Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

2-20-09, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Approved Minutes

Present:  R. Harvey, Vaessin, Highley, Huffman, Krissek, Pride, Andereck, Mumy, Terry Gustafson, Carey, J. Watson, Hallihan, V. Williams, Haddad (Guests: Jill Pfister, Robert Gustafson, Tim Gerber)


I. Approval of Minutes from 1-30-09 Motion to Approve: Krissek, 2nd Trudeau
unanimously approved  (see Hubin clarification handout on Regan Report)
II. Items from Chair

A. CCI meetings for Spring quarter 4/10, 5/8, 5/29, 6/12, 9-11 am, 156 University Hall
B. GEC @ osu.edu is up and running. Web site designed to provide students better access to GEC information. Creators will be invited to CCI to discuss web site in Spring.
C. Chris Highley visited the Honors subcommittee that vets individual Honors Contracts and will continue to visit other Honors Subcommittees to learn about how the Honors Committee and subcommittees work and communicate that information to CCI. It may be a possibility to formalize a position in the future for a member of CCI to do his/her subcommittee service as a liaison to the Honors Curriculum Subcommittee or Honors in general to keep lines of communication open.
1. Honors subcommittee that vets contracts has 3 faculty members 
2. Students may fulfill GEC without fulfilling all category requirements

3. Committee makes significant efforts not to let students fulfill categories with exclusively AP credits and often advises students to take upper level courses to fulfill GEC category requirements. 

4. Contracts are sometimes approved without certain categories (example, a student with rigorous social sciences but not VPA. Honors GEC advising sheet does not break out VPA/LIT/C&I courses specifically in requirements for students.
5. Comment: having a liaison is not sufficient. Approval is needed not communication of information. That is a step forward, but there should be an attempt to better align GEC requirements. Rigor not in question, but CCI should have opportunity to vet what is approved by Honors. 

6. There is an appeal mechanism in place for honors contracts and students

7. Comment: CCI should have opportunity to look at curriculum for Honors general education requirements and to review and approve.
8. Does Honors grant credits for AP classes? All AP credit assignment is localized and department-based.  Honors contracts limit amount of AP credit that can count for college credit. For example, History and Chemistry AP scores can give students college credit but honors contract will not allow students to substitute this credit for actual GEC requirements.
9. Comment: It is important to consider issues of trust and collegiality of faculty colleagues on honors contract and curriculum subcommittees.

10. Comment: While there is no question that honors contracts are sound and strong, this is not the issue. CCI should have jurisdiction over what the Honors GEC is.

11. Honors minors guidelines are under development. Departments and constituents are being consulted as to their practices.

12. C&A office will obtain more information on Honors minors proposed guidelines as it becomes available for CCI to see
13. Comment: If the honors program gets final approval authority over H students’ curricula including GEC, it is almost as if it is a separate college not associated with A&S. Once GEC Honors curricula is approved, contracts can be vetted as is custom.
14.Comment: Issue that might need to be addressed is that the majority of contracts are not handled by a faculty committee and there may need to be more oversight to create some formal linkage between CCI and Honors. 

III. Engineering Minors (CAA approved minors for consideration for ASC students) (Guest: Robert Gustafson)
A. College of Engineering in reflecting on the GEC (McHale) discussions saw that they could do a better job of offering coursework in technological domain. Engineering explored this possibility with colleges across university, and the resulting minors in Engineering Sciences and Technological Studies have been approved by CAA. 

B. Engineering Sciences: primary audiences are students who will be working with teams of engineers, such as business and science colleagues, in order to help them understand how to work with engineers in teams.
C. Technological Studies minor is more at educated citizen level - understanding issues dealing with environment and science in general (the Math prerequisite is the standard Math GEC requirement)
D. Have aligned curricula with national objectives and standards
E. Q: Art and Technology emphasis within COTA – word “technology” – is the use of this word too broad and definition too narrow? Seems specific to Engineering. Could language be narrowed to make this focus clearer? The minor does have course from Design (230) and Eng did seek concurrence. A: Some elements in definitions are helpful toward defining “technological literacy” and “design process.”  The minors define how Engineering sees definition of “technology” especially for Tech Studies minor. As such minors develop, these foci and definitions can be helpful to other areas. 
F. Q: How would you differentiate use of “technology” in context of these minors from other definitions? There are different design disciplines with different pedagogies and approaches. These definitions are from the Natlional Academy of Engineers. Open to developing a better or narrower term, but do not have one at this time. 

G. Comment: History has concurred for the inclusion of History 362, which may now be added to the appropriate section of minor
H. CCI needs to agree that 100-level courses are appropriate for an ASC Minor. Engineering has same rule in college for minors. These courses do have a rigorous requirement of Math and are rigorous courses. Renumbering would conflict with current curricular structures and the course content would not change, so the college decided not to change the numbers.

I. Beginning next year, any student will be able to take courses toward this minor. Courses traditionally with reserved space for Engineering majors will be opened up to non-engineering students.

J. May be good for students who start off as engineering majors and switch out. They can use those course to begin with minors. 

