Committee on Curriculum and Instruction

Approved Minutes

October 15, 2010 9:00-11:00am

Bricker Hall Room 385

Attendees: Mumy, Meyers, Krissek, Masters, Jenkins, Vaessin, Solomon, Andereck, Williams, Shabad, Mansfield, Guatelli-Steinberg, Fitzpatrick
Guests: Collier, Haddad, O’Kelley, McClish, Hobgood, Helm
1. Items from Chair: Approval of 10/1/10 minutes    

1. Motion, Solomon, Shabbad approved 
2. Aviation Transportation Revised Major Proposal (Guests: Deborah Haddad, Morton  O’Kelly, Rick McClish )  

1. DH- This is an existing major, with changes intended to strengthen the social science component of the major. Reflects the changing world of aviation, safety and management.

2. Goal of proposal is to provide a strong foundation for broadly defined aviation major, rather than a major focused primarily on flight training. Geography, security, society, and aviation core. Importance of transport as an area of study is already established.  Courses from a variety of areas, addresses the goals of the college to have an integral and high quality major, not just flight training. Program drifted away from social science core, this revision is to make a more focused SBS major. Many credit hours are required, but much of this load is required by the FAA for flight training. 
3. Understand exceptions to this rigorous major may be needed on a case by case basis, but feel it is attainable for students.
4. From Sciences Subcommittee: advise to the new GE. Through advising, going to have courses count for the GE and for the SBS core. Proposal is better for students now than when it came to subcommittee. Major has 183 hours. When transition to semesters, there are several Aviation courses that will be merged from 2 quarters to 1 semester, making it easier on students to complete the coursework. 

5. From advising: people have asked why the present aviation major is an SBS major. Happy to see the revised major look more like an ASC major.

6. Review of proposal, page 19, table of courses
7. Questions:

A. In the letter from Fredal, there is a mention that Engineering, Business, and CAA are all in favor of the changes.   Has this already gone to CAA?
I. No, but CAA is in favor of SBS revising the major

II. Clarification, it is the College of Engineering’s CCAA, who is in favor of the revision.

B. Aviation management, 22 hours, went away? And replaced with 30 hours of SBS core? Is this correct?

I. Yes. Previously there was more room for free electives. Now, there is a structure for students to follow. The program includes: six SBS core courses in Geography (30 hours) and four electives to be chosen from three categories (at least 20 hours): Security; Individual and Social; and Institutions. In addition, the major will include an Aviation core (28 hours) and Aviation electives (9 hours).
II. 654, 750, Com 325, AV 417, 421 have been removed

III. Communications courses have been replaced with SBS COM because Aviation Communications program will not be ready until semesters.

IV. Major went from 56 to 87 hours.

C. The SBS courses added are mostly 500/600 levels. Are there prerequisites for these courses?

I. Of those, 240, Social Economics in Geography is a prerequisite, which is going to be a prerequisite for the major. The other courses do not have prerequisites
II. Documented in Appendix A, list of courses and the prerequisites
D. VW recommends in the CAA cover letter to better explain/justify where the 30 extra hours come from in the major. To support the major requirements of 86 hours.

E. Will Aviation or Engineering continue a separate program?
I. Three colleges confer the degree, BUS, SBS, ENG

II. Aviation will become a center for Aviation Studies.

III. More or less still parallel programs, footnote 3.  Program is in line with University expectations as well as peer institutions.

IV. Some changes were not vetted through the university, made by aviation alone

8. Discussion:

A. Who exactly is proposing this?

I. SBS is the sponsor. 

II. Proposal came about after complaints about not being able to get all the flight training in during the major.

III. Reorganized the electives

B. There needs to be a letter from Aviation Department and College of Business to support the changes to the SBS major.

I. Needs to explain issues of advising

C. Strange idea to have an SBS major administered through the department of Aviation; there are 57+ hours of SBS courses in this major. Core is 30 hours plus the SBS electives. Aviation has 26 hours. 

D. No conflict in major when the conversion to semesters. Aviation will merge courses, making less of a footprint, while the SBS core will remain unchanged. The issues for this one year transition are bigger than the concerns for the major under semesters.
E. Would LK like to send the comments to the presenters?

