CCI Interdisciplinary Initiatives Subcommittee 

Approved Minutes

Monday, August 17, 2009





10:00 AM- 11:00 AM

4187 Smith Laboratory

ATTENDEES: Krissek, Haddad, Harvey, Mercerhill, Severtis, Vankeerbergen, Hallihan

AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes from 6/10/09

· Haddad, Mercerhill- UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED
2. Latest update on “Tango”

· A letter was sent to this faculty member in May and he responded in July, stating that he did not feel the Subcommittee was given adequate data to make their decision to end his Seminar.  In that respect, the Subcommittee is now asked to make another statement (perhaps more formal) to weigh in this last time.  It was made clear in the original letter to the faculty member that this was a committee decision.

· Initial issues with the course revolved around not following the rules (unpaid assistants, students not paying for the course but sitting in, faculty member unavailable for the first 2 meetings putting students in charge, asked students to bring non-registered men to the class)

· He included student statements in his response.  He explained the extra students were non-paid assistants. His actions got women to drop the class.

· Subcommittee formally reconsidered the data and maintained the original decision to discontinue the seminar and will allow Terry Gustafson to draft a final response

3. John Glenn School of Public Affairs Preliminary Major Prospectus

· Originally submitted June 3, 2009

· Why the BS degree compared to the BA?

· For BS degrees, students are required to take 2 quarters of Calculus, and the JGS prospectus only takes students through Math 148.  Any math requirement that includes calculus will likely self-select students out of the program.  

· Reasoning for the BS is not strong; suggest that JGS present data about how many other Public Affairs programs (aspirational peers) have BS programs?  If offering a B.A. does not hurt JGS marketing-wise (i.e., does not put JGS at a disadvantage relative to their aspirational peers), perhaps the BA is the best approach.  Sounds like they want a “tag” and they need not offer a BS to tag a degree.

· Regarding the 8 potential tracks

· It does not appear that any are fully fleshed out, and it might be wise to start with fewer tracks at the outset.  Prospectus states that “Will be starting with 4-6 tracks and bring the others into the major during the 2nd year”, which seems fast.  Intl Stds program has a very similar history, creating tracks using faculty from other areas to fill in.  However, Intl Stds grew to their present number of tracks over time; when they began, they were limited to a smaller number of tracks.  Looks like JGS created this conceptually by examining other departments and disciplines.  Where are the disciplinary standards to use as rationale for starting with so many tracks?
· Tracks presently are named using “public policy” (which is housed within Political Science), not “public affairs”.  JGS should keep their program or track names in “public affairs” to minimize concurrence issues later.
· Similar to the present International Studies program, the BFA has different emphasis areas.  However, those emphasis areas are based on accreditation guidelines

· The “Education Policy and Management” track: are there jobs for a BS student in Education policy management and public affairs?  Is this the appropriate degree for a track in this area; is there a demand for students with only a Bachelor’s degree?  If a B.S. degree is appropriate, why does Education only offer a policy program at the graduate (especially Ph.D.) level?  The same question can be asked for several (or all) of the other proposed tracks.

· Disciplinary emphases in these tracks are obvious.  Several questions exist about the interactions with those other disciplines:

· Are the people on-board in other disciplines aware of the track names?   
· If “tracks” or specializations already exist in these other disciplines, how do the tracks proposed by JGS differ from the existing tracks/specializations?  
· What will distinguish “public affairs” from “policy” in these tracks?  That programmatic duplication would be unnecessary.  

· Are the other disciplines fully aware of the extent of curriculum overlap involved?  For example, a new Environmental Studies A&S interdisciplinary major is starting to be developed, and could have significant overlap with the Environmental Policy track here.  

· Suggest to start with 1 core curriculum for a major, then bring other disciplines on board in other tracks.  Keep the initial program simple.  Assess over the first 4 years (develop supporting data) what students are taking, what tracks are developing? Where are students being employed?  Then build from established strength with additional tracks, as needed.  As suggested above, information from existing Public Policy programs at aspirational peers should be helpful for defining the initial JGS program.

· It seems right that the community organization and nonprofit management tracks have student demand that is not being met by any other unit on campus.  Those seem like great starting points for a unique contribution from JGS.