K. Q: Pre-requisites for Tech Studies and 201 – why is it restricted to Chemistry, Biology, or Physics and not any natural science? Could be missing a large number of students. A: Courses in engineering sciences are primarily based on those three listed and the college wanted students to have some basis in one of these three areas. (p.5,9)
1. Engineering has evidence that coursework in those three areas could give students an advantage. Choice was not content-specific but was looking at student success potential. However, Engineering does not have evidence that students coming in with pre-requisites in other natural science courses would be at a disadvantage.
2. Suggestion to change to “Any GEC-Natural Science course”

3. Engineering is willing to make change above.
4. Suggestion to shift name to “Technology and Sciences”? There is another minor “Societal Perspectives on Science and Technology.”  Some would be hesitant to follow this suggestion because that would likely raise greater objections.
L. See p. 15/19 for 201 and 202 wording “This course intended...in which technological understanding  Change “4” to a “2” 

Motion to approve with recommendation in K.2. (bolded) above Harder, 2nd Huffman

Unanimously Approved
IV. Sexuality Studies Minor revision (subcommittee recommendation not to invite guests because it was not necessary)
A. Krissek: Interdisciplinary subcommittee reviewed – proposed revision to move 3 elective courses (HDFS 370, Soc 340, Psych 555) into list of “central courses.” 
1. Request argued centrality of these courses to Sexuality Studies

2. Request based on concerns regarding how often central courses were offered so that students could have better chance of completing minor in timely manner.
3. The 3 courses proposed for inclusion are taught once per year by faculty while some of the current central courses are taught less often. 

4. Proposed structure would allow greater flexibility leading to more coherence in minor.

B. Subcommittee felt request made good sense, and requested some minor clarifications on advising sheet that have been cleared up. 

Subcommittee approval stands as motion to approve.  2nd Harvey

Unanimously Approved
V. Animal Nutrition Minor (CAA approved, seeking approval for A&S students) (Guest: Jill Pfister)
A. Intro and rationale (Pfister) Designed for students who want fundamental concepts in animal nutrition, 20 hours, 2 required courses (AS 310 & 330 with pre-requisites of Bio 101 and 113) taught twice and three times per year respectively. Other courses in electives are all taught once per year.
B. There is another minor in Nutrition from Human Ecology which focuses on humans. See attached support letter from Human Ecology. Nutrients and physiology will differ.
C. Editorial suggestion for rationale – p.1., 2nd paragraph: There are no Zoology and Biology departments anymore. Suggestion to change wording to: “students majoring in Biology or Zoology” 

D. Clarification: 4-credit Practical Horse Feeding would require taking an extra course to reach the 20 required hours

E. Current courses can accommodate more students – expected 10 extra students from A&S per year
F. Description for when students could declare minor is based on FAES standards but can be changed to be more open to A&S students.
G. Exceptions can be made for students to include courses in relevant areas from other institutions or when offered, such as Poultry Science at U. Wisconsin. Courses that might be applicable in Vet Med are not open to FAES students and thus would not be available as substitutions.

Motion to approve: Harder, 2nd Trudeau

Unanimously Approved

VI. Discussion with Tim Gerber, Music Education, Chair of Calendar Conversion Committee


A. Harald Vaessin and Chris Highley also on this committee

B. Charge of this committee was to consider desirability, feasibility, and timetable for calendar conversion. Very broad charge and the current committee has not spent a lot of time on campus-wide collection of data due to two previous robust reports (described below)

C. March 12: proposal will be presented to University Senate on whether or not to convert.  

D. Will collaborate with Council on Enrollment and Student Progress, which works with university calendar

E. Working with students of USG senate and Monday evening will have an open meeting for all students to get input

F. Next Thursday (2/26), 2nd floor Blackwell 3-4 Campus-wide forum for faculty

G. History:
a. Chris Zacher led semester commission in mid-80s 

b. Christine Bursar in 1990-91, faculty-initiated

c. (Brady) Chisholm Report in 2001 had an 11-4 vote to convert, but it was not brought to senate because of several serious concerns, one of which was lack of a student information system to help with conversion issues. This investigation was initiated by Brit Kirwin.
H. Current initiative is motivated at state level, driven by Chancellor, Governor, and the conversion of 3 other largest state schools
a. Ohio ranks 39th out of 50 states in terms of the number of residents with college degrees. Higher Ed will be driver of economy and Ohio needs to educate Ohioans.

b. CIC: MSU, U. Minn., Penn State have recently converted to semesters. 

I. 40-50 million dollar range to make this conversion, possibly several more million, but not a double digit figure (info from Christine Starkoff in OIT)
J. Most semester schools are on 15-week instructional semesters (~76 days) or 14-week semesters (~70 days). Most Ohio state universities have 15, but Wright State and Cincinnati are looking at a new 14 instructional week structure.

K. Discussion of present model semester committee is currently deliberating

L. Q: How could shortening semester be perceived of as a move toward quality relative to a 15-week calendar? Are shorter semesters better? A: Issue is equal seat-time, not how many weeks. Brad Myers and Jack Miner have said that the timing and space issues could work. Within the most prestigious schools, the higher the rank, the shorter the semester with embedded “reading periods”

M. Q: Issues of course conversion: How are you viewing conversions of 3-course sequences especially in the sciences with labs, which would have less time than under the current system? A: Schools that have made conversion still have 4- and 5-credit courses, not all 3. 
N. Q: What about courses with high contact time (6-10 hours) particularly in performing arts? For many disciplines, distributed hours over time are better than short intensive chunks (arts, languages). A: For such courses, an intensive semester may need to be followed by the longer term.  

O. Q: How would this fit into GEC and other university requirements for majors?  A: Every single course in university will have to change and be reconfigured and this will have to happen at local level.
P. Q: What would be the curricular implications of having many types of terms (regular and intensive) for scheduling, course development, approval, which would result in more sessions per year and 2-5 kinds of curricular models and is quite complex for such a large institution? What would be the implications for faculty and staff development and administration? Such issues will be considered further.
Q. Q: Has the committee looked at the definitions of a credit? A: Yes. It is a university rule, but is not necessarily related to the decision to convert.
R. Q: If space issues are decided to accommodate proposed seat time would it result in uniform standards imposed on faculty and students to conform? A: Yes.
S. How would varying terms translate into tuition? This has not been investigated closely yet.
T. Questions/Comments are welcome to Gerber.4@osu.edu
