Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

Approved Minutes

October 1, 2010 10:00 AM-1:00 PM, 10:10-12:27
Bricker Hall Room 200

ATTENDEES: Andereck, Daniels, Fitzpatrick, Guatelli-Steinberg, Gustafson, Highley, Hubin, Jenkins, Krissek, Mansfield, Meyers, Mumy, Shabad, Solomon, Vaessin, Vankeerbergen, Williams

Guests: Alexis Collier, Debbie Hanlin, Sherwin Singer

AGENDA

1) Items from Chair: Welcome, introductions, approval of 6/11/10 minutes  

a) Introductions

b) Minutes: 

i) Leadership minor: The minor needs to have more theoretical emphasis. Strengthen statement in minutes about lack of theoretical content. 

ii) typo, pg 2, item b questions, sub item 1, then 2, change word “lead” to “led”.

iii) Motion, Highley, Fitzpatrick, minutes approved, with changes above
2) 10:15: Aviation Transportation Revised Major Proposal (Guests: Seth Young and Deborah Haddad)  

a) Mumy is asked to give a short explanation of the history behind the changes to major.

i) SBS courses have been added to the aviation core. Proposal was approved by e-vote over the summer by the Sciences CCI Subcommittee.
ii) Aviation exists in Engineering, Business, as well as SBS. The major developed in SBS is a management major, created in response to student interest.
iii) Guests cancel presentation, will reschedule at a later date.
iv) Move to table, Vaessin, Fitzpatrick second, approved
3) Sexuality Studies New Major--Revision  

a) Tabled motion, need vote to untable

b) Vaessin, Highley second, vote to untable issue approved.
c) Discussion

i) Since last meeting, Terry Gustafson and Valarie Williams have met with Debra Moddelmog  and Molly Blackburn to work on major proposal

(1) Main issues were related to lack of structure within the major. The major did not have predefined focus areas, thus requiring each student to meet with the directors to create a schedule of courses. Committee felt it would be not enough structure for the students and too much of a burden for staff.  
(2) Meeting resulted in course sets for 9 predefined areas of focus, with the option for a student to create his/her  own. This provides enough structure to help students find a focus area of interest.

(3) Major will fall under DISCO, which will have a part-time advisor on staff and will provide a month long Summer stipend for the director. Will get a letter from Dean  Steinmetz describing the resources now available to the program.

ii) Questions: Who is accountable for the major?

(1) The director of Sexuality Studies, Debra Moddelmog.

iii) Will the proposed change in name of Women’s Studies to Women, Gender, and Sexuality Studies affect this major?

(1) No, the two majors cover different topics. Letter from Dean Joe Steinmetz expresses support for name change.

iv) Does the committee need to recommend a change to the language of ‘50% of content must be about sexuality’ for a course to count towards the major?

(1) There is a lack of science courses  in the major but it has become clear that there are not very many classes offered on this topic in the sciences. 

(2) How is the 50% determined? 

(a) By checking syllabi, course readings

v) Is there a bias in the major towards one gender? 

(1) Interesting observation; seems  that the  development of courses at the university has led to this.

vi) In the example calendar for a student’s progress, there is space for a minor, but is it required?

(1) No, option, but not required.

vii) Only 2 GEC science courses listed in this sample calendar. Plenty of room to add in another science GEC but it is not documented. Additional concern that the sample calendar could mislead students into thinking a minor is required.

(1) ASCCAS will adjust the document
d) Letter from subcommittee stands as a motion, 9 in favor, 1 abstention,  approved
4) GE Goals and Expected Learning Outcomes Discussion for Cross-disciplinary Seminars, Service Learning, and Education Abroad  
a) Krissek, Highley, and Fredal met over the summer to discuss and work on this document
b) Cross disciplinary seminars

i) Revise wording to action verbs. ‘students will’ instead of ‘students can’

(1) What does it mean to ‘engage in a scholarly activity’?

(a) Trying to move away from the old assumption of the 597 course that would include a research paper or a group project. Leave the options open for interpretation. Perhaps to include a performance, production of a play. The emphasis is on the scholarly activity. 

(b) Highley suggests the term ‘producing scholarship’, or ‘creating scholarship’.

(c) In a Capstone course, the requirements are interdisciplinary 

(d) What is the meaning of this category?
(i) To give an interdisciplinary experience at any level
(ii) Can be a topic of interest from any period, not necessarily contemporary. 

(e) Remove ‘contemporary’ from the proposed language

(f) Maintaining some statement about ‘producing scholarship’ does not limit the topic but defines the kind of work that is done in the course

(g) Students might not understand the language of ‘scholarly activity’; it may deter them from the category. 

(i) This issue can be addressed at the faculty level. Thus, leading to a clear course description available to students. Main focus on multi-disciplinary aspect of the course.
(h) Eliminate the word ‘producing’ from the goal? Students ‘engage through scholarly activities’. 

(i) This is a good opportunity to encourage teaching across departmental lines. Is there room in the budget for this kind of project?

(i) This should be easy within Arts and Sciences; outside, may be more of a challenge. DA: easing from credit hour /staff ratio for budget.

(j) Change language to ‘a topic’, instead of ‘topics’
(k) On outcome #2, the word ‘value’ is used, but values are challenging to measure. 
(i) Value of interdisciplinary

(ii) Change ‘value’ to ‘benefit’
(iii) 3rd LO, Students understand the benefit of synthesizing multiple disciplinary perspectives.

(iv) Change order of LO? 2,3, 1

(v) Goal: Students demonstrate an understanding of a topic of interest through scholarly activities that draw upon multiple disciplines and through their interactions with students from different majors.
1. Students understand the benefits and limitations of different disciplinary perspectives

2. Students understand the benefits of synthesizing multiple disciplinary perspectives

3. Students synthesize and apply knowledge from diverse disciplines to a topic of interest
(vi) Would the existing 597 courses fit into these categories? 

1. They will be grandfathered in but should understand the change

ii) Vote Vaessin, Highley, approved unanimously
c) Service Learning 

i) This was developed by the Interdisciplinary subcommittee, under guidance from the Service Learning Initiative and Mindy Wright

ii) Goal

(1) Seems like a goal of education in general

(2) What defines educated? Principled? Engaged citizen?

(3) REVISED GOAL: Students apply academic knowledge through civic engagement with communities.
iii) Revising the ELO

(1) Eliminate ‘can’ from each ELO

(2) ELO 1: Students make connections between concepts and skills learned in an academic setting and community-based work.
(3) ELO 2: Students express an understanding of issues, resources, assets, and cultures of the community in which they are working.

(4) ELO 3: Students evaluate the impacts of the Service Learning activity.
(5) ELO 4: REMOVED, civic engagement covered in goal, this  ELO was too broad.
d) No vote today, time to reflect. 

i) Gustafson clarifies the purpose of GE status for service learning. In the future the S designation will only go to courses that meet GE criteria. The intent is to have one committee with CCI members and Service Learning Roundtable members review proposals for courses seeking S designation, to keep new Service Learning courses consistent. Intention is all S courses will have GE status to make it very clear to students.

5) For next time: Curriculum conversion process , Rules for approving majors 

6) Meeting adjourned 12:26

