
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MEMORANDUM 

 
 

TO: Members of the LSA Executive Committee 

FROM: Pam Rinker 

DATE: October 7, 2010 

SUBJECT: Summary of LSA Curriculum Committee Minutes 
for September 21, 2010 
 

1. Minutes were approved. 

2. Phil Deloria, Associate Dean for LSA Undergraduate Education, led a 
discussion about the course approval process and possible topics for discussion. 

 
 

 



 

  

LSA CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
Minutes of September 21; 2010 

Present: Phil Deloria (Chair), Caroline Canning, Tim Dodd, Phil Gorman, Lori Gould, Laura Hlebasko, Mika 
Lavaque-Manty, Neil Marsh, John Mitani, Jennifer Myers, Sally Oey, Sushama Pavgi, JoAnn Peraino, Pam 
Rinker, Catherine Sanok, Teresa Satterfield, Mandy Seyerle, Donna Wessel Walker, Evans Young, and Rebecca 
Zurier 

The meeting came to order at 3:10 pm. 

MINUTES 

With the deferred approval of HISTORY 331 for HU distribution, the 9/14/10 minutes were approved.  

COURSE APPROVAL PROCESS 

Associate Dean Phil Deloria led a discussion about the course approval process and discussion topics, using his 
attached compilation of the committee’s feedback about both issues. The course approval process begins when 
departments vet faculty proposals and then submit them to the Curriculum Committee for review. Departments 
appear to vary a lot in this regard, with some requiring minimal review at the department level and others taking 
three weeks for departmental committee approval. Given the varying degrees of department involvement, the 
committee talked about how they could oversee the College curriculum efficiently while avoid micro-managing 
the curriculum. What is the balance between trusting departments and putting up unnecessary barriers to 
curricular innovation, between asking for sufficient information and requiring too much detail? What 
information is necessary to make sound decisions? To ensure excellence in LSA’s undergraduate curriculum, 
the committee asked if it were possible at regular intervals to review existing distribution or requirement 
courses, especially those with high enrollment. One suggestion was to couple such a process with an external 
review by requiring departments to submit syllabi for their current courses. Since Political Science is scheduled 
to have an external review this year, Associate Professor Mika Lavaque-Manty volunteered his department as a 
case study. This year’s review of the Upper-Level Writing Requirement (ULWR) will provide another helpful 
opportunity. 

The online Course Approval Request Form (CARF) was created several years ago to provide a Web-based 
process. Faculty on the Curriculum Committee postulated that many or most of their colleagues do not 
understand the meaning or purpose of the requested information. They view it as red tape, an unnecessary hurdle 
of busy work, though almost all of the information on the current CARF is required by the Registrar’s Office in 
order to set up new courses in Pathways and allow departments to add them to the time schedule. For 
clarification, the fields are explained in the attached four documents posted online under Course Approval 
Requests & Forms (http://lsa.umich.edu/facstaff/ug_education/cc/courseapprovals):  
 

Blank CARF for NEW Course Proposals (includes definitions) 
SAMPLE NEW COURSE APPROVAL REQUEST 
Blank CARF for Course Modifications 
SAMPLE COURSE MODIFICATION REQUEST 

 
Ann Rickert, Management Systems Coordinator in the LSA Dean’s Office, has invested a lot of time 
reprogramming the system to work seamlessly from start to finish. The underlying LSA Course Database 
meshes with Pathways data to populate not only the online CARF, but also the LSA Bulletin and Course Guide. 
The Curriculum Committee deadlines also stem directly from the date by which the RO needs a hard copy of all 
approved CARFs in order to assign classrooms and enroll students. In view of the complexities, is there any way 
to speed up the course approval process to benefit the college, departments, faculty, staff and undergraduates?  
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POSSIBLE DISCUSSION TOPICS 

The committee discussed possible topics for discussion this year. Academic advisors are very concerned about 
how to serve four years of the largest undergraduate classes ever being admitted – a bulge that will continue to 
challenge us for years. Several departments that face very high enrollment pressure, such as Psychology and 
Economics, have requested restrictions on certain courses in high demand. For example, only Spanish 
concentrators can enroll in upper-level Spanish courses. Some of these decisions are budget driven and based on 
funding for faculty lines. The committee wants to review these bottlenecks in enrollment. On a related concern, 
a few units have implemented an application process to limit the number of concentrators. Are such 
arrangements still meaningful several years later? They not only shift the enrollment burden to other 
departments, but also can make it difficult for non-concentrators to complete their graduation requirements.  

In view of this enrollment squeeze, will the college reach a point when a significant number of students are 
unable to complete their degree in four years? A significant problem already occurs when students who change 
their majors discover they no longer satisfy their requirements for graduation. This is due in large part to the 
way students are required to fulfill distribution requirements outside of their principal concentrations. Do we 
want to revisit the policy that no course from the department of concentration or a required course in the 
concentration may be part of a distribution plan? A discussion of the differences between concentrations and 
college requirements will be the topic of a meeting in October. Other possible discussion topics were learning 
outside the classroom, exploring a course approval process that is less deadline-based, experimenting with 
reaching decisions by a show of hands, and defining Concurrent Undergraduate-Graduate Studies (CUGS) and 
Sequential Undergraduate-Graduate Programs (SUGS). 

The meeting was adjourned at 5 pm. 

