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SUBJECT:  Review of Curricular Forms and Processes 

 

For the past few years, AAC has annually reviewed the process and forms used to 

facilitate curricular changes.  A request to do this was circulated by e-mail a few weeks ago.  

Responses received to date are included. 

 

Members of AAC should ask faculty and staff who routinely develop proposals or review 

proposals if changes in either the sets of directions (process descriptors) or forms are warranted. 

 

Agreed upon revisions will be incorporated in time for the fall curricular cycle.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

South Dakota State University Comments: 

 

Jessica Lewis– 

The feedback I keep getting feed from the faculty and staff on campus is that they want 

modifications in a) forms and b) in the tracking of these forms.  A uniform system-wide 

approach to both matters could save considerable time for faculty, staff, and administrators.  I 

can provide further details on small changes I would like to see in the forms.  However, I think 

there are larger issues that need to be considered and that small changes would be a temporary 

Band-Aid for matters that can be collectively addressed for a greater result.   

 

Steps to address the documentation could include items such as fillable forms in a pdf format or 

a web based program.  It could save time if the forms were programed with decision points 

written to produce if, then responses, similar to online survey’s.   With effort put into 

programming documentation would be more accurate, and storage of the requests could be 

centralized.  Individuals could get the request properly made for the changes they need, in a more 

efficient manner.   

 

Moreover, tracking and processing of the curriculum from one office to another, one level of 

approval to another, has been a challenge.  I would like to strongly advocate for a system wide 

approach to tracking changes online.  For example, the use of an online database, similar to UNL 

http://creq.unl.edu/courses/public-view/search or OSU 

https://secure.oregonstate.edu/ap/cps/proposals would be very useful.  However, addressing both 

these issues may require a significant time commitment from individuals on the IT/Tech side.  I 

received information that UNL’s curriculum database had a programmer solely dedicated to 

keeping it up and running.  

 

Additionally, I see that developing a good system is of interest to companies, too.  I have also 

been in contact with a team member from Digital Architecture (the provider of Acalog, our 

system approved catalog product) on a product they are developing call Curriculog.  It is a 

software package that is designed to process curriculum and is integrated with our University 

catalogs.  They are working on a beta version, and I am quite interested.  This spring we had 

members of the graduate school, the registrar’s  office, and the office of academic affairs watch a 

demo of the product.  It received positive feedback, but is still in the development stage. 

 

I am hoping a collective push by individuals in academic affairs offices at all the BOR schools 

might move us away from multiple email attachments, and various website and onto a unified 

processing and tracking system for curriculum development. 

 

University of South Dakota Comments:  

 

Kurt Hackemer– 

We had three suggestions emerge on campus: 

 Development of an algorithm that would help guide one through the process of 

determining exactly which form needs to be completed.  There have been issues in the 

past as faculty have been confused about which form is needed. 
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 Eliminate the need for a site proposal to extend existing degree programs online.   Rather, 

universities would be responsible for operating in compliance with their HLC and state 

registration statuses for distance education and for providing a yearly report to the Board 

of Regents for degrees offered 100% online and degrees offered at the threshold of 50% 

or more.  

 Consider replacing the site proposals for off-campus with a process managed by the 

Centers and the Universities.  Again, Universities would be responsible for operating 

within their approved HLC status for off-campus instruction. They could provide a yearly 

report to the Board. 

 Our secretarial staff also has some specific formatting suggestions for the New Course 

Request form. 
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