Arts and Sciences Committee on Curriculum and Instruction
Approved Minutes

Friday, May 29, 2009






9:00 AM-11:00 AM

200 Bricker Hall

ATTENDEES: Highley, Liddle, Hubin, Shanda, Pride, M.K. Bruce, Vaessin, Hallihan, Gustafson, Mercerhill, Mumy, Severtis, Hallihan, Mansfield, Harder, Hobgood, Bellair, Krissek, Andereck, Carey, Collier, Breitenberger, Harvey, Huffman, Trudeau
AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes from 5/8/09

· Motion to approve: Shanda, 2nd Hubin
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

2. Items from Chair

· Election of CCI Chair for Au09-Sp10

a. Rebecca Harvey self nomination
Motion that nominations close and call for a vote: Shanda, 2nd Trudeau

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

· Definition of CCI Chair term (Au-Su)

a. [Did not discuss]
· Update on GEC meeting with Tim Gerber et al. 
a. Has not taken place. Group is still involved in semester conversion issues before senate. Meeting is being planned to discuss fiscal issues as they relate to GEC semester conversion
· Annual Report for A&S Senate

a. Motion to Approve Shanda, 2nd Krissek
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

[final approved version sent to full CCI electronically and will go to A&S Senate for vote]
3. Geography Majors Revision (guests: Jay Hobgood, Becky Mansfield)

a. Introduction (Mumy): Taken old Geog major with 4 tracks, refined and updated tracks, and developed from 2 of the existing tracks, 2 new additional majors 
i. Revision to Urban and Regional Studies Specialization (BA): change name to “Urban, Regional and Global Studies” to reflect current practices in field.  This specialization has 5 more credit hours required than currently
ii. This core area in Geography has been restructured due to new expertise and changes in faculty as well as to follow disciplinary norms. There were concerns about eliminating Geography courses in this track from other units, but Geography now has more faculty to fill this specialization from a Geographical perspective. Was 50-60 credit hours. Now, because of changes in course content, this major requires 55 hours.

iii. See p. 4 of Mumy cover letter: All name and content changes to existing tracks were approved by subcommittee. Was some concern for overreach in name change of (the newly titled) Environment and Society (BA) track from the School of Earth Sciences, but consensus/concerns have been resolved.
iv. Next two specialization revisions are tied to the two new majors

1. Revision to BA in Geography with a specialization  in “Spatial Analysis” From the current BS in, “Analytical Geog and GIS” there is a revised specialization in “Spatial Analysis” for students looking for graduate school training. 

2. Students in Spatial Analysis major may still want Geographical Information Systems (GIS) application courses (see discussion of new GIS major below), so concern was raised that students could take very similar curriculum. While this could possibly occur, the subcommittee was satisfied with Geography Department’s explanation of how students would take courses to differentiate their needs.
3. New BS in GIS: Part of content taken from Analytical Cartography portion Analytical Geog and GIS major. Main reason to separate this into a new major is to give GIS students specialization and to give a specific name and tag on transcripts to students. Will help students identify this highly sought-after degree and position by employers. Will require specific technical skills in this field. 

4. Revision to BA in Geography with a specialization  in “Climatology and Physical Geography”: had added math requirements (+5 pre-req hours) and elective hours have increased from 43-53 to 55, thus adding 10 more hours to this track
5. New BS in Atmospheric Sciences (BS) There is more Physical Geography now within the department, adding courses in Physical Geography, allowing the creation of a new BS in Atmospheric Sciences that was formerly contained within the BA in Geography with a specialization  in “Climatology and Physical Geography.” Also, the creation of the major in Atmospheric Sciences (BS) was based the current strong Ph.D. program in the same field and undergraduates wanted a similar degree. Naming will also help students and employers identify degree. No similar program in Ohio. Easy to tailor this degree to the requirements of professional organization guidelines for BS degrees in field. This program has the most math in SBS and pre-reqs have been made more rigorous accordingly, including 50 pre-req hours (Math, Physics, Chemistry), 35 of which can overlap with GEC. Requires two targeted electives.

