CCI Social, Behavioral, Biological, Mathematical and Physical Sciences Subcommittee

Approved Minutes

Monday, February 1, 2010






11:00 AM- 12:30 PM

4187 Smith Laboratory

ATTENDEES: Bitters, Breitenberger, Daniels, Fredal, Lyvers-Peffer, Mumy, Vankeerbergen  

AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes from 1-11-10 

Bitters, Daniels, unanimously approved
2. Discussion about the GE Recommendation 

· J. Fredal (chair) presents context: Issues discussed at CCI in January: open option, service learning, education abroad, 2 social sciences (instead of 3 categories). There are not many service learning courses at this point. 
· Cross disciplinary seminars: all 597s that already exist will be grandfathered in; it sounds like other numbers will be accepted as well. The capstone experience as part of the BA is not in the new GE. Negatives of current 597s: they were supposed to be for everybody (not only majors) but that was not always the case; they were not popular with students; non-tenure track faculty were also teaching those courses (though that was not supposed to be the case, initially).
· What about courses 13 and 14? Not clear. It seems that a lot of possibilities are available. If students are going to take courses in their own field, then the spirit of the open option is not fulfilled. 
· The issue of AP credit being accepted or not has come up several times at CCI. What was settled at CCI: AP, transfer credit, and EM credit can take the place of GE course. 
· Member comment: We need more definition, structure of what study abroad and service learning courses are. 

· Some depts. are heavily invested in capstone courses. Capstone courses will probably need to become part of the major.

· Related issue: One member does not agree that GE courses should not count for major.

· Open question: Should all 3 service learning, cross disciplinary, and education abroad be vetted by separate subcommittee? E.g., there is a wide variety of concepts as to what study abroad implies.

· Q: What about issue of study abroad experiences now counting for major? Can they also count for GE? A: Under current system, no.

· Member comment: It is a good idea to have students reach outside their area of specialty through a service learning experience, a cross disciplinary seminar, or an education abroad experience. Yet, this is not the same thing as taking another course from 2-12 or 15. One solution: open option 1 would be 2-12 or 15 and open option 2 would have to be chosen from service learning, cross disciplinary, or education abroad. (This issue should be raised at CCI.)
· One problem: Education abroad may be too expensive for some students. 
· Member comment: It is the study abroad experience that is valuable (not the content of the course itself). Issue: Having one’s course taken abroad recognized/evaluated by OSU can be challenging. So, again, it is the study abroad experience itself that is interesting. Conclusion: There is no real benefit to vetting any of the service learning, cross disciplinary seminars, or education abroad experiences. (Even if they were not approved, they would still count for their other GE category.)

· Follow-up comment from other member: What if we are dealing with a scenario under which a course is not a GE but is an education abroad course? That scenario indicates that there needs to be a vetting process for education abroad. (If a course is not in the GE somewhere else, there needs to be a vetting process, a standard to adhere to.) Who is going to go over all those education abroad courses?
· Basically, there would not be a possibility to fulfill two GE categories by taking one course/experience abroad etc.

· p. 3: Sentence in middle of page: “All GE course work would be taken from outside the major area of study unless otherwise noted and upper division course work from an equivalent area (as determined by an academic advisor) should be allowed to be substituted automatically for what is typically a lower level requirement.” One member objects to parts of the statement: the “outside the major” language (this language was put in there to focus on breadth; there are exceptions) and the substitution issue, specifically the emphasis on academic advisors. Courses are not automatically substituted by academic advisors now. For example, in the biological sciences, there are upper-level courses that would not be advisable for students to take as their only biology GEC. Breadth is not served by those types of substitutions. The subcommittee recommends some adjustments to the language re: “outside the major,” “academic advisors,” and “automatically”
· Biology is thinking about having intro biology lecture and lab being 4 credits.

· p. 4: Under explanation for courses 10 and 11: “In an effort towards simplification, ULAC has asked that the Social Sciences faculty consider reducing the categorization system of social science offerings from three categories down to two to reflect either scale differences or some other logical separation.” Issues: Who do they consider the Social Sciences faculty to be? There are Social Sciences faculty in SBS but also in FAES, EHE etc. Other question: Why is it necessary to reduce the courses to 2 categories? (Assumption: Every course will be transferred to one of the other two categories.) We will need to write descriptions and goals for those two categories. Also, the courses will have to be vetted. Instead of doing all this, can’t we keep 3 categories and say that students need to take courses out of 2 of the 3 categories?
· Course 12 seems to be a catch-all. However, it is the only place for Culture and Ideas. Could we put Culture and Ideas under open option and extend open option to 12?
· Larger question to ULAC: What is going on with courses 12, 13, 14? Can we simplify these 3 courses somehow? Could we have 3 open options? 
· Member comment: Recommends changing the language of the “Curriculum Experience” document: make it less bureaucratic.

Meeting adjourned 12:22. 
