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Executive Summary
The curricular Associate and Assistant Deans (the “A Deans”) of the five colleges of the Arts and Sciences have, over the last two months, held a series of meetings to propose modifications of the structure of the ASC system for shepherding and approving changes in the curriculum.  We have concluded that in many respects the current approach of using college level curriculum committees, coupled with a strong Committee on Curriculum and Instruction with its various subcommittees, best serves the needs of our students.  However, we do propose some changes to the structure and procedures that will streamline the vetting and approval process.  Necessary to this streamlining is an increased level of involvement of the A Deans in the process.

Our specific recommendations include:

a) Abolish the position of Associate Executive Dean for Curriculum, to be replaced by a lead A Dean from the colleges, serving on a rotating basis for a one- or two-year term.

b) Designate A Deans to serve as liaisons to various ASC level committees and subcommittees.

c) Hold regular meetings of the A Deans to discuss issues of mutual concern, and to coordinate activities of the various groups with which they work.  The A Deans will work with the chair of CCI to establish its agenda, and will establish the agendas for their own meetings.  The A Deans will be directly involved with the selection of at-large members of CCI and its subcommittees, the selection of members of those subcommittees, and the appointment of chairs of the subcommittees.

d) Bring the curricular role of the Honors Committee under the CCI as an Honors Subcommittee.  Establish a separate ad hoc group to work with the ASC Honors Director as needed to handle honors contracts, scholarships, etc.

e) Merge CCI Subcommittees A and D.

f) Establish a meeting schedule of all committees that enables a more efficient flow of proposals through the approval process.

g) Involve A Deans more directly and consistently as shepherds of program proposals in order to expedite the approval process.  This begins at the department level and continues through any revisions that are needed.

h) Consider a triage approach to processing of program proposals.

These changes will make the processing of proposals significantly more expeditious, while maintaining the rigor of review that is needed.  The result will be a streamlined and efficient, but responsible, process.
Introduction

To serve in the best way possible the nearly 16,000 undergraduate students of the Arts and Sciences and to ensure that curricular offerings for them advance that goal, the Curricular Associate Deans of the Colleges of the Arts and Sciences, in a spirit of cooperation, present the following reflections on and recommendations for focusing curricular processes while maintaining academic integrity. Throughout this proposal our prime goal is to identify ways to streamline procedures and to omit redundancies in the current curricular planning and approval process, without sacrificing rigor. 

I. Context

Currently the faculty of the Arts and Sciences offers 95 major programs and 126 minor programs. In any given year changes are proposed for a significant fraction of these offerings, changes that require processing and approval through departments, colleges, and at the Arts and Sciences level. For example, during the last nine month academic year eighteen revisions to major programs were approved and one new major program was established, while eight new minors were approved and five were revised. Arts and Sciences as a whole processed nearly 400 course proposals, with 150 new courses approved. (See Appendix A, which shows the numbers of courses processed in graphical form.)  In addition, a variety of other issues related to curricula and students were discussed, several remaining from the McHale report on undergraduate education.

The curriculum offered by Arts and Sciences is at the core of what we do and are as a university. As administrative custodians of the curriculum for our respective colleges, we believe that the integrity of the approval process is vital to ensuring that our students receive the finest possible education, and that what we advertise we do is in fact what we deliver. In light of the significant structural changes taking place in the Arts and Sciences it is an appropriate time to examine the manner in which curricular issues are handled, to propose changes as necessary, and to reaffirm those aspects of the process that work well. 

II. Associate Executive Dean for Curriculum and Instruction
In the midst of the current transition, there is an opportunity to examine the roles and functions assigned to the office of the Associate Executive Dean for Curriculum and Instruction and to the  several college A Deans, and how best to meet those responsibilities.   An overview of the ASC Senate Rules, the current ASC POA, and University Rules that apply to the AExDean are provided in Appendix B, and here, we provide our general observations.