· Inconsistency in description of requirements and tracks: 

· p.3 a student is said to choose a track, which will require 2 foundational courses and  3 other courses.  The header information for Appendix 3, however, says that a student selects 1 major policy track and 1 minor policy track; no information is given about the course requirements in the “minor” track.  Committee members guessed that 3 courses might be required in the “minor” track – if that is true, then the overall degree requirements include 8 courses, so that the 2 “track” requirements would incorporate ~40 credits, rather than 25 credits.  That increase in credit hours would significantly reduce the number of ”free electives” available to the student. 
· For comparison, on P.4 it is stated that a student could use free electives to get minor in another dept, which is confusing faced with what is written on p.3 and Appendix 3.  Perhaps the terminology is simply poor.  Must be consistent about what is required of students.  

· More language inconsistency with public affairs vs. public policy in Appendix 3.

· Courses

· For the JGS courses just approved by this Subcommittee, the communities where these will be offered appear to be changing; so the concurrence issue will be replayed.  The Subcommittee recently approved a suite of JGS courses simply by stating that each course will be linked to Living-Learning or DC communities.  Those restrictions do not seem to apply in the course descriptions and the sample schedule in the prospectus.  For example, the sample schedule shows 678 & 679 (initially DC courses only) taken in different quarters, and taken along with GEC courses; this would not be possible if the student is still taking 678 and 679 in DC.  

· Program requires or lists a 700-level course taken in the sophomore year.  Without seeing syllabi, how could the 700-level course be appropriate?  These 700-level courses are existing courses taken by graduate students;how do you maintain the integrity of that course for Grad students when the clientele now includes Sophomores?  Suggest: submit a current 700-level syllabus, together with a syllabus for the course as it will be offered when sophomores are enrolled.  The alternative would be to propose a new course for the Bachelor’s program, providing a treatment of the same material at a basic level.
· Core course list: if a student completed the proposed B.S. program, would there be enough other JGS courses at the Master’s level for that student to stay at OSU and complete a graduate degree (or degrees) through JGS?  Or is JGS “cutting off” its own pipeline to new graduate students from OSU with the B.S. requirements proposed here?
· Plan on starting Autumn 2010 which is ambitious

· Major having 8 specific courses to take.  Typically is there more flexibility in core requirements?  Tagged degrees and science degrees probably would be comparable in their structured core requirements.  Fisher COB core requirements are probably similar.  Show a comparison perhaps in a table
· Tentative schedule: other than entering 1st quarter, how can students finish in an appropriate amount of time?

· Helpful to state how many majors they anticipate over a 4 year period

· Advising: JGS needs to have full-time curriculum manager on board from the start, given the complexity of the proposed program.  Information from current ASC advising also is needed to guide development of the JGS requirements; in particular, input from ASC Advising about curriculum bottlenecks in the proposed program, and obstacles to student navigation through the program.

· Appendix 3

· What are the prereqs for these courses?  Hidden prereqs could vastly increase the number of credits required

· Can a student take more than one 597 course?  Yes.

· There is no Capstone requirement in the BS.  Either require within the major or have own Capstone course.  All 597s should be listed as “Issues of the Contemporary World: TITLE”
· 700-level courses in Education, City & Regional Planning; does EHE permit undergrads in those courses?  EHE might be making their 700- and 800-level courses at a lower level; question if these are grad-level courses if sophomores can take?
· Requiring certain GEC courses- seems restrictive, but could be foundational for the major.  McHale recommended flexibility.  Could make those prereqs for the major and could also satisfy GEC, but this is student choice.  Suggest to frame this differently
· Concern over students; where are they leading students?  Advising? Faculty? 

· Similar programs with a model?  Intl Stds? Other Public Affairs programs?  This JGS prospectus does not seem like a platform for a job after the BS or even graduate school.

· To revise this, JGS should start with broad comments and big picture thought (what is the 1 thing they want to train students in?  Then develop the program around that goal/objective- as defined for undergraduates).  Then add the specific information.  

· Must be in close contact with departments and have conversations on the ground level, and make these departments fully aware of the implications early.  “Full implications” include more than just the impacts on enrollments in individual courses; “full implications” include overlaps in “tracks” and/or areas of emphasis within major or minor programs.  Letters of support from any unit involvedare required eventually, and should be discussed early in the process of program development.  Avoid program replication.  Concern over time frame of starting the major and calendar conversion.  

· Have the specific tracks been discussed with those units who expressed course interest?  Make evident in the proposal.