v. Q: What are total credit hours of new proposed curriculum for A.S. and GIS?  about 165 total (pre-reqs, plus GEC, plus major) leaving room for free electives to total 181.
vi. Q: What is the general difference between a BA and a BS degree? BS generally connotes more math and science. If student is looking for job with government or as a forecaster, they are looking for more science. BA is more liberal arts-oriented and students could not get a job with National Weather Service with a BA.  GIS major has fewer overall credits (2 pre-req courses). Atmospheric Sciences has 10 pre reqs

vii. Q: Is there any kind of governing body for GIS? No, but there is a GIS University Consortium that has suggested body of knowledge to define basic necessary grounds. The Department used these suggestions to craft major.
viii. Requirements for broadcast meteorology career does require BS, although university requirements differ nationally. Now the Meteorological Society requires a BS in Atmospheric Science to get the CVM. 
ix. How many students are anticipated? Most Climatology and Physical Geography undergrad majors will likely switch over to Atmospheric Sciences (50-60 students) and the program anticipates doubling that number in the next 10 years based on peer institutions with similar student body and faculty size. Over 120 students would not be desirable given faculty size.  60-65 are likely to be GIS majors by year 4 (based on the current number of students specializing in GIS and projected new majors).
x. There is an existing program in Mapping and Land Information Systems housed within the School of Earth Science, but it has no current majors.  What is the distinction between GIS and Geodetic Science and that major’s existing focus? GIS grew out of Geography practices in 1960’s of mapping spatial data into GIS. Both students and employers have been demanding some way to certify that students doing GIS have sufficient technical training. Some schools have gone to certification, others have followed UCGIS suggestion to develop a major in GIS. Geodetic Sciences seems to have come more from surveying field, but details of parallelism between Geography information versus Land Information are unclear at present. GIS applications and add-on spatial statistical science information would likely be different. If Earth Science is interested in reviving major, there should be distinction and Geography would not have objections if this major was revived.

Subcommittee approval stands as motion to approve all proposed revisions and new majors. 2nd Hubin

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

4. CCI Organizational Structure Discussion

· Model received with CCI meeting materials (“Integrated Model”) was distributed earlier within CCCs and CCI subcommittees have seen similar iterations of this model.
· Yesterday another model (“GEC Multi-Panel Model”) was sent by Caroline Breitenberger via email to Chair. Paper copies distributed at meeting. Need a motion from a voting member to consider “GEC Multi-Panel Model” proposal.

· Motion Vaessin, 2nd Michael Kelly Bruce, Unanimously Voted to consider “GEC Multi-Panel Model” in addition to other proposal.

· “Integrated Model” has large committees that combine CCI subcommittees with CCC representation, in which committees have a variety of reviewing tasks (course requests, program requests, GEC vetting)
· “GEC Multi-Panel Model” model divides work (post college/divisional committee vetting) into very small panels focused in one GEC category each, providing consistency of review within categories and develops committee members’ expertise in GEC category
· Majors and minors as they are converted to semester-based majors and minors would not require a separate CCI subcommittee review. Example, looking at changes in conversion (not content) it does not seem that there should be separate CCI subcommittee vetting it.

· For programmatic revisions, the CCCs will have to be very careful about reviewing those before going to CCI 

· In “GEC Multi-Panel Model” there are 7 panels, focusing on specific GEC category, 2 subcommittees (one for Interdisciplinary and one for Assessment). GEC panels can review GEC courses and send on to CAA [current process has A&S Associate Dean final approval before going to OAA] unless there are specific problems, in which case they could go to CCI. Anything else would come to full CCI from college committees.

· Q: Changes to majors and minors would come from college/divisional committee to CCI. Most of work was done at CCI sub committee level for Geography Major. This burden would shift to divisional committee. 

a. SBS CC did do a lot of work on this proposal in addition to the subcommittee. When it got to subcommittee, the work was very substantial.
b. Perception of duplication of within CCC and subcommittee. Committee reps raised similar issues and brought members of dept to CCC, then subcommittee, then CCI as a whole. Seems like there is duplication of work in various bodies, leading proposers to perceive repetition. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” model would have divisional committee work and present to CCI.

c. Some issues are more likely to rise at CCI or subcommittee level than at college committee level, such as concurrence issues, which are valid issues. Passing such issues up to CCI might change concurrence practices.

d. One of the reasons that “Integrated Model” provides transparency is that there is cross-A&S communication early on so that issues of concurrence are addressed at earliest stage of process. Not sure that those issues should be brought to CCI to address.
e. Aspect of majors coming directly to CCI from divisional committee is troublesome. Same questions may be asked, but this is valuable, having a GEC course skipping a step is less troublesome than a major proposal. Same questions are often readdressed at CAA and holes are found, strengthening the proposal. Review will be less careful.

f. Sees efficiency of small panels, but smallness of panels gives risk of narrowness of views on topics, especially narrowness of GEC, where breadth should be represented at table.