Points to consider in evaluating the AExDean position:

1) Fulfillment of the functions of the AExDean:
a) Senate rules mandate an AExDean.  Until these rules are changed, there is an obligation to carry out the functions in a way that observes the intent, if not the letter, of those rules.  

b) The responsibilities for oversight, coordination, and expediting consideration of proposals for the ASC curriculum are primary charges of this office.  To ensure communication among colleges, coordination of efforts, and streamlining of procedures, the duties of the AExDean need to be either attached to one person or divided among several responsible parties. 
2) Division of AExDean responsibilities among the college curricular A Deans:
The persons best placed to assume these responsibilities are the A-Deans of the colleges of ASC, who have been engaged in curricular planning and shepherding proposals, and are conversant with the evolution of the CCI into a central clearing house that works effectively across the colleges..

In sum, the A-Deans, already conversant with curricular issues, are prepared to work collaboratively through a model that shares responsibilities and facilitates communication.  
3) Options for division of AExDean responsibilities:

Three options for handling the functions of the AExDean are presented below, along with our particular vision of how a shared-responsibility model might be articulated.

Option One:  The Interim Dean of Arts and Sciences can appoint one individual to assume the title of Associate Dean for Curriculum and Instruction. This person would fulfill the responsibilities described above, marginally reduced in scope by not including chairing the CCI.  This option creates an additional layer of responsibility and authority that leads to bureaucratic inefficiencies; it inhibits cooperative, collective, and collaborative functioning.
Option Two:  The job description of the Associate Dean for Interdisciplinary Programs could be modified to include the responsibilities of the AExDean for Curriculum and Instruction (described above on p.2).  While one A Dean could serve in this role, spreading the responsibilities of the office among several A Deans is more efficient, more collegial and would enhance communication.  
Option Three: Shared Responsibilities  The various functions of the AExDean could be divided among the college curricular A Deans in rotation. To do so would maximize the benefits of their existing, broader institutional knowledge about curriculum processes, provide for more hands-on familiarity with each of the various functions of the AExDean, and streamline curricular processes by eliminating a position between the CCI and the curricular A Deans.  For example, one of them, the lead A Dean for a year (or two years) would be liaison to the chair of CCI and the ASC Curriculum Office, serve on the ASC Senate Steering Committee, and convene the meetings of the A Deans, setting agendas in consultation with the other A Deans and the chair of CCI. Various other roles could be handled by other A Deans: one would be liaison to the Honors Committee (or Honors Subcommittee of the CCI), another to the Diversity Enhancement Advisory Council, etc. This new set of responsibilities for the curricular A Deans is congruent with our existing responsibilities, not an extraneous addition to our workloads. Dividing the responsibilities of the AExDean would spread out the responsibilities in a sensible way enabling those who are most closely and consistently involved in day-to-day curricular issues with students, courses, and programs to have an oversight role.  As we move away from five explicitly separate colleges, this configuration should match the division of labor and collaborative interaction that will be needed.
4) Recommendation for division of AExDean responsibilities:
Divide the various functions of the AExDean among the college curricular A Deans in rotation. This approah produces a coherent, efficient, and effective curricular process while streamlining areas where it is currently repetitive or redundant.

III. Curricular Processes and Structures

The existing approval path for majors, minors and GEC courses involves discussion and approval at the college level, followed by consideration by one or more subcommittees of the ASC Committee on Curriculum and Instruction (CCI), possibly followed by discussion at the CCI itself.  If the course is an honors course, the ASC Honors Committee makes it own decision, whether the course is for the GEC or not.  The possible paths followed by a course or program proposal are depicted in Appendix C.

We argue that the committee structure should remain as it exists.   Each level of approval contributes to the integrity of the ASC curriculum and, hence, to the integrity of University courses and programs overall. For example, the college committees bring disciplinary competence of the subject matter and college norms to discussion of proposals.  The subcommittees of the CCI bring additional curricular expertise from outside the discipline(s) of the proposal, thus adding cross-disciplinary scrutiny and ensuring the rigor of the Arts and Sciences curricular expectations.  Bringing together faculty from outside the discipline of the proposal continues through the CCI and on into CAA, and the Graduate School Curriculum Committee where needed.  

