CCI Interdisciplinary Initiatives Subcommittee
Approved Minutes

Thursday, March 12, 2009





11:30 AM-1:30 PM

4187 Smith Laboratory

ATTENDEES: Krissek, Haddad, Watson, Mercerhill, Huffman, Severtis

AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes from 2/26/09 

· Huffman, Haddad- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
2. International Studies H230

· Already passed through honors

· Was approved as a GEC course in the original form so it once went through the Subcom level; and if Honors had no issues with the course, it seems straightforward

· Mercerhill, Huffman- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED WITH CONTINGENCY on CONCURRENCE WITH HISTORY (C&A Office to send)
3. ASC 100.01 
· Change from a variable credit hour to 1 credit

· Huffman, Haddad- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
4. ASC 400.01

· Removes exclusion clause saying that graduating seniors cannot enroll

· Expected section size: approximately 20

· Proposed number of sections a year: 1 per quarter

· Huffman, Haddad- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED CONTINGENT UPON correcting bolded items above in ECA
5. ASC 489.02

· Removes repeatability, as this is a 0 credit hour course

· Haddad, Huffman- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
6. International Studies/Political Science 542 (returning) 
· Visiting scholar in Humanities, cross-listed in Political Studies and International Studies

· Proposing a course going on the books yet a visiting scholar; who teaches this when she leaves?  Could this be a variable topics course?

· Tony Mughan allows visiting scholars develop the courses then finds replacements later

· Leading to the concern after page 1, giving students feedback on the paper due so late- gives oral feedback; but if she is leaving, and while she likely would do that, the likelihood of a new person to do that is questionable- perhaps give some feedback to students (explicitly in syllabus)

i. She did address on p.2- last 2 lines under “research paper- ask for outline of paper topic after midterm and provide written feedback at that time”

· The course is entirely driven by student presentations (45 minute presentations and 30 minutes of challenge question discussions by each student is potentially using an hour and a quarter of class time per student)  Too long of presentations?  It may involve dialogue but also with the challenge presentations, it seems like quite a bit of the course.  The proposers do provide much detail with specific instructions on the presentations/challenges which is good, and distributed through the weeks might make this concern OK.  Enrollment size=30, but could mean as small as 20 or so
· On “general guidelines for presentations”, she outlines the maximum time length; on #4, it appears to be a team presentation, reducing the amount of time used; 2nd paragraph under #3, she added student research papers under “501” which was a special topics class, moving over permanently to this new number
· Clarification on statement under grading: 5% of grade, but 2 unexcused absences lowers a grade (A to A-, or A to B)
· Newer disability statement- from ASC Syllabus template

· Overall her responses were positive regarding the previous comments; including information on feedback

· Haddad, Watson- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED WITH CONTINGENCIES in bold above
7. ASC 589 (returning) 
· Disability studies internship- previously, question was approve as a 589 or make a generic shell and this to be 589.01

· A group of cross-disciplinary faculty (Sound Minor) are interested in putting an internship as part of their proposal; based on that, there would be a change of this to 589 shell, and have this as .01

· 50% of grade evaluated by someone not at OSU- perhaps use a phone call or some other means to give feedback, allowing director to decide if the behavior is good or egregious.  No visit to internship site; but instead a conversation with internship facilitator; how is the grade derived at? Does the student’s self-evaluation count towards the grade?  Does instructor take them under consideration?  The evaluation form has some good parts and some is grading, a concern of the subcommittee; feedback is important but to have someone “grade” them as an employer or internship provider is questionable.  Do not use this as a grade, but instead incorporate feedback from this provider to help decide the grade.  Recommend looking at other OSU internships.  A 100-level or S/U internship is appropriate to this grading scheme; however for a 500-level internship this is unusual for something this significant.  What is the difference between a 4 and a 5?  

