a proposal from ASC Honors that the CCI would like to see (no clarification as to exactly what this proposal entails)
vii. University-Level Advisory Committee on the GEC (ULAC GEC) did not review the Honors GEC revision because the ULAC GEC began meeting in SP08, after the Honors GEC was submitted as informational item to CCI in WI 08. 

c. Semester Conversion Committee

i. Meeting weekly prior to recommendation to be made in March

ii. Working on principles governing transition such as use of faculty time and compensation for involvement

iii. Web site coming soon to provide information and solicit comments from wider university community

iv. In University Senate there was a suggestion that committee chairs discuss issues with committees and provide feedback to semester ad-hoc committee. Suggestion for CCI to submit list of concerns/questions/issues for ad-hoc committee.

1. MPS committee has put together a list of concerns (provide this doc to CCI for next meeting)

3. Portuguese Major Revision (Guests:Scott Schwenter, Richard Gordon)
A. Intro to changes (Schwenter and Gordon): 
1. Two main reasons for proposal: expansion of program with more faculty – now 6 core faculty compared to 2 a few years ago; With expansion of faculty, number of students in major and minor has increased due to individualized instruction which provides continuation at 103-104 level for entrance into major. 

2. Also, partially because of the significant increase in Spanish majors who then choose to major and/or minor in Portuguese, enrollments in the Portuguese major and minor have increased by approximately 300% making it the largest major of its kind in the CIC.  The proposed changes to the major reflect additional resources which precipitated need and ability to make Portuguese major more parallel to Spanish major. Similarities now include

a. an orientation session (advanced grammar and intro to study of Port bottom p. 2) similar to Spanish. 
b. Advanced Lang and Ling and Advanced Lit are now able to be divided due to greater faculty coverage to create topical division similar to Spanish (top p. 3) 
c. Electives, including option for Study Abroad; Over the past several years, a Winter-quarter elementary program in Brazil has been very successful and has resulted in several majors and minors. Program is also trying to launch advanced summer program which has met with success thus far.

3. Portuguese 611 is now included in advanced Lang and Ling section of the proposal. It was moved from “orientation” section because there was an imbalance created by the presence of this higher-level course in orientation section without parallel advanced Literature course. 

4. Proposal also contains a four-year plan (bottom p.4) The program often has students entering from 501-2 (Portuguese for Spanish students) but students also enter from 101-102 level, so two different 4-year plans have been developed to reflect both levels of students. On page 5, Junior and Senior year plans merge into the same program. Port 101 assumes no prior knowledge of Portuguese.

B. Q: Are course requests included with proposal? No, courses listed have been approved for a few years and no new course requests are included at this time, although department would like to propose some new GEC courses in the future.

Letter from Jay Hobgood, former chair of subcommittee B stands as motion to approve. 2nd Shanda

Unanimously Approved 

4. Chinese Major and Minor revisions (tentative) – Discussion postponed until next meeting.

5. Insight Areas Discussion 

A. See proposal from Chris Highley summarizing Insight Areas (IA) panel chair meeting on Jan. 9, 2009 which contains 3 proposed courses of action.
B. Diversity is already accepted and integrated part of GEC

C. Visual Literacy (VL) approved by ASC Senate for implementation but has not yet been implemented.
D. Q: Is the settling of calendar conversion issue critical to IA decision? GEC curriculum may need to be reconsidered but it is up to CCI to wait or not.
E. Q: What is role of CCI with reference to ASC Faculty Senate? 

F. Tech Lit: Engineering Minor in this area has been approved by CAA (Jan 14, 2009)
G. How is Tech Lit defined? This is a continuing discussion and up to interpretation, but Tech Lit panel has developed a working definition. 
1. Issue with Tech Lit panel approach – a broader view of technology might include computer technology and software but mechanical knowledge could also be important, as could broader knowledge of systems that have environmental impact such as how nuclear power plants work or the carbon impact on Google searches.
2. Biology could also have many topics which could be defined that are not just working with computers or the handling of complex machinery such as genomes, genetic modification of crops, personal health care technology.

3. Use of technology and cost to environment – should this be included in TL courses?
4. Out of departments who responded to Template request sent by ASC Curriculum and Assessment Office in SP08, 27 tech lit courses were identified by A&H departments. TL discussion/definition should not be confined to science departments.

5. What sciences and technologies should an educated citizen know? Such knowledge could cut across many science and technological areas but also captures a lot of other things that have to do with environmental issues.