There is a perception that the approval process has a stifling effect on the introduction of new courses and programs.  However, it  is clear that the data in Appendix A do not support this conclusion, given the large number of new and changed courses processed last year and the number of revisions to major and minor programs.  

There is a second perception that it simply takes too long to bring a proposal to final approval once it leaves the department.  To help answer this question, the ASC Curriculum Office prepared the table in Appendix D, which shows the amount of time spent at each level of processing for programs approved by ASC in academic year 2007-2008.  The minimum time spent in ASC (which includes initial receipt of the proposal from a department on through processing by the college committee and any subsequent consideration at the CCI level) was 1.5 months, the maximum was 13.5 months (which turned out to be a very special case involving a decision by the AExDean to not allow processing by a college committee), and the median time was 7 months.  For those proposals that did not have to be revised by a department, the median was 3 months.  It is clear that a significant amount of time to approval is spent in revising proposals that for one reason or another do not meet the high expectations of the faculty reviewing the proposals.  In fact, if one subtracts the revision time spent in a department from the total time spent in ASC, the median for all proposals drops to 4 months.  Beyond ASC, the time spent in CAA varies from 1 month to 7 months, with a median time of 2.5 months.  However, several of these proposals have not yet been approved by CAA, meaning that the median time spent at that level is actually longer.  One can justifiably state that for a well-prepared proposal, the time to approval through ASC, including college level committees and processing by the CCI, is 3 to 4 months.  Can this be improved, and can the whole process be streamlined?  We have three recommendations for increasing the efficiency of this process while retaining the rigor of the present system, along with two others for modifying the subcommittee structure.
Recommendations for processing of proposals:
1) Increase the frequency with which all committees are scheduled to meet.  During the last academic year, the committees functioned on a reduced schedule, which meant that time was often lost simply due to waiting for the next committee in the process to meet again.  Obviously, meetings can be canceled if no business exists.

2) Formalize the close involvement of the curricular A Deans in the process at two stages.  First, before a proposal reaches the college-level committee, advice should be sought from the college curricular A Dean.  Second, the curricular A Dean should be consulted during any revision process that must occur.  The justification is that if a unit puts forward a well-prepared proposal, the time-to-approval would be reduced, and getting the advice and counsel of the relevant A Dean would be of great help in many instances in producing a well-crafted proposal.  And during a revision, likewise, it would be the responsibility of the A Dean to shepherd the proposal back to the proposing unit, and help to expedite the revision at that level.

3) Perform triage.  It is possible that under certain limited circumstances (for example, where changes to a major program are very small, more in the manner of housekeeping), proposals might be slotted for faster processing.  This could take the form of going straight to CCI from a college committee.  We are not prepared to make a formal recommendation at this time, but consider this a topic for discussion.

CCI Subcommittee Structure

We do not recommend significant changes to the existing CCI subcommittees.  B and C seem to be functioning well in evaluating GEC course and program proposals.  During the last year, the chairs of these subcommittees have provided excellent summaries of the proposals when they were brought before the full CCI.  The Assessment Subcommittee (Subcommittee E) has an appropriate workload in assessing GEC courses, especially considering the members’ dual roles in that subcommittee and on the CAA Subcommittee on the GEC.  The workloads of Subcommittees A and D, however, which deal with Interdisciplinary Programs, Freshman Seminars and Clusters, are sufficiently light that we believe the two can be combined.