· If Brenda Brueggerman (course proposer) asks for alternate format for grading, she can be directed to multiple OSU models; the recommendation would be that this new version of grading be the expected format for the whole shell

· 589 will become a shell, generic “Internship” and this course will be 589.01; titled as a graduate internship, for a GIS, but offers undergrad and grad selection.- will be changed perhaps to include U & G

· SENT BACK with recommendations
· The university or A&S should look into max repeatable hours for some majors that have huge flexibility for electives, such as no maximum internship hours- perhaps should be brought up at CCI—what happened to the cmte for this?
· Pass this onto Kate

8. Scheduling for Spring Quarter

· There are some blank slots for scheduling- either 9:30-1:30 on Mondays and Wednesdays; 1st Wednesdays of the month are an issue for the cmte; Wednesdays 9:30-11:30
9. GIS- Medieval and Renaissance Studies 
· The graduate school does not monitor, so faculty members are the only ones who can monitor the numbers; Jessica’s OIP is starting to track the new ones; are these new programs in demand?  That is a major question right now
· GIS requirement: 14 credit minimum, which seems low; and 40 hrs seems too much
· No templates really exist in A&S for new proposers; the committee vetting them is thorough, but people are provided very little; Elliot Slotnick at Grad School is a key resource; OIP is beginning to pull together a list of what sorts of things pass; no syllabi requirement
· Proposal is in good shape; elaborate because of multiple sample tracks (which is useful), customized per student interest; an established center run by reliable people, with an oversight office in place, unlike many of the other GIS’s; they are more likely to track this
· Haddad, Watson- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
10. ASC 338.11

· Not graded so repeatability is not a concern; This is pathways in general, so must put repeatability in so that they can take multiple decimalized versions
· Q: Course seems based on self-assessment, personal experience and process of becoming articulate of one’s world view- is that typical of Prof Pathways?  Regarding articulation and reflection on world view, this is very personalized; interactive rather than readings in general

· A: these are hands-on courses, allowing the student to explore possible pathways and focus in on 1 or 2 in detail

· Q: Less a professional path than personal sense of path?  Civic engagement pathways allow people ways to engage.  

· A: Trying to give a realistic view, telling students what they must be prepared to do in this career, at an extreme to the civic engagement (since there is no 1 field, the pathway must be more general).  Exposure to potential career ideas- aware of expectations

· Q: Some of the weeks’ topics sound like a psychologist should be providing the lessons; some topics self-evaluate students but guest speakers are there to balance it out?   What to do and say during a serious crisis point (training to do so once chosen the pathway?)

· A: Written to be inclusive for any world view to some extent, though some vocations (rabbi vs Imam) seem unsuitable

· Not what a professional pathway “is” in general, this is a new beast- Wording under each week reads as a “how to” rather than “Here is what the pathway is about”. Syllabus should reflect this more clearly and more true to the Prof Pathways description and experience in general

· In some professional pathways, students do develop “plans” for their lives, self-reflective in nature by the end of the course.  This course does mirror that in many ways.  However, the wording seems a little unfocused.
· Some of the assignments seem un-realistic (counseling assignment, i.e.) for students to already have been exposed to this topic.  Assumes students can spend an entire day with a religious leader- mirrors other Prof Pathway courses.  

· Campus ministry intentionally put together multiple types of religious leaders to look at this course and be inclusive

· Multiple typos, missing words, usage issues; “Communicator” video
· SENT BACK
11. Junior Seminar Proposals

· Not widely known- some universities have one at every rank; these would be set up similar to Fr seminars, which would be very unique
· Course numbering (367) should be changed

· Q: Part of the GEC: upper-division level courses low (Capstone and 2nd level writing); this is another enhancement (multiple kinds of courses question, especially non-required); what is driving this? 
· A: demand from students and faculty who want the same setup as a Fr seminar but have it on a higher level.  2-yr out surveys of Fr seminar students indicate demand for these, outside of their depts

· Q: For faculty it is over load

· A: Yes, but it is volunteer and low paid

· Q: would this jeopardize # of Fr seminars?

