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MEETING MINUTES

Prof. Angela Grotto called the meeting to order at 2:07 PM

1. BCC meetings online — Reviewed and approved unanimously.
· Angela Grotto proposed to hold BCC meetings online to improve efficiency and participation.
2. Minutes from December 6, 2022 — Reviewed and approved unanimously.
3. Sports Management Minor — Reviewed and approved unanimously.
· Yassir Samra introduced the structure and rationale for the initiative, the expected time to market, the courses, and prerequisites. 
· Donald Gibson discussed the structure of the sports industry at both the regional and national level noting potential issues of job placement for sports management graduates and the need to manage student expectations. He explained that it will be extremely tough for students to find actual jobs in sports organizations, which tend to be small organizations compared to the quite sizable supply of sports management candidates from national and international schools. He also noted that sports management graduates compete for jobs in sports organizations against a larger population of graduates from other disciplines that offer skills that currently rewarded in the contemporary job market more broadly (e.g., data science).
· Yassir Samra explained that the initiative aims to target latent demand for “sport management” in the target population of students that could be interested in MC. He noted that the initiative would attract prospective OMSB students that are interested in sports management and would not otherwise choose MC. 
· Enrico Forti asked what is the specific intended target for the proposed initiative and the specific value proposition compared to other programs offered by regional and national competitors. He also asked to what extent the initiative would grow OMSB enrolment by capturing market share from competitors vs. cannibalizing other units across Manhattan College (e.g., student athletes looking for a “plan B”). 
· Yassir Samra explained that the risk of enrolment cannibalization across Manhattan College may or may not exist, offering as an example prospective students interested in sports management preferring the MC OMSB to the MC Communications department. He also noted that the risk of enrolment cannibalization within Manhattan College is likely to be minor compared to the potential gains in enrolment resulting from attracting students that would not otherwise choose MC. 
· Fengyun Wu asked to what extent offering a sports management minor would increase OMSB operating cost due to staffing needs and organizational complexity arising from interdependencies with other courses offered in the OMSB. She also noted that this initiative is not likely to increase student employability.
· Yassir Samra explained that the curse portfolio in the proposed minor it is not likely to substantially increase operating costs because it would not require hiring additional faculty beyond an adjunct faculty member. He also noted that careers for sport management graduates will necessarily include a range of relatively low-paying jobs such as teachers and coaches of local teams, not only high-paying jobs at institutions such as NASCAR, the NHL, etc.
· BCC members discussed whether the denomination of the initiative as either a concentration or minor may have different effects on operating costs and organizational complexity.
· Hani Guirguis asked who would lead the design and rollout of the sports management initiative and carry the associated administrative burden. He noted the need of a long-term plan and allocation of tenure-line faculty to build the sports management program and lead required marketing activities and partnerships. He also asked what would be our value proposition vs existing similar programs offered by local competitors such as the Gabelli School of Business at Fordham University https://bulletin.fordham.edu/undergraduate/sports-business/concentration-sports-business . 
· Amanda Sanseverino discussed that although a sports management major would be unlikely to increase student employability, the proposed minor would not take away from the main area of study — i.e., one potentially attractive element of our value proposition for prospective students could be to allow them to communicate a specific interest in the sports industry to prospective employers. She also noted that students that are “undeclared” may pick the Sports management minor to declare. She explained that a share of the pool of undeclared student athletes may be thus converted into OMSB without necessarily cannibalizing other schools in the college. 
· Sunaina Shrivastava discussed the need to include a clear STEM requirement and a data analytics component.
· Hani Guirguis noted potential for economies of scope due to existing capacity within OMSB to deliver data analytics courses that could be suitable for the Sports Management minor (e.g., taking the same data analytics courses currently offered but with a data collection/analysis project that is focused on sports data).
· Angela Grotto suggested to further review the proposal to evaluate the opportunity of denominating the initiative as a minor or concentration depending on the organizational implications.
4. Sports Management Course — Reviewed and approved unanimously.  
5. Business core curriculum review — Planning discussion
· Angela Grotto discussed the opportunity to evaluate the OMSB value proposition and structure of the core courses against the offerings of reference organizations and key competitors. 
· Enrico Forti asked what is the specific task that we should perform, its rationale, data collection/analysis requirements, and timeline.
· Angela Grotto explained that the task is to define what is the OMSB core today (e.g., courses offered, contents, assessment strategy) and understand how core courses across reference organizations look like today.
· Fengyun Wu noted the need to focus any benchmarking effort on specific skills that students are supposed to learn rather than course titles/syllabuses. She also noted that all OMSB majors are supposed to take the same core. She proposed to coordinate modularly across the majors represented, managing the likely few interdependencies on a case-by-case basis.
· Hani Guirguis noted that the content of the core and core courses more broadly is likely to be similar across peer schools and higher ranked schools, but the challenges that students experience are distinct across schools due to the different student populations.
6. Meeting adjourned — Prof. Angela Grotto adjourned the meeting at 3:13PM
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