Recommendation

1) Combine CCI subcommittees A and D to form one unified subcommittee that deals with Freshman Seminars, Clusters, and Interdisciplinary Programs. 
ASC Honors Committee. 
The Honors Committee of the Arts and Sciences serves as a stand-alone committee that approves honors contracts, awards honors research scholarships, and approves honors courses.  In recent times the committee has also taken upon itself a task that is not explicitly in its charge, the GEC that applies to honors students.  We believe that it is inappropriate that the curriculum for thousands of ASC students, in fact the very best of them, is not under the jurisdiction of the CCI.  The Rules of the ASC Senate designate the CCI as the faculty body with delegated authority to recommend the GEC requirements for ASC students.  Therefore, we recommend a significant change in the responsibilities and positioning of the Honors Committee.

Recommendation
2) Establish an Honors subcommittee of the CCI, with jurisdiction over all general curricular matters associated with honors students, including approval of honors courses and honors versions of major or minor programs.  Thus, all proposals for changes in the Honors curriculum will pass either through this subcommittee or through the CCI or both.  An A Dean can be included on that subcommittee.  The members of CCI and its subcommittees are faculty, as are members of the ASC Honors Committee, and hence, are equally competent in assessing the rigor of ASC Honors offerings.  Moreover, under current practice, new proposals must be vetted through CCI already. These Honors approval processes could be streamlined by establishing a CCI Honors subcommittee.  We strongly believe that all ASC curricular issues need to be subject to the scrutiny of the CCI, and that there is no justification for delaying the process of approval with an extraneous vetting process.  Honors contracts and scholarship decisions can be handled by an ad hoc committee of honors faculty that works with the ASC Honors Director directly. 
IV. ASC Senate Rule ii.d. and ASC POA 8 wrt Scholars Programs.

Scholars programs are co- or extracurricular learning communities originally created by the Honors and Scholars Academic Center (H&S) to provide organized activities around the shared interests of high-achieving students who are not quite honors-eligible.  Four of the five Colleges of the Arts and Sciences subsequently worked with H&S to develop and cosponsor new scholars programs (formalized through MOUs) that would serve the general interests of their students (Arts, Biological Sciences, and Humanities Scholars Programs) or the specific interests of a subset of students (Politics, Society, and Law Scholars Program [PSL]).  H&S and the sponsoring college pay for both programming and .50 FTE salary for a scholars program coordinator.  The remaining .50 FTE of the program coordinator’s salary is provided either by ASC for ASC cluster advising or by the college (e.g. College of Biological Sciences) for major advising within that college.
There is no specific curricular component to scholars programs; rather, scholars’ opportunities are designed to serve students’ co- and extracurricular interests rather than their major courses of study.  The types of scholars’ activities have been somewhat standardized by the Associate Director for Scholars while, on the other hand, programming distinctiveness has been overseen by the college with which the program is affiliated.  Inter-program opportunities are highly encouraged and facilitated by H&S, sponsoring colleges, and program coordinators.  For instance, the Biological Sciences and the PSL scholars coordinators worked together to bring to campus a speaker on the high profile issue of stem cell research.

ASC Senate rules provide for the AExDean to chair an ASC Scholars Committee, and the ASC POA calls for the AExDean to be an ex officio member and to chair an ASC Scholars Programs Advisory Committee.  During his tenure in the previous ASC administration, the former AExDean considered establishing some type of ASC Scholars Program committee on three separate occasions, but determined each time that there was no role that such a body could play that could contribute to or improve on the already very successful arrangements between H&S and sponsoring colleges.
Recommendation

We recommend that the new the Colleges of the Arts and Sciences not establish a committee to monitor ASC colleges’ scholars programs.  We concur with the conclusions of the former AExDean on Curriculum and Instruction.  As there are no curricular components to scholars programs, we find no compelling need for a third level of oversight/management of scholars programs.  Indeed, such a committee might prove to be an obstacle to maintaining current levels of success.  
Appendix A:  Courses processed by Arts and Sciences Curriculum Office in 2007-2008
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Appendix B:  Governance documents and the Office of the Associate Executive Dean
The policymaking responsibilities of the Office of the AExD are described in the Rules of the ASC Faculty Senate [§2, (a)–(f) and §3].  In summary, the AExD is to cooperate with the Faculty Senate to formulate policies with respect to:

· general education requirements,

· review of curricula, requirements for baccalaureate programs, and new programs, 

· ASC colleges’ Honors programs,

· ASC Scholars programs,

· undergraduate advising and student record services,

· intercollegiate transfers involving the ASC colleges, and

· implementation of these policies.

