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Report, Election Results 
From the spring 2013 elections, polls closing on 29 May, 2013, the results were 

Officers	  of	  the	  Faculty	  
James McLean Presiding Officer of College Senate 
Janice Lovett Vice Chair of College Senate 
Gregg Hartvigsen Treasurer of College Senate 
Dennis Showers University Faculty Senator 
Maria Lima University Faculty Senator, Alternate 

Senator-‐At-‐Large,	  over	  6	  years	  
Kurtis Fletcher, Paul Pacheco, Daniel Repinski, Margaret (Meg) Stolee, Leigh O'Brien, Duane McPherson 

Senator-‐At-‐Large,	  1-‐6	  years	  
Jonathan Gonder, Annmarie Urso, Kathryn Fredericks 

Professional	  Leave	  Review	  Committee	  
Jani Lewis Natural Sciences Representative 
Rosemary McEwen Humanities Representative 

General	  Education	  Committee,	  
Joseph Cope Humanities Area 
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Minutes, Undergraduate Curriculum Committee 
April 23, 2013 

4:00PM in Sturges 103 
 
Present: 

2012-2013 Chair: Meg Stolee, History 
Marilyn Board, Art History 
Bill Harrison, English 
Perpie Liawanag, Education 
George Marcus, Physics 
Michelle Walsh, Athletics 

 
Guests: 

S. Iyer, Dean's Office 
D. Showers, Senate Chair 

 
I.  Opening and Discussion  
This meeting does not have a formal agenda.  No course proposals were considered. 
 
Stolee:  Three main ideas for the committee to consider-- 

1.  Policy vs. Curriculum 
2.  The Structure of UCC 
3.  The Problem of Over 130 Proposals for Consideration 

and how they may be interrelated. 
 
The last meeting, with the over 130 course proposals requiring review, required heroic efforts on the part of the 
committee.  Remember the deserved ovation from the whole of the Senate. 
 
One issue that we have noted is the difficulty of determining, when we consider program revisions and course 
proposals, whether or not we are in the process of setting or approving new academic policies that might really be 
the domain of Undergraduate Policies.  We may have had this issue in the past when considering a program 
limitation on transfer credits.  UCC also, in the past year, forwarded an issue concerning the College Writing 
Requirement to Undergraduate Policies. 
 
Historically, there was greater coordination between Undergraduate Academic Policies and Undergraduate 
Curricula--they were, sometime in the years before 1998, the same committee, something called UACC or some 
such initialism.  [The Bulletins for these years are not yet posted for reference on the Senate web site.]  The 
committee had a single chair with two sub-chairs, one for policies and another for curricula.  The full committee 
would meet before each Senate meeting to make sure everything was in order for presentation to the full body. 
 
Then-President Carol Harter, after eliminating the Senate committee on Budgetary review, split this single 
Undergraduate super-committee in two in order to absorb the membership of the former Budget committee. 
 
If both UAP and UCC were rejoined, perhaps that would clarify some policy issues that seem indirectly introduced 
to UCC alone, such a program moving to a four-credit hour course scheme, as English just did.  Perhaps it would 
help with the workload, like the over 130 proposals reviewed last meeting. 
 
I invited the last chair of the "UACC" super-committee, Stacy Edgar, to meet with us today, to explain what she 
remembers as the merits and failings of the old structure.  But she could not attend. 
 
I also asked present UCC members, some of whom could not attend today, what polices they suggest as we move 
forward to next year.  Many said, never have a meeting with so many proposals to review.  So perhaps we need to 
consider some kind of calendar reform. 
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Marcus:  Our problem last meeting really was a matter of ENGL's program review.  The giant package was the 
problem.  But that isn't really a regular issue and might not require a restructuring of the committee.  If we 
could schedule larger packages like that a little earlier, that would help. A rule like, "Dept. overhauls need 
to be submitted in the beginning of the academic year rather than at the end of the Senate term." 

Stolee:  We can acknowledge that program revisions are different from individual course proposals. 
Marcus:  And we have reviewed a few programs this year: FLL, GEOG, etc. 
Iyer:  This could be a good policy.  In reality, the last meeting entailed much more than 130 proposals, more 

documents if we consider the syllabi and supporting materials.  The last meeting also had some unusual 
confusion over the online and printed versions that we use. 