g. In favor of retaining CCC or Divisional committees, especially for more localized review of departmental courses being thought of in broader curriculum of division. “Integrated model” would indicate a tremendous amount of work. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” members don’t seem to have expertise.
h. “Integrated Model” subcommittees basically represent the departments with the additional reps from CCI, consolidating levels, thus leaving room for current functions. 
i. Still leaves proposals going to CCI

j. Size of “Integrated Model” subcommittees is same size as they are currently.

k. Response to point “h.”” Combing 2 committees combines functions of helping prepare proposals with oversight. Smashing two functions together, which is not best approach because advocacy role of CCC, versus CCI role of oversight. 
l. When a CC rep is on both committees, s/he doesn’t feel as if different roles are being played, but uses same guidelines to assess proposals; does not see distinctions

m. How much of this buffing and polishing could be done by A-Deans working with depts.? A-Deans know what needs to be there and if they reviewed and worked with dept it would be in shape by time it came to integrated committee
i. 2 issues: volume – A-deans will be busy working with depts. on semester conversion

ii. The more eyes that look at it, the more chance there is that things will be caught. An A-Dean can help, but cannot catch everything. Not a perfect solution to have A-Dean take care of that.
n. We just had example of Geog proposal that came from division, considered by current subcommittee, and discussed generally here at CCI, which seemed to go very well. Question to Gene Mumy (A-Dean SBS and chair of CCI subcommittee that vetted Geography proposal): Do you think that there were two functions performed in CCC and subcommittee that were of distinct value? Articulating why a student could do GIS versus Spatial Analysis at CCC considered a clean-up issue. At next step, committee was able to bypass this issue. It’s a mix. Would have to think about exact division. Has not done analysis of time spent and varying functions.  Geog process started two years ago and involved deans.
o. “Integrated model”: COTA relies on A-Dean and clears up many issues. Was on CCI many years ago when there were no subcommittees, and with current subcommittee structure CCI meetings seem more efficient

p. Could see adding a subcommittee in charge of majors/minors in A&H and m/m in BMPS, but issue is that in “Integrated model,” those committees are combining college committee and CCI subcommittee (reviewing number of different GEC categories, majors and minors from different units.) CCCs review only proposals from their own depts. In a BMPS Divisional Integrated panel they would need to be knowledgeable on several categories of GEC and members must switch gears significantly. As more proposals come through, there needs to be a larger knowledge base that could increase conceptual workload. If “GEC Multi-Panel Model” is specialized by GEC category, they would not need to switch gears. The work would be streamlined by grouping into categories where knowledge base would be established.

q. 2 issues

i. Retaining CCCs: Sometimes seems like a lot of hoops. Courses sent back for picky reasons that seem ridiculous. Maybe this is an issue of educating divisional committees. Guidelines can be made clearer within the text of  the manual. Many hurdles for proposers can be discouraging. This makes me want to consolidate the way the “Integrated Model” does.

ii. Sees difference between 2 functions (advocacy versus oversight)
iii. Specialization of “GEC Multi-Panel Model”: Attractive, but if that requires small committees, shares concern that very few people would be making these decisions and it depends who people are: A&H Panel has A&H CCI rep, SBS CCI rep, A&H A-Dean. Broad range of areas yet narrow range of people. It’s not as if the Humanities or the A&H form a coherent cohesive set of disciplines that all understand one another in the first place. Those considerations argue for having committees larger and more representative.

1. Courses in “GEC Multi-Panel Model” would have already gone through divisional committee
2. Worry about Historical Studies panel: already struggled with this, and a smaller panel may not reflect broad view on what this should be. What if those two people are from History dept?

r. Interdisciplinary committee sees JGS courses and committee spent much time cleaning up these courses.

s. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” adds GEC categories to Interdisciplinary subcommittee vetting duties, which currently does not do these. This subcommittee has already had full schedule this year and anticipates much more volume. It would be overloaded while other panels may have very few proposals
t. JGS did not recognize lack of knowledge when they proposed a series of new courses and now C&A office is working with JGS to prepare curricular proposals.
u. It is also role of curricular A-Deans to help prepare proposals.
v. If we had had the “GEC Multi-Panel Model” this year, based on current statistics from Jan-May, Interdisciplinary Subcommittee would have had 26 course proposals to vet, in same period, a GEC Foreign Languages panel would have had 6, Math would have had 3 proposals, A&H 15

w. Semester conversion and volume: Each department and division will have huge increase in workload in developing and redesigning curriculum – concern for elimination of divisional committees
i. Point person from dept will have to become expert to work with A-Dean and Curriculum & Assessment Office and should therefore be much cleaner for having a curricular expert on a learning curve