H. Q: Where was term, “Insight Areas,” originated? By a CCI member. 
I.   The concept of IAs developed from McHale report recommendations. Given the amount of time and effort given to the GEC by faculty, does the committee feel that as, the GEC is currently defined, that students at some point in their careers will receive exposure to these areas? Do we NOT think that a student gets, in their time at the university, some aspect of Moral Reasoning (MR), VL, and TL as we broadly define it among ourselves?
1. “Every” student? What does “a” student get out of their GEC experience? Or a representative group of students? List of top 50 enrollments is useful starting point but what is typical experience of students? Many could potentially fit the IA categories

2. Comment: Hard to imagine a student getting all the way through without getting some aspects of all of these. 

3. Comment: if one looks at typical majors in addition to GEC, are students typically getting exposure to these areas?



4. Q: Is education about teaching people how to educate themselves? 

5. Comment: Seems like students are getting all these areas in the course of the GEC.

J. Comment on Diversity: ASC Senate voted to consider further all of the areas, and in principle Diversity is being studied equally. Exact structure is still open.

K. What about Moral Reasoning? Difficult to get data on how students actually pass through the GEC.  Hubin: Not a lot of courses satisfy MR component as defined by McHale, which looks at context of moral theory and analyzing moral arguments.
L. If we go to calendar conversion, how will mandates to meet literacy be met? How are they being met now?

M. Q: Can VL (since it has been defined) carry through calendar restructuring? If so how?  It may already be part of many C&I courses. 
N. Q: Should non-approved areas be separated out of discussion? It seems like hammering out implementation would be a lot of work for something that may be implemented for a very short term. Is it worth it? Committee should not necessarily put it so far in the future either.

O. Discussion of VL definition, expected learning outcomes, and guideline text for submission and implementation as presented to ASC Senate. Comment: main virtue of these guidelines would be the ease of implementation, and many recently submitted requests for Cultures & Ideas are applying for other categories of the GEC. Many of these courses would fit well into a VL category.
1. What would be process to approve VL courses? Up to CCI to decide. Through regular channels (answer guideline questions, go through college and then CCI subcommittee)



2. Are the any data about which courses would fulfill this area?  It seems that many would qualify.
3. Is it worth implementation at this point? Would CCI ask departments to submit materials for approval at this point? What would be the energy and effort of faculty and the effect on students?  

4. Comment: If we don’t do it now, will it be done at all? If we implement it now and faculty are thinking about it, new courses could be grandfathered. But if we go to semesters, GEC areas could be rethought altogether. Are categories necessarily guaranteed to remain? For example, some universities have GECs have areas on environment and technology. 
Motion Harvey: Move forward implementation by notifying all departments and courses that already exist to satisfy VL area.

Harder: 2nd
Discussion: If a course syllabus and answers to the four questions are sent forward, would it be open to all current standards, including updates to syllabi and assessment plan? 

Suggestion to table until spring because this would impose a lot of work on departments and faculty in short term.  

If precedent is set for one insight area, could all areas be addressed in diffused way through a zero credit?

Diversity is under study just like all other insight areas and happens to be status quo.

It would be interesting to get syllabi (not implement) to see where we stand on VL. 
Amendment to pursue further data collection with goal of eventual implementation.

Senate motion included major programs – mandate was to include VL throughout major and GEC so if a call for syllabi goes out, it should include a rationale from a major program to state that their students have some understanding of VL, or that someone takes a specific course which would provide some understanding of VL. Could we collect data based on goals of major programs rather than tagging individual courses?

Would it be better to wait until majors are restructured and have redefined program goals, than to ask for data (major goal, specific course experiences)? CCI should talk about all areas and how to approach within larger context of a model. Any decision made now would involve much work possibly for a very short term.
Concern for overlapping work load issue – 100 course proposals and vetting at same time as semester conversion hits. Better to address all at same time.
Vaessin. Motion to table discussion. 2nd Liddle  
(The tabling of this discussion corresponds to option # 3 on Highley memo)
In favor: 6 ; opposed 1
6. A&H Subcommittee recommendation re: Arts and Humanities GEC category requirements (see recommendation handout)
A. Explanation by Hubin of place of Cultures & Ideas (C&I) courses in old GEC and GEC-Revised structure.

B. Arts & Humanities Subcommittee has noticed that C&I courses don’t always fit into Lit or VPA categories but nonetheless carry great value for students and there is a model from Social Sciences which, given a similar situation, decided to structure theirs as presented in the current GEC-R.

C. Suggestion to postpone any vote until due consideration can be given to recommendation by any interested parties.

D. If this body approves it will still have to go to ASC faculty senate for approval

E. College Curriculum Committees will consider recommendation and it will come back to CCI at next meeting

F. Mandate to have one Lit and one VPA was one of original “musts” from Reagan GEC. This would undo this original mandate.

Meeting Adjourned 10:57 
