A&H 1 June 6 E-vote: summary of feedback

A)Minutes 4-4-11:

1.Yes
2.Yes 
3.Yes
4.I approve the minutes.

5. Approved
6. Approved
7. Approved
B)Video Arts Minor: 
1.Yes
2.Yes. My concern with the two minors are more advising issues rather than conversion and they are not new; they are questions based on what is also currently in place. Media Production and Analysis Minor:  the minor must be approved by “the academic unit offering the minor.”  Contacts from both theatre and communication are listed.  Is the assumption that either of those can approve this?
3.Same as number 2.
4.I approve the video arts minor, pending clarification of the advising. A concern was raised by Dennis about the advising for this minor, and I agree with that concern. It appears that the quarter version listed approval from an advisor in “Arts Advising,” while the semester version lists approval from someone in “Arts and Sciences Advising” (and the curricular associate Dean from Arts/Arts and Humanities, respectively). If changes are being made anyway, I would suggest removing “Division of” where it occurs before Arts and Humanities, and changing the final “Curriculum” Associate Dean to “curricular.” 
5.Approved – This program had quarter hours listed, but the second did not.  I think both should.

6.Approved
7.Approved
C)Media Production and Analysis Minor: 
1.Yes
2. Yes. My concern with the two minors are more advising issues rather than conversion and they are not new; they are questions based on what is also currently in place. I’ve always been concerned that the Video Arts minor approval comes from “an academic advisor in arts and sciences advising and the curricular dean of the division of arts and humanities.”  Logistically that seems bulky, approval by the asc advisor, then I assume advisor (or student) takes to the dean, then back to the advisor to be posted on the system.    But I’m more concerned about the primary advisor for this being ASC advisors. There is such a range of coursework from many departments available for this, it would seem faculty in those departments would be better equipped to advise an individual student on which would best suit their needs rather than ASC advisors who, by definition, are more GEC advisors.
3.Same as number 2.
4.I approve the media production minor, pending clarification of the advising and whether it is a new minor. The quarter based minor was approved in 2006, but this is being presented as a new minor? Maybe I am missing something. I also agree with Dennis that the advisor approval needs to be clarified – is it either of the listed advisors or both?
5. Approved – Val, thank you for the explanation in your letter.  Without that I would have been lost.

6. Approved (yes, Val's letter helped) I do share the concerns about advising. Could we suggest that they streamline the process?
7. Approved contingent on addressing the ASC/departmental advising issue that Dennis identified; that can be addressed in my letter.


D)Burry’s Fresh Seminar:  
1.Yes, however, this does look like quite a bit of reading/watching/writing/presenting for a 1 credit course.  I see that he is having it be graded, so that helps, I think. It is really well thought through and fleshed out.
2.I would vote yes for all of these.  The seminars do seem heavy based on what I thought a freshman seminar was.  They seem closer to GEC course proposals than a one or two credit hour elective course.
3. I thought the freshman seminar on film and literature was quite interesting and all information for students well spelled out. It is missing learning goals, though. I would approve with contingencies (addition of learning objectives).
4.I approve the A. Burry seminar, which is a 2 credit course, which makes the work load more manageable for the students.

5. Send back – I really like this idea and hope it moves forward.  I vote to send it back because I found no explanation of the grade criteria for the last paper that counts as 40% of the course grade. With that addition, I could approve this proposal. We have required this information for all the other seminars. In fact, there are no grade criteria for the short paper either or the idea presentation, no grade criteria for anything.
6.Approved contingent upon revision the structure of the syllabus to include objectives and learning goals  (It does seem a bit lengthy for a one hour credit course).
7. Looks good, though heavy (but 2 credits) - I approve
E)Hendrick’s Fresh Seminar: 
1.I can’t vote, because I don’t quite understand this one.  
My comments:
Course Title and Description: The title is Hip Hop in the 21st Century, and the Description is the following:  The Naked Truth will instruct students on the use of modern innovative...The theme of fashion research will...”  I thought the course was about the fashion of Hip Hop?  
The title doesn’t quite fit the course description.  I would also include the name of the course in the course description.
Course Meeting : It’s listed as Winter Quarter 2011, has it already been taught?  When will it be offered?
Disability Services:  Should be in 16 pt. font.
Texts:  Are all of the texts in the online Berg Library?  I’m not sure that if I’m a student I know where/how to find these or the readings.
Grading:  I don’t know what I’m supposed to do as a student for the “Work It” Project I or how I choose my research project for Project II.  I also don’t know what 5% deductions mean on attendance?  What do I have to do to get 30% credit for Discussions?  Also, what is the lab work associated with the Projects?
We need a revised syllabus.
2. I would vote yes for all of these.  The seminars do seem heavy based on what I thought a freshman seminar was.  They seem closer to GEC course proposals than a one or two credit hour elective course. 3. I have some misgivings about the one proposed by Hendricks. First, it has no clear description of what the written assignments entail. More important, I couldn't really figure out what the thematic content of the course was. The first problem is easily fixed. The second not so easily unless a clearer description of the course is provided. I opt for sent back.
4. As others have said, this seminar needs to be more clearly explained. I vote to send back.
5. Send back? – All I found was Leta’s bio.  She has been very helpful to EHE faculty, but I missed the actual seminar proposal.

6.Send back, I do not understand the course at all.
7. Needs work, I agree with Goldie's assessment.  Send it back for clarifications, answers to questions.
