Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

3-6-09, 9-11 a.m. 156 university Hall
Approved Minutes

Present:  Michael Kelly Bruce (sub for R. Harvey), Vaessin, Highley, Fredal, B. Miller, Pride, Andereck, Breitenberger, Collier, Mumy, Gustafson, J. Watson, Hallihan, V. Williams, Haddad, Liddle, Jenkins (Invited Guests: E. Davis, Schwenter, Gunther, Collins)

 
I. Approval of Minutes from 2-20-09 Motion to Approve: Harder 2nd Vaessin

Approve 7, Against 0, Abstention 1 
Minutes Approved
II. Items from Chair

A. gec.osu.edu Open house 12-3p.m. 3/16

B. Semester ad-hoc committee voted to recommend to faculty council to transition to semesters. Faculty council endorsed recommendation. 3/12 vote in faculty senate on recommendation.

III. Linguistics Major Revision

A. Change 595 to make required for honors majors only and optional for non-honors. Change does not affect requirements for majors overall. 595 change to 699 for research transcript designation. Response to problematic student ability level mix. Suitable non-honors majors would still be strongly encouraged to take 699. If enrollments are high enough, students will be encouraged to take the 699.

B. There is an H783 and now honors students can use 699 as a preparatory research course,

C. In Arts, H699 is a graded course.
Subcommittee letter stands as motion to approve. 2nd Liddle

Unanimously Approved

IV. Microbiology Revision to Major

A. Intro: Gene Mumy chair, CCI Sciences subcommittee: take Microbiology 581, split one 5-credit course into two, 3-hour courses (lecture and lab) which could be taken in different quarters. To offset credit hour increase, one elective credit hour

B.Not enough material covered in lecture to make labs meaningful, hours of student work is worth a 6-credit alignment, eases space constraints on scheduling lectures and labs in same quarter.

C. Concerns raised: 
1. One credit hour, but another course is added to students schedules. Is this alright with students?  Majority of students were in favor of changes.

2. Is removal of one elective credit going to make a difference to students? Yes, this was manageable with lower credit-hour electives.
3. Is it pedagogically sound to separate lab from lecture? Instructors accepted recommendation to give brief introduction of lecture material before lab class. 
D. Would it be optimal to take in same quarter? No, scheduling issues would persist and the separation would aid lab learning. Microbiology has done this with some other courses (Immunology) and these 500-level course are taken in junior and senior year and most students choose to take course in subsequent quarters for pedagogical and scheduling reasons, conceiving of it often as a 2-quarter sequence. 


E. Will summer sections be offered?  No.

F. Students outside the major may take lecture only and more might do so without the scheduling restriction of having to take the lab.

G. Comment: one committee member has taught similar courses and this change makes sense. This is also a gain for the department within the budget model because an additional credit hour goes to the department and comes out of electives.

Subcommittee letter stands as motion to approve.  2nd Vaessin

Unanimously Approved

IV. Revision to Spanish Major

A. Intro, Bebe Miller, Chair Subcommittee on Arts and Humanities: includes 4 tracks. Goal is to address growth in majors over past several years, the breadth and diversity of their interests, and their better preparation coming into college. Changes do not involve an increase of credit hours, remaining at 50, in line with similar programs at Ohio State as well as benchmark institutions.



1. All 4 tracks share same core course

2. Cmte felt it was a very well structured proposal based on meaningful feedback from students and program review and was excited by evidence of better preparation leading to more challenging curriculum for students at college level.

B.Rationale by  Elizabeth Davis, Acting Chair SPPO, Scott Schwenter, Acting Vice-Chair and chair of undergraduate studies

1.  Formalize change practiced informally by students over past decade, choosing to specialize in structure of 4 proposed tracks, mirroring current specializations in graduate programs. This proposal attempts to formalize tracks but also require more breadth so students do not over-specialize. 

2. In practice most majors do go slightly over 50 credit hours (average of 51-52). 

3. Fourth track Hispanic Studies is generalist track. One extra course is choice to take the senior seminar in any of the other three tracks, and reflects current trans-atlantic focus of graduate programs. There are a large number of students who enjoy Spanish but not necessarily literature. This new track will help alleviate student frustrations with having to choose either literature or linguistics (approximately 3/4 to ¼ respectively).

