Social and Behavioral Sciences Committee on Curricular Affairs
Approved Minutes

Tuesday, April 14, 2009

3:30 PM- 5:00 PM

1039 Derby Hall

ATTENDEES: Hobgood, Haddad, Mumy, McGraw, Nathanson, Bellair, Valle, McCauley, McDaniel, Severtis, Liddle
AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes from 3/10/09 (attached)

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
2. Communication 613 (dropped prereq) 
3. Communication 631 (dropped prereq)
· No longer need to be a Journalism/Comm major
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
A Nathanson will provide section size and proposed numbers of sections to CAO
4. Communication 635 (change course title & description) 
· Still has prereqs; title change takes out organizational communication part of it since Communications has an org communication course already
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

A Nathanson will provide section size and proposed numbers of sections to CAO
5. Communication 638 (dropped prereq) 
6. Communication 656 (dropped prereq)
7. Communication 665 (dropped prereq)
· No longer need to be a Journalism/Comm major, grad standing or permission

· Q: Was grad standing a restriction on enrollment or is some level of maturity needed to take these courses?

· A: Opening enrollment, most likely upper-level students enroll to fulfill their major
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED

A Nathanson will provide section size and proposed numbers of sections to CAO
8. Communication 653 (dropped prereq) 
· No longer need to be a Journalism/Comm major or permission

· Q: Was grad standing a restriction on enrollment or is some level of maturity needed to take these courses?

· A: Opening enrollment, most likely upper-level students enroll to fulfill their major
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED WITH CONTINGENCY: A Nathanson to check to see if the prereqs should be dropped; either way, course is AWC; A Nathanson will provide section size and proposed numbers of sections to CAO
9. Sociology 591 
· Developed initially as an urban sociology course (300-level course is a Soc of Communities course); wanted to originally make that a service learning component course, but decided to make a new course proposal rather than a revision of the 300-level course

· This is an urban community capacity building course with a service learning designation, with students able to interact with community urban orgzs, which is a large component of the course and the focal point of papers, group projects, etc.

· An upper level course fulfilling that coursework gap in the department

· Q: Course description does not do the course justice; there is more going on with regards to organizing or capacity-building

· A: The description seems clear but it could be bolstered

· Q: Under scope and expectations there is more detail regarding the methods of building community capacity and what the course actually does

· A: Could substitute the 2nd sentence of the course syllabus for the original course description

· Q: What makes a service learning course?

· A: Volunteering and underscoring the academic component of the course

· A letter ‘s’ will appear on the transcript

· SIS- will place letter at end of the course number

· P.2 of form- general course info statement- “service” is misspelled

· CURR OFFICE recommends concurrence to City & Regional Planning (CRP 628)

· Will send concurrence to C&RP
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED WITH CONTINGENCIES in bold above
10. Political Science/Intl Studies 542 
· This is an Intl Studies course, to be cross-listed in Political Science
· The subject matter allowed it to be cross-listed
· It has already been through Interdisciplinary Subcommittee and approved (it was not originally cross-listed with Poli Sci, thus it went to Interdisc Subcom first)
· Official title is “Incomplete Democracies: the (Un)Rule of Law in Latin America”

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
11. Geography/English 597.03 
· Becky Mansfield proposed this, cross-listed with English; now a 3rd capstone course; more of an emphasis on environmental issues and problems, designed to be a part of the environmental citizenship minor, and applying for GEC Capstone category
· Q: Some reservations about an English faculty doing Geography/Science; could this be team taught?  Their interaction would be what makes the course work
· A: Seems more like the GIS 607 course, cross-listed across depts. and sometimes team taught and sometimes alternating quarters

· Q: This is a GEC course proposal; how would students in the minor and outside the minor be treated?  Designed specifically for the Capstone in the minor and builds on previous courses in the minor
· Q: Does it presuppose students have some knowledge already?; Might be required for the minor but other students can take it too; but if it builds on other courses in the minor, is that an issue?  
· A: A capstone for the minor does not need to be a GEC capstone

· Electronic enforcement of prereq box is checked, but no prereqs listed
· Administrative question on how to track who is taking this to fulfill the minor might come up in Sciences CCI Subcommittee

· Clarification on teaching structure and how the statement as a “minor capstone” can administratively be tracked or resolved

UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED WITH CONTINGENCIES in bold above
12. Curriculum Flow Proposal (see attached)  
· The A-Dean’s in the A&S were in favor of keeping the college-based curriculum committees, but last fall a model similar to this proposal was discussed at CCI, in essence eliminating the College Committees; this has now been resurrected, due partially to reorganization and partially to calendar conversion processes (and an expected increase in course proposals)
· The general perception is that it takes too long to get proposals through the curricular process but data shows that realistically there is little hold-up

· Courses are held up: not properly vetted before reaching SBS Curriculum committee, issues arise about content, committees send back, depts. don’t respond, etc; not the number of steps but some of the hold-ups listed here
· This proposal eliminates a step rather than concerning ourselves with the time it takes, the efficacy of the vetting process and the quality of the job it does

· Concurrences used to be an issue when the former Associate Executive Dean of A&S  held proposals in his office for a variety of reasons without informing the SBS CC or the proposing unit ; now the process is more fluid
· Some people in ASC administration suggest that the  new proposal seems useful now with calendar conversion and the elimination of a step

· The curricular CCI Subcommittees will get all  proposals for the social sciences (SBS), both GEC and non-GEC proposals, from the originating SBS units; if one of the SBS depts. is asking for a Bio Sci or Phys Sci GEC then it will go to SBS (as opposed to going to the Sciences Sub under the current system); all courses will be vetted through these subcommittees and sent to OAA
· Concern:   Proposals which are outside a division’s conventional GEC area(s) will not be vetted according to the standards of that GEC area
· Minor and major changes still go to CCI for approval
· The question becomes: how many members will we have on each committee?  What happens when not everyone is in the same disciplinary area? 
· Concern:  Disciplinary competence in vetting would be diluted

· Concern:  Size & diversity of committee might become unwieldy for decision making
· Who is from outside SBS on the proposed SBS committee: 1 CCI member outside of SBS, 1 professional rep, 1 faculty curricular chair from outside SBS; the majority still are from SBS
· Will getting these committees together be better?
· What is the function of the current college committees? The A-Deans will be expected to work with departments to send clean proposals; but the committee is also used for general sharing of information we are interested in

· Hypothetically, one of the current SBS A-Deans would be chairing this new SBS CCI subcommittee

· Hypothetical rosters handed around- just an idea of the magnitude of the rosters

· This proposal combines 2 different functions re: integrity of the courses - college committee and university faculty; only a handful have discipline-specific knowledge 

· Unwieldiness is an issue- if an outsider does not understand how courses are approved and their criteria, things get held up

· Currently the CCI subcommittees have the same issues- B Liddle deals with A&H Subcommittee and he is in Political Science
· Other issues: 

· How easy will it be to get a quorum with so many members?
· Learning process discussions to the uninformed leading to off-the-wall comments
· With Arts and Humanities having so many depts., would they truly own that part of the GEC without outside vetting?
· How much time would be wasted with large committees?  It might hold things up longer
· Some cmte members believe the new structure in SBS would transfer well- seems like the SBS committee has great representation
· Perhaps not; the professional rep, some outsiders change the dynamics; we would have to explain ourselves to them

· Some cmts members feel that over time presumably they would come onboard

· Perhaps not

· The issue is not just with this committee, but how do we want things treated in the other committees? How does this improve on what currently exists?  Currently subcommittees that were supposed to be field-neutral within CCI have become more substantive (A&H Subcom); supposed to have balanced representation

· Some cmte members ask how is submitting something to the CCI Subcommittee (disciplinary-oriented) different than the new process?

· This proposal will bring SBS-oriented proposals to the new subcommittee

· A Social Science diversity course from Natural Sci will go to BioSci (Anthro lab course will go to SBS subcommittee)

· If someone from BioSci does a Social Science GEC it goes to BioSci

· There are costs and benefits
· If a subcommittee approves it, it goes right to OAA, as CCI does not see it
· A&S CCI Chair C Highley asked B Liddle to work out a common position on this issue along with 2 others
· No idea what the academic structure of A&S will look like
· A new Executive Dean, semester conversion; why change the current process when there is a short amount of time when we need to revisit this anyway?

· Perhaps it is to have recommendations in place to pass along to the new A&S Exec Dean, who can pick and choose what they like
· Sees certain advantages in this for SBS units; outside input can be useful, less isolation
· Advantage of College Cmte is that you know what your colleagues are doing; at the new model Subcommittee level, can we learn from others?

