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SUBJECT: System Level Review of Curricular Proposals 

Members of AAC are well aware of the review criteria and processes followed at the 
system level when new programs or new sites are proposed.  However, the Council has not had a 
discussion these past few years concerning the review of the more common course-level 
proposals or the proposals to modify existing programs.  This item is presented to initiate a 
discussion.   

This overview considers five different lenses that are used and highlights the types of 
questions asked as each perspective is applied.   

1.  Review of course proposals – system-wide considerations.  By far, the first and most 
important consideration is an assessment of the “common/unique course” issue.  Since 
faculty/departments proposing courses rarely have a broad-based understanding of the system’s 
course catalog, every proposal is assessed using the system’s Course Inventory Report (catalog 
data base) as the primary tool (see http://apps.sdbor.edu/RIS-
reporting/CourseInventoryOptions.cfm).  This review does include a consideration of similar 
courses offered under other prefixes; i.e., what’s proposed as a math course (MATH prefix) at 
one may be a stats course (STAT prefix) at another.  There’s also the issue of level.  For 
example, is a 200-level course being proposed when everybody has something similar/identical 
at the 400-level.  Occasionally there are other issues that pop up with pre-req’s and co-req’s as 
well as with delivery modality.  In sum, the first goal is to maintain coherence in the catalog.  
This is an issue that’s been raised repeatedly at the system level.  We may need to designate a 
system registrar. 

2.  Review of course proposals – intra-campus considerations.  Many of these issues fall 
to the level of administrivia.  This starts with a read of the full-proposal to make sure the 
proposal “makes sense”.  Staff rarely raise issues here because faculty do have control of 
courses/course-content within the mission/program array authorized by the Board but if 
something is on the fringe of common sense, questions will be raised.  Most commonly, this is 
triggered if it appears an adjunct faculty is proposing a (required) course be added to the catalog.  
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If the course is proposed as a required course in an existing major, a check occurs to make sure 
that a corresponding program modification is in the works.  This plays out if a course is added to 
a proscribed set of electives.  The course descriptions are read closely to make sure there are no 
typos since these are published in the data base.  CIP codes are reviewed and verified.  If the 
proposal includes variable credit, staff verify that a reasonable rational is provided.   

3.  Review of program modifications – system-wide considerations.  In many ways, the 
considerations here are similar to those used for course reviews.  If a campus proposes a 
modification to a program offered by multiple campuses, a comparison is made between all of 
these.  If the proposed change seems to be an attempt to make distinctions with no difference, 
this will be questioned.  Examples here include significantly increasing requirements to establish 
rigor or attempts to develop a special niche that meets no external consideration.  For the most 
part, most of those don’t matter academically or for student outcomes.  The transcript identifies 
the major, and the cover letter explains why the candidate for a position is exceptionally well-
trained.  Nobody but us academics believes an emphasis or specialization means anything.  Just 
as with course proposals, too often these programmatic modifications are driven by the belief 
that similar majors offered on the separate campuses are inherently different.  Unfortunately, this 
view commonly drives processes that lead to fragmentation of the catalog.  

4.  Review of program modifications – intra-campus considerations.  Once again, each 
proposal is given an editorial read to make sure there are no “mistakes” in the proposal that are 
going to lead to a Board comment.  Common issues flagged here tend to be all over the map.  
The section outlining the curricular change may not be clear.  There may be arithmetic mistakes 
in the hours required.  The narrative may not align with the changes noted in the requirements.  
These editorial issues commonly cover the water front.  In addition, there are a set of substantive 
questions that come into play and these primarily focus on the rational for the proposed change. 
Addressing weaknesses identified through assessments, program reviews, accreditation, etc. 
should be the driver.  Alternatively, making changes to insure programs offered align with 
(referenced) national standards is also good.  This is critical if there is a proposed increase in the 
number of hours required in the major.   

5.  Overall review.  After completing the detailed review described above, staff typically 
may do a reflective summary view of the full package, especially if there were a significant 
number of proposals considered.  This review typically asks if the proposals submitted reflect a 
reasoned/controlled curricular process.  At the same time, staff consider if the proposals lie 
within the existing boundaries of the campuses curriculum or if it appear that faculty may be 
pushing to move into areas that may not be part of the mission/may not make sense.  If there are 
concerns, these are commonly flagged with the provost/vpaa’s office.   

Members of the Council should be prepared to discuss this briefly.  Board staff 
recommends that this be circulated on campus for review and then reconsidered at our next 
Council meeting. 