4. Issue of changing tracks: Common core up to 500-level and to that point program is similar. After a track is chosen, students can still reasonably change tracks, although the farther one progresses the more difficult it becomes to change. The Hispanic Studies track, however, provides more options for students to switch more easily later in major.

5. Hispanic track gives solid basic background for secondary teaching

C. Growing population of Hispanics in North America. Is domestic Hispanic Studies a possible disciplinary area for future development? Department has discussed this and is conscious of emerging Latino/a population, noted increase of professors who teach Latino/a Studies in other departments and Ethnic Studies but has chosen not to infringe on this development. Department is involved in collaboration with several Humanities departments .

D. “Spanish in Ohio” is immersion course (100 hours of Spanish Language contact with community) for students who choose not to enroll in study abroad program. Based on enrollments of majors in this course, department calculates that approximately 90% of majors choose to study abroad.

1. SPPO has some financial support for study abroad, but the amount is very limited. Students are encouraged and helped with applying for study abroad. 

Subcommittee letter stands as motion to approve. 2nd Liddle

Unanimously Approved

V. Proposal from University Honors for non-honors thesis course (handout)
A. Impetus: number of high-quality has increased and many are interested in research opportunities which will provide recognition for these students and creates an avenue for them to write a thesis.  Issues include grade point requirements (3.4 or above may apply to be honors students and graduate with discinction). Issue important for many non-A&S colleges like FAES, which requires all students do a thesis. Any COTA student may apply for a distinction project (last year 26 up from 16 in previous year). In Earth Sciences undergrads have had a required thesis component for years. 
1.Verbiage about what constitutes various levels of distinctions and getting that on Registrar’s system was a concern and this is a proposed draft to address such issues.
B. While the majority of students who complete theses are honors students, those students who have fallen below honors GPA but have nonetheless completed significant thesis research should be recognized. This would separate a student’s GPA from thesis research work.

C. There is a provision on departmental level to recognize research despite GPA. 

D. Non-honors students would register for 699. This is a small group but, many students and faculty are unaware of 699 possibility. Formalizing this process could increase awareness of this opportunity and could encourage students to write a thesis.

E. For science students, doing the thesis research can be more important than completing a contract. Strong support from several members of the committee. Documented research experience is critical for admission to graduate programs. This would be a great benefit to students.
F. Respects faculty decision to involve a student in research (must sign off on project). There may be more research work going on but it is not noted. This would place control in faculty to determine whether a student’s research is worth distinction or not.

G. This proposal would require a formal defense.
H. This formalization would also help to recognize faculty work for such research with students as opposed to current use of 693 course number which may or may not be recognized as faculty research with students. All P&T files should account for such activities and this would help in accounting.

Motion for a resolution to formally endorse 2/20/09 proposal Hubin, 2nd Harder

Unanimously Approved 
VI. Discussion on Assessment (Guest: Richard Gunther)

A. Gunther: Not just concern of Faculty Council at Ohio State, but also of CIC faculty council chairs about what appeared to be out of control assessment push. Desire to make process more user-friendly across the country. Nature of problem appears to be confusion regarding expectations for assessment.
1. Assessment plans can range from modest and reasonable to the extreme models of accountability. Perception of faculty varies and can lead to frustrations and delays. Desire to streamline process of course approval. Core of difficulties lies in lack of experience and many faculty do not propose enough courses regularly enough to make the assessment plan learning curve worth their time.
2. Similar IRB problems were alleviated by the creation of some templates. Suggestion to create an assessment template for faculty to use if they choose, which would meet minimal requirements for course assessment. 
3. In conjunction with Alexis Collier and Alan Kalish, Richard Gunther has developed 2 simple questionnaires, one for students and one for faculty. 

i. This would require a redesign of how evaluation is done at the end of each course, one of which would require all SEIs to be completed electronically. While less than ¼ of sections taught at the university use electronic SEIs and most of those are distance or hybrid courses, according to recent research, there is evidence that after an initial dip of 2-3 years response rate for SEIs will rise to the same level or higher. Also, electronic comments tend to be longer and of more substance with regard to providing meaning feedback for course improvement.
ii. Live link in 10th week of quarter to an on-line questionnaire (SEI) which would then prompt whatever self-diagnostic tool a faculty member chooses, submission of which would prompt the questionnaire on assessment (distributed at meeting). This would enable a faculty member to get a good sense of student perception.
iii. Accompanying faculty survey asks faculty member to look at graded work of students (as a direct measure) which would then be compared to student survey. (see handouts)

iv. Concern for number of different tools suggested. Can they be integrated? That would assume that all would use all template surveys. Some students would be asked to use these, some would not, hence the separation. In actual appearance on screen, it could appear on same screen as long as different instruments are seen only by appropriate audiences. Responses would be routed accordingly (P&T, OAA, faculty member) Technological feasibility of this option will be explored further in SEI committee.