During the previous administration, this charge to the AExD was operationalized through his roles in several policymaking bodies, including ASC Faculty Senate Steering Committee, ASC Committee on Curriculum and Instruction (CCI), ASC Honors Committee, ASC Student Council, ASC Diversity Enhancement Advisory Council, and Interdisciplinary Programs Advisory Committee.  A brief description of each follows.

The Associate Executive Dean is a non-voting member of the ASC Faculty Senate Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee identifies issues of concern to be brought before the Senate and prepares the agenda for the meetings of that body.
The most visible role in the past several years for the AExD has been as chair of the CCI.  Following a vote of the ASC Senate during SP08, however, this task now will be handled by an elected faculty member. The AExD will continue to work with the faculty chair, similar to the manner in which the Council on Academic Affairs (CAA) functions at the university level.  
The AExD presided over the ASC Honors Committee until AU07, at which time the AExD became an ex officio member and a faculty member was elected to chair the Committee.  The Honors Committee considers new Honors course and program proposals, reviews and develops ASC Honors policies, has begun to consider assessment of Honors learning outcomes, and is regularly updated by the Honors and Scholars Academic Center (H&S).  We recommend bringing the curricular functions of the Honors Committee explicitly under the jurisdiction of the CCI, as described in the body of this document.

Although Senate rules provide for the AExD to chair an ASC Scholars Committee, and the ASC POA provides for the AExD to be an ex officio member of an ASC Scholars Advisory Committee, neither committee was found to be needed (see p.  7).  Our recommendation bears repeating here.


Recommendation
We concur with the conclusions of the former AExD for Curriculum and Instruction that, since there are no curricular components to scholars programs, we find no justification for an ASC Scholars Committee with curricular oversight/management of scholars programs.
The Associate Executive Dean serves as a liaison between the Office of the Executive Dean and the ASC Student Council.  The AExD appoints a staff member in the Office of the Executive Dean to serve as advisor for the group.

The Associate Executive Dean, along with the Director of the ASC Diversity Services Office and the Director of ASC Communications serve as ex officio members of the Diversity Enhancement Advisory Council. 
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Appendix C:  Curricular Flow in the Arts and Sciences

Appendix D:  Timeline for approval of programs during academic year 2007-2008

	Program
	Duration ASC through OAA
	Date rec’d by ASC
	Duration in ASC process
	Time in

Revision
	Time waiting

in SU 
	Dates & Duration 

in OAA

	New Major
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Globalization Studies
	OAA pending  
	3/12/07
	10 mo  (left ASC 1/31/08) 
	9 mo
	none
	 6 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Major Revisions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Actuarial Science 
	OAA Pending
	2/12/07
	13.5 mo (left ASC 5/5/08)
	6.5 mo
	4 mo
	2.5 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Art BA and BFA 
	OAA Pending
	2/25/08
	3 mo   (left ASC 5/16/08)
	none
	none
	2 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Art Education BAE
	OAA Pending
	2/19/08
	3 mo   (left ASC 5/16/08)
	none
	none
	2 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Biology 
	8.5 mo
	5/21/07
	5.5 mo (left ASC 10/30/07)
	none 
	4 mo
	3 mo      (approved 2/6/08)

	Chinese/Korean/Japanese
	OAA pending
	3/22/07
	11.5 mo  (left ASC 3/7/08)
	5.5 mo 

(C & K)
	none 
	4.5 mo. as of 7/21/08

	
	
	
	
	7.5 mo (J)
	
	