ii. GEC in semester conversion. If one takes approach that GEC will be preserved and converted, then careful vetting would still be needed. If GEC is changed radically, (i.e. any course within History would satisfy HS) there would be no more GEC vetting within Arts and Sciences. The only vetting would be if someone from outside A&S wants to propose a course, at which point there would be a much reduced approval process. Settling on a particular approach to GEC approval without having GEC seems to be putting cart before horse.
x. Major value in CCC/Divisional committees even if there does appear to be duplication. If future GEC looks like present, sees value in focused panels, but shares concern of smallness of panels.  Divisional committees are important place for sharing info and if eliminated or subsumed into larger committees, those will have to meet extra anyway
y. It doesn’t matter what GEC looks like because each subcommittee will handle GEC in any model; Under conversion, idea that point people will be in constant communication with A-deans providing higher and broader level of support and faculty participation in process in general

i. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” does not include advisors and undergraduates on panels, a previous concern voiced in several committees. These roles are important, especially with regard to GEC.

z. Before present CCI subcommittee structure, there were panels with 3 people. Sometimes work done in person, over email. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” had more people on panels originally and reduced the number to streamline. “GEC Multi-Panel Model” has something in between and is fairly nimble and can be adjusted. 
aa. Approval of majors and minors: Most of time there aren’t that many problems after divisional level. If there were no M&M panel, there could be a primary reader who could present to CCI with unit reps. Proposal perception would be that there was one level of review and CCI would provide interdisciplinary perspectives.

ab. Response to concern of too narrow a group imposing a narrow view: happens sometimes when committees get too large where a narrow subset dictates results. Concern about “Integrated Model’s” large committees: each one must know all GEC categories and may only be one rep from HUMs and none from English, all must know all diversity. 
ac. Isn’t it incumbent on any faculty member to assess any course from any area based on clearly spelled out criteria and learning objectives? Also, on committees the most useful comments can come from members outside of the discipline.

ad. One of subcommittees can have different standards from another committee. 
ae. But aren’t these standards uniform? We have those guidelines and documents in the handbook.

af. In general a little bit of redundancy can be good. Not convinced there is a problem with proposals going through multiple committees before final approval, that that kind of redundancy consistently does more harm than good. Does like idea of dividing subcommittee by kind of task, by work required, than by disciplinary division of origin. Q on “GEC Multi-Panel Model”: Some reflect GEC requirements, but other categories are in Interdisciplinary Panel. In general in favor of functional GEC work either according to categories or by function.
ag. Diverse way of viewing the approval process in assessment aspect. Cmte needs to know what is needed for review. Assessment subcommittee absolutely values students and advisors, but very small faculty component. More faculty should be on this committee.
ah. Assumption that routine business load will drop off completely and that majors will not be revised and courses will not be proposed. Point people will become a functional divisional committee (many who have or do serve on CCCs now) Are we working from an assumption that structure has slowed process? What problem are we trying to solve? Is it assumed that Dean Steinmetz will maintain divisions? One proposal is aligned with a GEC that may not exist and the other proposal with a divisional structure that may not exist.

i. Joan Leitzel moving forward with codification of A&S divisional structure

ai. Checklist for type of course proposal but it is still a judgment call in approval and different committees working parallel can come to different conclusions, calibration will still be an issue and if list is that detailed, no judgment needed and thus no committee
i. 2 models show different ways to approach same problem. There may be other ways. Given all uncertainties and given these two uncertainties – why do we have to make this decision right now? What about fall or winter?
aj. Both models are in flux. Makes sense to defer but we should be thinking about both models in response. We should be thinking about relative merits but may be worthwhile to wait on specific structure.

ak. Support for waiting

al. Discussions are good, inherently likes streamlining via small size of committees. We don’t know what will happen with new dean. GEC will likely change.

am. CAA ad-hoc committee model allows flexibility that our current structures do not.

an. We need to make a decision about fall subcommittee structure now so we are ready to move forward.

ao. 1. CAA different in that they are at a higher level of review, things cleaned up but don’t think exact model is ideal for here. 2. Problems with both models. Can see that deferring a decision can be a problem, but making a decision with so many issues not resolved is also not desirable. Wishes not to make decision.
ap. Why change? Valid question. Difficulty is that the way curricular approval process functions does a pretty good job currently. Difficulty is the capacity of the system to process – how do we build in extra capacity that is flexible enough to expand and shrink as workload varies. If we need other panels in “Integrated model,” we can add panels to address all issues of proposals. There are 2 A&H panels due to bigger workload. With regard to structure, there will likely be 3 deans and one Exec Dean of A&S. Joan is proactive in consultation with new dean. Does not anticipate large changes in divisional structure. Think about capacity issue.
aq. Agrees not to change right now. Likes specialization in “GEC Multi-Panel Model” and could probably be worked in informally into current structures that would be specialists of areas and these people bring issues to subcommittee.