I. Yes.

F. Does the committee feel it needs to hear from representatives from Aviation?

I. Yes, but a letter from the department, detailing their satisfaction with the SBS major, would suffice. Letter would be the minimum, in person would be better

II. Will ask for a prompt letter, within a week, to be distributed electronically to CCI members.

1. Letter must explain, clearly, how things will work in semesters.

2. Will get feedback from CCI members, after review of letter, on whether or not the Aviation group should visit the next meeting

III. Like to see a table from Geography to show capacity for classes

G. Proposal must be cleaned up. Discrepancies in numbers, credit hours, etc.
H. Is there enough math in the major?

I. Yes, this is a BA, the BS will be going away with this revision.

3. Curriculum conversion process--CAA (Guest: Jay Hobgood)  

1. Overview of conversion at the CAA level.

2. How CAA is organized

A. CAA worked through the summer.

I. Approved a draft of the graduate school handbook for semesters. Minimum standards for masters and PhDs

II. First semester proposal review. PharmD. Under site review for accreditation.  CAA met, reviewed the proposal. Dean of the Pharmacy College and other faculty came to a CAA meeting for Q&A.

1. Approved unanimously. 

B. 16 members, Randy Smith, Co Chairs exist this year for conversion.

C. 4 subcommittees: Planning is chaired by Smith, other 3 chaired by faculty. Not arranged topically, workload is shared as they come in. Same structure will be used for the semester conversion process.

D. Other work of CAA will continue during conversion. Additional faculty, students, and 3 associate deans will be added this year to help with conversion. Andereck and Larson were added to deal only with semester conversion. 45 members from the graduate school committee are being added to CAA to help with review. Merging the process of graduate school review and CAA subcommittee review to speed up the process. 
E. What is CAA looking for in program proposals for conversion?

I. Everything in the template is complete

II. Magnitude of the change

III. 1/3 of CAA are students who will look very closely at the 4 year plan and/or advising sheet and 

IV. Transition plans
3. Questions:

A. Transition plans may not be identical to the pledge? Is that acceptable?

I. Yes, as long as language is ‘students will be advised’

B. Why are proposals being discussed on two levels? Here and at CAA?

I. To approve for ASC specifically, and then to approve at the University level

II. CAA checks to ensure university rules are being followed. Committee of the university Senate, to review proposals from all colleges. Whereas each college is in control of their own degree programs that their students are allowed to take.
C. Will a member of CAA be at CCI subcommittee meetings?

I. Unlikely, because of workload of CAA members. Already participating in CAA subcommittees in addition to teaching.

II. Discussion came about to explore if there was any kind of parallel process between the two committees that could perhaps be combined. I.e. Grad school members on CAA committees.

D. How will work be divided at CAA?

I. Hope is to divide by division. So one subcommittee will see all of SBS, see the programs from minor through PhD.

II. Open to special circumstances, but as a general rule, all college proposals will be assigned to one of the 3 CAA Subcommittees.

E. What happens after CAA approval?

I. New degrees will go to Board of Regents

II. Existing majors are approved

4. GE Goals and Expected Learning Outcomes Discussion for Service Learning and Education Abroad   

1. Service Learning

A. Revised Service Learning at last meeting, but did not vote.
B. Change introduction  wording  “students gain and apply academic knowledge through civic engagement with communities” 

C. ELO 2 “Students demonstrate an understanding of the issues, resources, assets….”
D. Motion to approve: Vaessin, Fitzpatrick, approved unanimously
2. Education Abroad

A. Highley discussed these ELO with OIA. Global Competencies are being distributed by different parts of the university and those ideas are incorporated into the draft for review today

B. Rumor: Is this abroad, as in, outside of University?

I.  No. Outside of the United States.

C. Seems the scope is very broad; would it be possible to pare down some of the categories? For example, work abroad in science labs might involve techniques and equipment similar to those used in the U.S.,  without the opportunity to experience much of the culture abroad.

D. Intent of GE category for Study Abroad is to have students articulate how their experience was different because they were abroad and not in Columbus. Experiences like internships and lab work are not the kind of experiences this category expects to attract.

E. MEJ: If I recall correctly, internships are not mentioned specifically because they will not always fulfill. AC: Correct. It could apply but not always. Would be a special case basis. 

I. Could be through an individualized studies course.

II. Would need to be determined who would review petitions for the internship kind of experiences.

F. Language should be updated to reflect more than one country.

G. ELO 1: term ‘such as’ seems to be too broad.

H. ELO 3: Exist to ensure students get an academic experience

5. 11:05 meeting adjourned. 