	CIS BA and BS 
	OAA Pending
	11/28/07
	5 mo (left ASC 5/5/08)
	1.5 mo
	none
	2.5 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Criminology 
	14 mo
	4/2/07
	7 mo    (left ASC 11/9/07)
	.5 mo
	3 mo
	7 mo      (approved 6/4/08)

	Dance BFA
	OAA Pending
	2/6/08
	3 mo   (left ASC 5/15/08)
	1 mo
	none
	2 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Music BA, BM and BME
	6.5 mo
	10/16/08 

	2 mo    (left ASC 12/10/07)
	none
	none
	4.5 mo   (approved 4/20/08)

	Political Science
 
	9.5 mo
	  8/30/07
	8 mo (left ASC 4/24/08)
	2 mo
	1 mo
	1.5 mo (approved  6/11/08)

	Physics 
	OAA Pending
	3/5/08
	3 mo (left ASC 6/10/08)
	none
	none
	1.5 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Sociology
	13.5 mo
	4/2/07
	7 mo    (left ASC 11/9/07)
	.5 mo
	3 mo
	6.5 mo   (approved 5/21/08)

	New Minors
	
	
	
	
	
	

	American Indian Studies
	OAA Pending
	1/3/08 
	5.5 mo (left ASC 6/16/08)
	2 mo
	none
	1 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Critical and Cultural Theory
	11.5 mo
	5/24/07 
	9.5 mo (left ASC 3/10/08)
	7 mo
	none
	2 mo (approved 5/7/08)


	Communication (2 new minors):

Organizational and Technology 
	10 mo
	5/14/07
	7 mo  (left ASC 12/8/08)
	1 mo
	5 mo
	3 mo (approved 3/5/08)

ORG and TECH

	Comm: Media & Society
	11 mo
	
	
	1.5 mo
	
	4 mo (approved 4/3/08)

MEDIA & SOC

	Evolutionary Studies
	8 mo
	5/22/08
	6 mo (left ASC 11/28/07)
	3.5 mo
	none
	2 mo (approved 1/25/08)

	Military Science
	1.5 mo
	3/13/08 
	1.5 mo  (approved CCI 5/9/08)
	none
	none
	Had already been approved for non-ASC students

	Religious Studies
	OAA Pending
	10/29/07 
	7.5 mo (left ASC 6/12/08) 
	3 mo
	none
	1 mo. as of 7/21/08

	Survey Research
	9.5 mo
	5/1/07 
	7 mo  (left ASC 12/4/07)
	1 mo
	3 mo
	2.5 mo (approved 2/20/08)

	Video Arts

	13 mo
	3/16/07 
	12 mo (left ASC 3/5/08)
	none
	3 mo
	1 mo (approved 4/9/08)

	Minor Revisions
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Econ Minor 
	OAA Pending
	3/13/08 
	3 mo  (left ASC 06/13/08)
	3 wks
	none
	1 mo as of 7/21/08

	History Minor 
	OAA Pending
	7/18/07 
	9 mo  (left ASC 4/18/08)
	2 mo
	3 mo
	3 mo as of 7/21/08

	Math Minor- Non-Honors
	OAA Pending
	5/16/07 
	12 mo (left ASC 05/09/08)
	2 mo
	4 mo
	2.5 mo. as of 7/21/08














� There were approximately 30 course requests associated with this 3-part revision proposal.  Typically groups of course proposals must accompany program proposals, but it should be noted that some individual courses waited as long as 13 months before they came from the unit to the College Curriculum Committee due to the decision of the Associate Executive Dean.  Departments are counseled to submit all materials together in order to avoid such uncharacteristic delays. Alternatively, our office does not usually delay small sets of requests if a program proposal is anticipated.


� Similar to the Music program proposals, the Political Science major revision had several course requests associated with it in the area of Political Theory which were submitted to our office in June 2007 after committees had stopped meeting for the summer.  These requests went in tandem with the major revision through the system.  Unlike the Music requests, they were not held up individually because of when they were submitted.
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