· A: Pilot Spring 2010 quarter (and run Sp qtrs), phasing out Fr seminars in the Spring which have low enrollment.  Focus on Aut for Fr seminars

· Q: Instructional issues: 2nd paragraph under staffing- peer leaders paid $150/cr hr?

· A: which mirrors Fr seminar structure, involves contract
· Q: undergrads should not be paid

· A: Earth Sciences has undergrad lab assts, without whom the labs would be understaffed
· Q: Could it be a grad student?

· A: At this level maybe more flexible to have a grad student, but not a peer and low pay for grads

· Q: Def of content focus on global piece?

· A: given nature of globalization, this was another way to provide a more topical form
· Q: This limits the kind of seminars (explore current issues affecting the world not necessarily global), like explorations in Math, which has some global focus but is it affecting the world?  Work through their research? Classicist?  Medievalist?

· A: Could be a global focus; will take that back

· Q: Introduce to relevance of faculty research?  Could that first statement be changed to scholarly research?  2nd be something about juniors to analyze current topics…

· Q: Not imagined as major or dept specific- are they necessarily interdisciplinarily?

· A: No, and neither are Fr seminars

· Large discussion component to this, which for Jr students can better advance this; Fr seminars allow students to be aware of how research is done

· Can sound similar, but get across the point that Fr seminars are basic, and more advanced with Jr seminars

· Immersion vs. intro?

· Is there enough time in a 2-hr class?

· Q: Other discussion prior to it becoming a proposal?

· A: not at CCI- on Terry’s next A-Dean’s agenda; discussion might proceed proposal; most discussions around Fr seminar faculty, Randy Smith with Terry about possibilities; want to engage in the Capstone experience a little more, but if depts. will not or cannot put money out there to teach them then Jr seminars could be way to get that conversation started; Terry could bring to A-Dean’s meeting next time (4/6/09) for discussion
· Q: Only faculty can propose these, including library appointment staff?  -- Yes

· Q: Fr seminars over yrs, proposed by people with little research expertise in that field? Should there be a statement regarding faculty proposing these should have a scholarly research hand

· A: At this level, this makes sense.  Perhaps not restrict it too narrowly, as a research topic but not expertise.  “Study of” or “competence”  rather than “research record (with an explanation as to what this entails)”, to give credibility; “scholarly record”, having taught a class with these topics, or if do not have qualifications to teach a 5-cr course in it, their narrow interest in a 1-2 cr course could be acceptable.  “Evidence of research or appropriate background/activity” 
· Q: Need for concurrences?  Strikes closer to home for individual depts. at this level rather than with Fr seminars
· A: will look into it. Perhaps if a faculty member comes up with something touching another dept; despite fact that the cr hours are low, they are presenting information in a certain way that a dept might not sanction.  Can build in as part of what the program does- important to have a reminder in the request for the concurrence that explicates the credit hr and exposure level of these courses.  Fr seminars are not permanent so perhaps are 1-time quarter courses, easily with this
· NO VOTE- TABLED
12. Freshmen Seminars:

· New- Ballengee Morris (Wi10)
·  “American Indians”
· Concerns: 

i. Weekly speaker, weekly readings—not quite a seminar. Not a chance to work with instructor, especially in 1 hr, get comfortable with classmates and instructor

ii. 50% of grade in seminar participation

iii. view film and acquire outside of class

iv. more of an “intro to the studies” course

v. embrace entire field and history- limit course topics, especially as an S/U; perhaps she misconceived how broad of scope the Fr seminar is about; good focus is visual culture, instructor’s topics

vi. a whole book on film in 1 week is out of balance

vii. no indication of size of weekly readings

viii. description of reading journal- don’t get turned in until end of quarter, no feedback until the last week

· has done good set up for speakers already

· what is instructor’s perception?  To recruit students to her minor, but she could do it better by focusing on her own topic; perhaps she has not seen other Fr seminars
· SENT BACK
