ASCC  NMS Panel
Approved Minutes

Monday, January 9, 2012





10:30 AM -12:00 PM

110 Denney Hall
ATTENDEES: Dinan, Hadad, Hogle, Krissek, Singer, Soundarajan, Valco, Vankeerbergen, Von Frese
AGENDA: 

1. ASC curricular approval process  
· Questions and answers clarifying the process.

2. Exercise Science Minor (semester conversion and eventual deactivation) 
· Proposal comes from EHE. Due to enrollment issues, EHE would like to deactivate the minor starting in SP 2016. Request to convert the minor so that students who are enrolled in minor before conversion can finish the minor.
· ASC students who plan to do physical therapy or enter a physician assistant program often take the minor.

· The decision to deactivate the minor is EHE’s.

· 2nd line in transition policy: reference to “either specialization”—out of context. This language must be left over from another proposal.
· Does “Athletic training 661” correspond to “Alli Med 661”?

· Not clear what the quarter prereqs are (see 20 quarter preq hrs in chart)
· Recommend that the 1000-level course be moved to the prereq category.

Krissek, Singer, unanimously approved with contingency
3. Animal Science 2200.01--requesting GE Biological Science. (Under quarters, Animal Science 200 includes both a lecture and a lab and is part of a Bio Science Sequence. Under semesters, 2200.01 wishes to be a Bio Science course; the lab would not be part of the GE credit—it has a separate number: 2200.02) 
· II. Assessment plan, student assessment: Box refers to H2200.01. Why refer to Honors version? Also, we do not see an Honors version in curriculum.osu.edu
· This paragraph (in the box) also refers to the lab. However, the lab will not be part of the GE (since 2200.02 was not presented for GE) and thus the lab should not be discussed in the Assessment plan section--since the plan should focus on discussing how the faculty/unit will assess the effectiveness of the course in achieving the GE expected learning outcomes.
· Ideally, learning outcomes: should be phrased in assessable language. See the PACER form and the syllabus: “understand,” “appreciate” etc. Better to use action verbs.
· This is a course that will be offered in 14 weeks (according to the PACER form) but 17 weeks appear in the schedule.


· Assessment plan after the long reading list: 

· Indirect method used: “graduating senior evaluation”? This will not apply to students who are not in the degree program but took the course for GE credit.
· “All assessment data will be reviewed by the instructors and internal and external advisory personnel”: please specify who internal and external advisory personnel are.
Krissek, Valco, unanimously approved with contingency 

4. CSE 2111--existing course requesting GE Mathematical or Logical Analysis 
· Course CSE 200 being converted w/ added GE category. Course could be useful for students across the campus (as a GE course). 
· Currently business students are interested in this course.

· Are some courses still only for BA or BS under semesters? Are we maintaining the distinction? Associate Dean C. Hadad will double-check with Associate Executive Dean Fink and report to ASCC. 
· Concern about EM credit possibility.

· The proposal says that the course teaches statistics and probability. This is confusing because the course is only applying for Mathematical or Logical Analysis. The form, syllabus, and the proposal refer to all the Math Expected Learning Outcomes. This course specifically applies for one: Mathematical and Logical Analysis. Remove language & explanations that pertain to the other categories. 
· This is intended to be an open option GE course. Mention clearly in the proposal that there is a Math prereq & that this course will be for the open option GE.
· Dept of Math will be informed about this course.

· Krissek, Singer, unanimously approved

5. Enrollment Management for the CIS and CSE Programs (see attachment)  (guest: N. Soundarajan)
· Number of students wishing to major in computer science has substantially increased. Need to reduce the number of majors by increasing the GPA for admission. In the mid-eighties and in 1999-00 and 2005-06, similar enrollment management system was used.
· Q: Have they considered raising the bar on CSE 221 and 222 grade (e.g., C or better). A: Students coming in with poor computer background tend to not do very well in those two courses. However, those students may often do well afterwards. Therefore, there was no emphasis on increasing the grade in those intro courses.

· Krissek, Singer, unanimously approved (Chair will mention this item at ASCC)