Next Meetings:  Subcommittees: SEPTEMBER 28, 2010 
Course Approvals: OCTOBER 5, 2010, AT 3:10 PM 
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Curriculum Committee:  Points for Discussion 

These points add up to years of discussion, so I’ve separated them into two categories.  First, 
there are a number of mission and process questions.  Finding a bit of clarity on these will help 
us establish and clarify some basic operational principles for the upcoming year.  Second, there 
is a vast array of issues that we might take on this year.  A second discussion, then, will be aimed 
at establishing a limited set of topics that might viewed as our opportunities for proactive, 
strategic, conceptual action this year.  Our goal, at the end of the meeting, will be to have 
selected this set and to have established the parameters of our next discussion (research, reading, 
focus groups, guests, etc.). 

1. Mission and Process Questions:  How we function as a committee 

a. Forests and Trees:  How do we balance our obligation to oversee new proposals 
for courses and concentrations (that is, detail work, of a reactive nature) with the 
equally important obligation to think in broad terms about that somewhat 
amorphous thing we call “the curriculum?” (that is, conceptual work, of a more 
proactive nature).    How do we deal with the tension between micromanagement 
(failure to trust those who submit; overconfidence in our own knowledge) and 
appropriate scrutiny (marked by the abundance of experience and knowledge in 
the room!).  

b. Information and Timing:  Are there ways that units and faculty members can be 
encouraged to provide adequate information with their proposals, so that the 
committee has the information necessary to make its decisions?   To what extent 
are we obligated to accommodate last minute proposals?  Do such proposals place 
unacceptable pressure on the committee to accept them?   Should we be more 
rigorous in enforcing deadlines?   Ironically (given the previous questions), we 
are thought of as being glacial in our pace.  As one member pointed out, it’s not 
easy for a faculty member to imagine why a September course needs to be 
proposed in February.  Are there ways to think differently about our cycles and 
timelines? 

c. Course Approvals:  How well does the “call for consent” work as a mode for 
approving courses?  Would it be better to call for a quick show of hands? 

2. Possible Agendas for the Year 

a. Forms of unevenness across the College 

i. Grading policies and relative degree of “rigor”:  Do some units 
deliberately or inadvertently create a culture in which higher grades are 
the norm relative to other units?  If this question is something we want to 
pursue, what kinds of data would be useful to thinking about an eventual 
policy recommendation? (There are several reports on grading in the MRS 
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system, and we had several CC discussions on grading, but not from the 
angle suggested in the response. Under Bob Owen, the CC put forward a 
proposal to the Faculty to require the transcript for LSA courses to record 
class size and median grade (Faculty Code, B5.13). The Registrar has not 
implemented this yet, since it would need to be campus wide.) 

ii. GSI workload practices and guidelines:  Faculty report a range of GSI 
workload practices, ranging from “cushy” to “exploitative.”  Are there 
ways we can (or should) think of helping to even out these disparities? 

b. Periodic Review 

i. What are some mechanisms through which we might identify old, evolved 
courses that continue (perhaps inappropriately) to count for distribution 

ii. Is it possible, or even desirable, to imagine a systematized review of the 
curriculum, either in categories or as a whole?  Should we perhaps 
consider departmental curriculum a key part of our mandate as it becomes 
visible through periodic department reviews?   Another, more massive, 
approach would be to review all NS syllabi, then HU, etc. A subset of this 
is to complete our review of texts for each requirement. 

c. The Relationship between Distribution and Concentration requirements:  As these 
have developed in tandem, and particularly with new interdisciplinary 
concentrations (and with student interests in double or triple concentrations), the 
interactions between requirements has become complex, uneven, confusing, and 
staff intensive.   Does it continue to be worthwhile to prohibit concentration 
courses from counting toward distribution? 

d. When concentrations become weighty:  What are the criteria for thinking about 
the moment when a concentration requires the administrative oversight and 
leadership of a program structure?   Should a field such as neuroscience, with 
(something like) 300 concentrators become an academic program? 

e. Undergraduate Certificate Programs:  At least two programs have suggested the 
possibility of certificate programs, modeled on graduate certificate programs.  Is 
this a feasible possibility?  How would such programs look in relation to minors?  

f. How our courses, curriculum, and pedagogies have impacts on student success 
and retention: need for students to have some sense of achievement in the course 
early in the term (not at mid-term); grading on a curve; language requirement – 
placement, advising 

g. Learning outside the classroom:  This discussion often centers on the category of 
Experiential learning, but it is surely broader than that.   

h. Assessment issues:  student course evaluations, Senior Survey 
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i. Term III: We often list half-term courses for lower credit because it is awfully 
hard to teach/learn a full course syllabus in a short period – think about research 
papers as one fore-shortened bit of work. Is this appropriate, when the course will 
still “count” for various College requirements? Is there a better approach to 
teaching in the half-terms that we have not thought about? 

j. Global engagement issues:  omnipresent and unavoidable.  Are there particular 
aspects of this that we would like to take up? 

k. Impact of other CUGS and SUGS undergraduate programs.  Related to this: we 
do need to have another discussion of CUGS and SUGS soon – concurrent 
undergraduate-graduate studies program, and sequential undergrad-grad program. 
The immediate impetus is the SUGS with Education that Idea Institute has 
developed. Rick Francis would like the Curriculum Committee to continue 
discussion of possibilities and pitfalls. 

5


	Minutes
	Course Approval Process
	SAMPLE NEW COURSE APPROVAL REQUEST
	Blank CARF for Course Modifications

	Possible Discussion Topics
	Next Meetings:  Subcommittees: September 28, 2010
	Course Approvals: October 5, 2010, at 3:10 pm

	memoexec min memo 9-21-10.pdf
	Memorandum