v. Question of Direct Measures of Assessment by faculty: If you are assessing a GEC course, would you have to have the specific questions laid out in advance? Yes. Are you sure faculty would want that?  Once every 3 administrations of course, unit would receive the three “Sample assessment questionnaire for Faculty” would prompt faculty to consciously reflect on how their measures are used for grading. Plan would be a template agreement followed by a report after a set amount of iterations on a regular basis. This will take out guesswork and preclude risk-averse response.
vi. Question about the necessity of laying out direct measure questions for the assessment plan during the approval process, meaning is it necessary to have hypothetical questions in advance of the course actually being offered?  Alan Kalish and Gunther both answered no.  
vii. If a department wanted to take a particular direction, they could add to minimal baseline. If it were to be changed, committee could approve change.

viii. Grades tell you too much information. A student could pass a course without learning specific goals. Such a survey/response could prompt a faculty member to give specific examples of what assignments serve these goals. Data from these reports could be made available to units in the development of program reports. 

ix. This method would only be for GEC courses but could be used for non-GEC courses in majors for the purposes of program assessment. Could be sorted by course, outcome, or instructor.
x. The data would come back after each course iteration to the individual faculty member.

xi. As a base model, this is a good start and could help resolve current issues with process. This could also speed up any semester conversion process.

xii. This model is good for most GEC courses but most core GEC courses have much more robust analysis already in place. For such courses, could this be adopted as a lesser measure of assessment? For certain course, more could be required and more questions could be asked as determined by CCI. For such courses, adapting the proposed method could be onerous than continuing what they are already doing.

xiii. This could be a minimalist option to speed course approval process.

xiv. Straw vote for general support for moving forward with the development of this initiative for this template to be made widely available not to preclude the development of other instruments at the request of the department, individuals, or CCI.

VII. Russian Major Revision (Guest: Dan Collins)
A. Intro by Bebe Miller: 2 revisions: raise required hours from 43 to 50 and to introduce a Russian Literature, Culture, and Film track. Goal is to enhance intellectual rigor of program. Cmte felt that 7-hour increase was well-justified, and would add 1-2 courses to load for majors so as to increase students’ contact with subject (there is little prior preparation before college). Cmte favored interdisciplinary breadth of proposal. Specifics of structure explained (see Miller cover letter). Proposal includes new course, Slavic 360 for GEC VPA and Diversity, Int’l non-western global status. 
B. Rationale (Collins): Dept has moved increasingly toward interdisciplinarity and cultural studies (2 new faculty last year, one with joint appt in WS) existing faculty has many members also interested in these areas. For most students, department has resources to satisfy demand, although there are options for students to tailor interests by taking courses with specialists outside department.

1. Increase to major: As students increasingly go abroad due to fall of USSR, more students have more language-learning opportunities than in the past. This revision adds more cultural studies so as to focus more broadly on other areas in addition to language skills. Cultural proficiency is not only vital, but what the faculty specialize in. Therefore one more culture course to traditional major adds this intellectual rigor. Also since most courses are 5 hours, additional 2 credit hours are already being taking by students.

2. New course development does not fit well into traditional track. Second track would incorporate this expansion as well as more research and reading. This enhancement has 3 courses in addition to the capstone course (two in lit and culture and one in film studies). Slavic 360 (because it is not exclusively Russian) incorporates film and problem of “the other” into the program. Instructors are involved with Film Studies committee already and further collaboration and course development/enhancements are expected.
3. New Slavic 360 distributed to satisfy subcommittee contingencies (definition of “other/othering”) Chair of subcommittee approved contingencies at meeting.

4. Collins: Thank you to Kate Halilhan and Julia Watson for their assistance with this proposal.

Subcommittee letter stands as motion to approve. Vaessin 2nd  

Unanimously Approved
