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

Approved Minutes

Monday, April 5, 2010






3:30 PM- 5:00 PM

4187 Smith Laboratory

ATTENDEES: Bitters, Breitenberger, Daniels, Fredal, Vankeerbergen. Guest: Meyers. 

AGENDA:

1. Approve minutes of 3-15-10  
· Typo: On page 2, third bullet point of English 367.01-05 section: “hover” instead of “however.” This will be corrected.
Breitenberger, Daniels, unanimously approved
2. AAAS 200 (Seeking Diversity U.S. & Social Science: Individuals and Groups)--New      
· E-mail feedback from G. Mumy: “I do not support AAAS 200 for the Soc. Sci. category, but I do support letting it have Social Diversity.”

· E-mail feedback from Pasha Lyvers-Peffer: “I am not clear on how the learning objectives of the ‘understanding of theories and methods of social scientific inquiry’ and ‘students develop abilities to comprehend and assess individual and social values’ will be met, though I assume the later one will be met through the class discussion component.  This just needs to be documented more precisely.”  

· Agreement by subcommittee that this course fulfills requirements of Social Diversity in the U.S.
· One member specifically thinks that the course does not fulfill the first two expected learning outcomes for the Social Science: Individual and Groups GEC category. The course seems to approach the study of AAAS primarily from humanities perspective. It does not seem to convey the language of social science.
· Another member does not see anything in the course that speaks clearly to theories and methods.

· The course rationale addresses the necessity for the course. It does not explain how the course fulfills the requirements of the GEC categories it is applying for. GEC rationale should more explicitly explain how course addresses the 3 expected learning outcomes for Social Science: Individual and Groups GEC category.
· Assessment plan: It states that exams will be sampled, but plan never says that the exams will be tied to expected learning outcomes. No mention of which aspects of the assignments will relate to which expected learning outcomes. This assessment plan seems based on the belief that grading students equates assessing a course for its GEC. A good assessment plan translates GEC expected learning outcomes into aspects of the course and ties these to specific assignments.

Conclusion for assessment plan: Connect assignments more directly to GEC expected learning outcomes; explain criteria that will be used to say that expected learning outcomes are being met (e.g. competency by a certain percentage of students on particular assignments or particular aspects of the assignments); and explain more clearly how assessment information will be used to make changes to the course. 
· Conversation wrap-up: This seems like an excellent humanities course. It probably should be taught as such rather than attempt to change the content to try to fit the Social Science: Individual and Groups GEC category. (Perhaps this course would be better off applying for Culture and Ideas.)
Sent back
3. Social Work 220 (Seeking Social Science: Human, Natural, and Economic Resources)--New    
· Course developed to meet the requirements of the “Introduction to Social Welfare” Social Work TAG course.

· Course learning outcomes: (1) Demonstrate knowledge of the history and development of social welfare and social services in the United States; (2) Identify the role of current federal and state social policy in the delivery of social services; (3) Demonstrate knowledge and understanding of ideologies, values and ethics that form the foundation of social services; (4) Identify the financial, organizational and administrative structures that influence the delivery of social services; (5) Demonstrate knowledge of the fields of practice and populations served in social services; (6) Identify and discuss forms and mechanisms of poverty, oppression and discrimination and how these impact social services; and (7) Demonstrate an understanding of human diversity issues in the development and delivery of social services with emphasis on empowering at-risk and vulnerable populations. 
· E-mail feedback from G. Mumy: “I support Social Work 200 getting the Soc. Sci-Resources designation.”

· E-mail feedback from Pasha Lyvers-Peffer: “I do not have any major issues with Social Work 220, the syllabus and assessment plan state how the course will meet the GEC objectives and the course is relevant.”
· Course is topically driven. Examples of topics: Historical foundations of social welfare in America; conceptual foundations of social welfare; the delivery of social welfare services; social justice and civil rights; the dynamics of social policy development; social insurance; etc;

· Course is very carefully planned out.

· Assessment plan is quite short. The process should include more than the instructor. Also, there is no reference to a feedback loop (i.e., how are the results used to make improvements to the course). The examples of questions under “midterm and final exams” are very general. Under “written assignment,” there is a reference to scoring students by identifying them as “competent,” “needs improvement,” or “not competent.” This language would seem to indicate that initiators think of assessment as measuring students rather than performance of the class.
Breitenberger, Daniels, approved with contingency (see bold above: improve assessment plan, esp. information about assessment process and about course revision based on assessment data)