Marcus:  Deadlines and electronic submissions create certain challenging conditions in themselves. 
Iyer:  There were some unique logistical issues last time, including my absence, etc.  But we could say no more than 

some number of proposals with one specific prefix to be reviewed per UCC meeting. 
Stolee:  And we want to clarify this number in order to make the rule work, given our recent heroic efforts. 
Marcus:  If that's what we need to do. 
Stolee:  Do we want to say that there's a different deadline for program revisions vs. individual course proposals? 
Marcus: Programs include courses, too.  So here's a bunch of stuff to delineate. 
Iyer:  Perhaps larger packages shouldn't be reviewed in the Spring. 
Showers:  The committee could make a distinction between major, or large, revisions and minor, or small, revisions.   
Harrison:  So we're addressing the issue of the size of the proposal packages, which again is a bit of anomaly.  Is 

program size linked to matters of policy?  Is there a connection between these two issues? 
Marcus:  How much of an issue is the policy-versus-curriculum overlap? 
Stolee:  Well, graduation dates, what we discussed at the last Senate meeting, seem to be policy.  But the four credit 

hour seemed to be something else.  So did the issue of transfer credits. 
Showers:  I think it is a minor issue  I think the main issue is the inequity of workload for some committees.  If we 

combined GCC, UCC, UAP into an "academic affairs" committee, everyone could look at their 
comparative workload.  Then it could be divided and equalized.  But presently UCC has the consistent 
workload it has, and GCC has what is has. 

Iyer:  Uniting UCC and UAP makes a little more sense.  GCC doesn't interest most of the faculty.  GCC can require 
more time than some folks realize, actually.  And there are particular departments with greater graduate 
involvement that need to be part of GCC. 

Liawanag:  The Senate history is interesting.  It takes a while to know how Senate works, as well.  We could 
recommend this issue to the Senate or UAP to consider, too. 

Iyer:  We are confusing our procedures with actual policies.  A deadline is something that's just procedural.  Policy 
issues, such as the writing requirement, we already deferred. 

Harrison:  The constitution already notes some procedures for joint committee meetings, if necessary: single 
committee chairs are given the power to call them. 

Marcus:  The current structure could handle this, or even Executive could take up some of the issues.  While it 
doesn't address the problem of workload balance, there could be group meetings on topics like the College 
Writing Requirement, or the new XLRN prefix, for example. 

Walsh:  I like the idea of calling a joint meeting.  So only considering a new deadline would allow us to use the 
current structure. 

Marcus:  Chairs currently bring items to the Senate floor.  Would the a super-committee sub-chair be able to do this?  
Stolee:  It was the one chair with "UACC." 
Marcus:  Allowing subcommittee chairs on current committees would be a intermediate option between the old and 

current model. 
Harrison:  Why would a super-committee encourage people who don't want heavy workloads to choose them? 
Showers:  It would eliminate the "safe" committee choice: a senator couldn't avoid the sheer possibility of work.  

And committee by-laws and procedures could be determined how folks see fit. 
Stolee: What kind of recommendations are we making? 
Marcus: A new schedule would be good.  Major program reforms should have a different deadline. 
Iyer:  Maybe not using the confusing terms "major" and "minor"--large and small?  Defining will be hard but 

necessary. 
Marcus: ENGL, GEOG, FLL:  what was in common for those packages?  At least English gave us a warning that it 

was coming.  Did FLL? 
Iyer: Not really.  GEOG was a real program change.  ECON wasn't a huge problem. 
Marcus:  Although it didn't take any less time to review.  A set number limit must be apparent. 
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Iyer:  Yes. 
Stolee:  So, a late fall deadline for program changes, and the usual spring date for course changes. 
Harrison: So it is the number of proposals that we need to determine. 
Marcus:  Yes. 
Walsh:  It needs to be a clear number. 
Marcus:  Yes, a number. 
Dennis:  I would like to submit the minutes of this meeting for Executive to consider.   
Meg: What options should we follow? 
Marcus:  I'd like to propose a new deadline. 
Iyer:  A suggestion for the committee: it should be made effective in Fall 2014, too.  Give people time to prepare. 
Stolee:  Our consensus? 
Harrison:  Date? 
Marcus:  To Executive, I'd like to recommend a separate deadline in November for program revisions including 

over. . . .  
Harrison:  PSYC submitted a package of ten in the Fall, and that wasn't a program revision. 
Iyer:  20-ish? 
Marcus:  So a threshold of 25? 
Harrison:  That sounds comfortable for most departments. 
Showers:  Pick a number for Executive to consider. 
Iyer:  November 15th. 
Meg:  Do we have a consensus of over 20? 
Marcus: 25? 
Walsh:  Yes. 
Meg:  We propose a UCC/Dean's Office submission deadline of 15 November for curriculum packages of over 25 

course proposals, starting Fall 2014.  Are we at a consensus? 
 
General agreement voiced. 
 
Board:  This is something for the senate as a whole to consider. 
Stolee:  I will suggest the same at the next executive committee meeting. 
 
Meeting adjourned, 5:11 PM. 
 
 


