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SUBJECT 

Zero-sum Curriculum Restrictions 

 

CONTROLLING STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

AAC Guideline 1.5 – New Course Request Guidelines 

 AAC Form 1.5 – New Course Request Form 

 AAC Form 8.2 – General Education Revisions Form 

 

BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

On January 8, 2018, the USD Curriculum and Instruction Committee advanced a letter to 

USD Academic Affairs personnel regarding their position on a proposed practice of not 

approving new courses without removing existing courses from the catalog (see 

Attachment I).  More than two decades ago, the Board of Regents maintained a practice of 

quotas for both program and curriculum approvals in the Regental system.  Under this 

model, the creation of any new program or course would come with the expectation that 

equivalent program/course terminations or inactivations would result.  This zero-sum 

approach has not been a feature of the curriculum and program review process in the system 

for many years, beyond the current discussion about the best approach for ensuring a 

“limited” set of approved courses for General Education.   

 

Overall, the new obsolete course review process, program productivity review, and section 

size policy each provide an effective framework for managing the expansion of curriculum 

and programs across institutions.  Currently, the existing new course request forms and 

intent to plan forms do not inquire about the inactivation of existing courses/program, but 

rather expect institutions to articulate to the Board how the addition of a new course is 

going to be handled within the current workload structure for a department.  Additionally, 

the reallocation of resources is also outlined in the new program requests to provide the 

Board with the assurances that an institution has the necessary resources to deliver a new 

program.  

 

 

 

https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/academic-affairs-guidelines/Documents/1_Guidelines/1_5_Guideline.pdf
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/academic-affairs-guidelines/Documents/1_Forms/1_5_Form.docx
https://www.sdbor.edu/administrative-offices/academics/academic-affairs-guidelines/Documents/8_Forms/8_2_Form.docx
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IMPACT AND RECOMMENDATION 

While modifications continue to be made to the three curriculum/program management 

policies and guidelines referenced above, there is no formal direction from the Board of 

Regents at this point that curriculum/program quotas should be established and maintained.  

There is draft language in the 2018 AAC agenda item for the GE Implementation 

Guidelines that the council is asked to consider as a way to ensure a “limited” System 

General Education (SGE) curriculum. However, if institutions seek to manage 

curriculum/program growth on their own campus, then institutional policies can be 

developed with this framework for their curriculum procedures.  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment I – USD Curriculum & Instruction Committee Letter 

 



University of South Dakota Curriculum and Instruction Committee 
414 East Clark Street • Vermillion, SD 57069 • usdci@usd.edu  

 

 

 

DATE:  January 8, 2018 

 

TO:  USD Academic Affairs  

 

FROM: University of South Dakota Curriculum & Instruction Committee 

  

SUBJECT: New course additions without new faculty resources 

 

 

The University C&I committee at the University of South Dakota thinks that the proposed practice of not 

approving new courses without removing an existing course from the catalog does not reflect the realities 

of faculty and department workloads. The proposed practice is problematic for the following reasons: 

 

 It does not allow for adjustments in the frequency of course offerings.  

o For example, a department may have historically offered a course every fall semester but 

now decides that enrollment patterns require it to be offered every other fall semester. This 

would allow a new course (perhaps offered by the same faculty member) to be offered in 

alternating fall semesters within existing workload. 

 A department may have a course where multiple sections are offered every term or every year.  

o The number of sections may need to be reduced for any number of reasons, and the 

department may want to offer a new course (or courses) in the place of one or more of 

those sections. All of that would happen within existing workload. 

 A department with increasing enrollments may acquire a new faculty line to support an expanding 

major. The new faculty member may bring new expertise to the department that would require new 

courses to be created.  

o The existing faculty would continue teaching in their areas of specialization, which means 

there would be no existing courses to remove from the catalog. 

 Programs with special external accreditation may be required to adjust curriculum which can also 

require the addition of new courses. 

 

The C&I committee would make two additional points. 

 

1. The proposed practice by BOR staff presupposes that the current number of courses offered 

represents some meaningful baseline of courses. The current number is arbitrary and has 

evolved over time rather than being derived from some meaningful metric. 

2. The BOR system already has a process in place that removes courses from the catalog that have 

not been taught for 4 years. Running that process every year will prevent the accumulation of 

untaught courses, negating the need to do so through the new course approval process. 
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