ar. De facto divisional point person committees: MPS those already identified as point persons are already college reps and will continue to meet dealing with all issues around semester conversion, student affairs, and curriculum. Divisional committees will emerge somehow, their role in curricular approval process in some way. In “Integrated Model” those chosen from units would be regular faculty members and not those already on CCCs.

as. Why would the current CCC members (or those in their positions in the future) not be on the “Integrated Model” subcommittees?

at. Capacity issue will be significant. Are we moving forward on assumption that conversion will affect every course and require full documentation or will it be handled differently, trusting departments to submit revised catalog copies with supporting evidence and if there are significant questions, committee will ask for more. A proactive stance would be to define minimum requirement for conversion.
Motion: Harder table until next meeting for departments to discuss 2nd Harvey

11 Yes, No, 1, 0 abstentions

Further Discussion:

Collier: start with structure and figure our function, or vice versa. What are key things that need to be accomplished? What is not working? Will a committee be nimble? Efficient? What value is added each time we do a review?  What is optimal functioning organization?

Information in “GEC Multi-Panel Model” includes semester timelines to help start considering template development.

· Recommendation to add Professional representative to CCI membership

a. [Did not discuss]
5. Revised A&H Expected Learning Outcomes

· Four people worked on this (Liddle, V. Williams, Shanda, Hubin)
· Drawn from Model Curriculum
· Took learning objectives from current ELOs and combined into first

· second two ELOs were drawn from MC to better reflect entire A&H GEC category

Motion to approve new ELOs: Vaessin, 2nd Krissek

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
6. Sociology Minor Revision (guest: Paul Bellair)

· Introduction (Harder) Dept of Sociology has 3 current minors (Sociology with approximately 100 students; Soc Stratification and Inequality, which is undersubscribed and in need of revision; and Criminology, which has successful enrollments.) Soc is proposing to revise the 3 existing minors and to add a new minor named “Health and Society”; The CCI subcommittee on Sciences was impressed with proposals and rationales and feels changes can attract more students.
a. “Soc Stratification and Inequality”  minor is proposing a name change to “Inequality and Society” to make the name of the minor more appealing and understandable to students. Also, the structure of this minor has been revised substantially, leaving students with 2 electives from a long list.

b. The newly titled “Criminology and Criminal Justice Studies” minor provides more depth in Criminal Justice system. The name change also mirrors the recently approved renaming of the major.
c. The New Health and Society minor reflects new faculty areas and student interest.

d. Subcommittee was initially unclear about 100-level rules and was concerned with differences among 4 minors with Soc 100 requirement. Upon further reflection, it was decided that nearly everyone that goes into a Soc minor has already had 101 and also, 101 is now included on every minor. 
A&S Guidelines for minors state the following with regard to 100-level courses on a minor: 
2. The inclusion of 100-level courses, X94 (group studies) courses, or introductory courses designed to meet the General Education Curriculum (GEC) is discouraged. For every fivecredit hours of 100-level course work on the minor, the minimum total (20) required for theminor is increased by five. (2008-09 Operations Manual, 20)
· Rationale (Bellair)

a. Now minors include methods course (488) which is a rigorous course

b. Revision is based on revision of Soc and CJ majors

c. The Sociology department was surprised to see Soc minor outperforming CJ minor because there are more Soc majors.  Soc program netted most minors so they were hesitant to change this traditional minor because of student demand.
d. CJ minor: Dept felt they could get better enrollments in minor and have tried to organized broadly to facilitate revision

e. Inequality and Society minor: 
i. typo include new name on minor advising sheet
ii. Min of 20 credit hours
iii. All 5 credit hour courses, 101 is only non-200-level or above course.

iv. Make boilerplate language on right hand side advising sheets consistent with 25 credit hour minimums

f. Internship credit does not count on minors. Because dept. is expecting increased enrollment in internship class as it is a new major requirement, internship course was left off minor so as to facilitate demand among majors. Sts may still take it but won’t count toward minors.
g. Q: Why must students consult with departmental advisors? Program is well- staffed in advising encourages students to consult advisors. This system has been in place historically and has worked well for students. It could change in the future as undergrad student population has become more savvy in understanding of requirements and restrictions, but dept still likes this clause for now.

Subcommittee approval stands as motion to approve

2nd Vaessin

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

