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BACKGROUND

An effective and efficient delivery of the curriculum is fundamental to the mission of a
university. This document offers a number of recommendations and proposals as to how the
University of Arizona might better accomplish this mission. The recommendations and
proposals address four different aspects of curricular delivery:

The appropriate allocation of teaching resources. It is important that every unit
give appropriate consideration to the needs of all students within its range of service,
when allocating the teaching resources of the unit. There is always a temptation to
provide disproportionate service to higher level students with interests close to those of
the faculty. Recommendation i suggests a measure for the appropriate allocation of
teaching resources within a curricular unit.

Sunset review. New curricular offerings are created on a regular basis, but old
offerings are removed at a much slower pace. For example, the ratio of new course
proposals to course deletions for three Faculties within the College of Arts and Sciences
(SBS, Humanities, and Science) was 4:1 in 1990-91, 5:1 in 1991-2, 1.25:1 in 1992-3 and
5:1 for the first eight months of 1993-4. Recommendation 2 describes a change in the
sunset review policy for curricular offerings.

Temporary courses. Recommendations for the offering of experimental and
temporary courses are very common. In 1991-92, for example, the number of
recommendations for experimental and temporal courses in the same three Faculties
within the College of Arts and Sciences was 158; in 1992-3, 142; and for the first eight
months of 1993-4, 65. Because of their ephemeral character, experimental and
temporary courses seldom have a well-defined place in the curriculum. Recommendation
3 is meant to reduce the numbers of these courses.

Curricular Review. Faculty review of course and program proposals is fundamental
to the health of our curriculum. Yet, at present, the curricular review process is ill-
defined. It is not clear that any consistency exists across colleges nor is there any clarity
as to the criteria employed at any stage in the process. Recommendation 4 proposes a
four-stage curricular review process with Faculty Senate oversight.

These four points form a coherent package, yet they do not share a single status. The
recommendation for the appropriate allocation of teaching resources is to be taken as a model
that curricular units could follow in assessing their resource allocation. Proposed policies 1, 2,
and 3, on the other hand, form the heart of the proposal and describe a coherent curricular
process for the entire campus.



A Recommendation for the Allocation of Teaching Resources

Numerical measures are helpful in monitoring the equity of resource allocation from semester
to semester. Unique approaches to teaching in individual units (for example, distinct
mechanisms for utilizing teaching assistants) will cause both the computation and interpretation
of these measures to differ among departments and colleges. To the extent that these measures
may be circulated within the University, justifications may be included to reflect the impact of
these unique teaching approaches.

A set of meaningful measures may be obtained by partitioning a department's course offering
into sets as follows.

(L) 100 and 200 level courses

(U) 300 and 400 level courses that are not jointly convened (i.e. scheduled with a
corresponding 500 level course).

(J) jointly convened 400 and 500 level courses (counted as one course)

(G) separate 500 level and 600 level courses

The average number of students per section for set i is L. The average number of students per
section for sets 2, 3, and 4 are U, J, and G respectively. Six separate ratios may be computed
by dividing the "students per section" average for a lower level set by the average for a higher
level set. The largest ratio will usually be L/G. Each college should work out an appropriate
ratio for its units, but, as a rule of thumb, an L/G of 4.0 is probably not excessively high. All
of the ratios are meaningful.



Proposed Policy 1: Sunset Review

The following sunset review policy for curricular offerings should replace current procedure:

Courses which have not been taught for three years should be automatically removed
from the Catalog. There will be no automatic appeal process for such course deletions.
If a unit wants to reinstate a course which has been removed, it will follow the normal
procedure for the introduction of new courses.



Proposed Policy 2: Temporary Courses

The current category of 'experimental or temporary course' should be redefined as 'temporary
course'. A temporary course is to be designed as a short term ad hoc offering. The
introduction of a temporary course is not a method to introduce an addition to the curriculum

or to speed courses through the review process. Any course that a department intends at the
outset to teach more than twice is not an appropriate candidate for a temporary offering and,
ordinarily, a third offering will not be allowed. This change will entail two other changes.
First, the University curricular form titled 'Recommendation for Experimental or Temporary

Course' should be changed to 'Recommendation for a Temporary Course'. Second, the
recommendation form for a temporary offering should be modified to include essentially the
same information required for a permanent course, in particular the information included in the
section titled 'Course Justification and Analysis'.



Proposed Policy 3: Curricular Review

Curricular review includes the review of new and experimental course proposals, new programs,
course and program deletions, and modifications in existing programs and courses.

All curricular units should have a curriculum committee (where a committee of the
whole is one option). This committee will review all curricular changes originating
within the curricular unit. The committee chair will sign off on course recommendation
forms and program proposals to indicate the approval of the committee. The
membership of the current curriculum committee for each unit should be selected by the
faculty of the unit and should be on file in the relevant dean's office.

All colleges should have an elected curriculum review committee, with the college
dean or dean's designee as an ex-officio member. (The college may choose to separate
graduate and undergraduate curriculum committees, but need not.) Course and program
review should focus on quality, programmatic need, and cost. The dean's signature on
the relevant form will indicate that all such issues within the college have been resolved.

The Faculty Senate is ultimately responsible for University-wide curricular review, but
delegates this responsibility to the appropriate elected representative faculty council
(undergraduate or graduate). The focus of this review level is curricular overlap and
duplication.

The University Curriculum Office offers a final technical review of course and
program proposals, as e.g. contact hours per unit of credit. Subject to the decision of
the University faculty councils, this is the final stage in the review process. The
University Curriculum Office will also staff the University councils.

The decision of each of the levels would be binding about the issues within their
purview. Thus, if review within a college found objections from another unit in the
college, the committee and dean would mediate these objections; if mediation did not
resolve the dispute, the dean would make a decision with input from the college
curriculum committee and the dispute would not be carried to the next stage. Similarly,
if review at the University level involved an objection from a unit outside the originating
college, the appropriate University faculty council would consider this objection;
however, the decision of the council would be final.

The Faculty Senate will approve on a yearly basis the curricular and program review
procedure, proposing modifications as necessary. The faculty councils will provide a
yearly report to the Faculty Senate on their review activity. This report is intended to
apprise the Faculty Senate of trends in new course and program proposals. The councils
may also make recommendations as necessary about desirable changes in the review
process.

The Curriculum Bulletin will provide the campus community with information on
curricular changes both as they come to the University councils and after they have
successfully negotiated the review process. The Curriculum Bulletin should be expanded
to include as its first page a checklist of the curricular issues which are addressed at each
of the four review levels.



Criteria for Evaluating Course Proposals

Departmental Level

Does the course conform to the unit' s approved Curriculum Plan?

Is the course proposal form complete, is it accompanied by a syllabus, and is it
accompanied by the CV of the instructor if the instructor is not listed as faculty in the
current catalog?

Is the course being proposed at an appropriate level, and for an appropriate number of

units of credit?

Are prerequisites specified? Do prerequisites logically precede the proposed course?

Have the proposal and its syllabus been carefully worked out by the responsible faculty
member?

Does the proposed course contribute to the overall mission and program of the
department?

Ïf the course is to be conjoined at the 400/500 levels, do the course description and
syllabus make appropriate distinctions in description and requirements?

Does the syllabus indicate what is expected of students, how they will be evaluated, and
other policies relevant to student behavior and performance?



College Curriculum Committee Level

Does the course conform to the unit's approved Curriculum Plan?

Is the course proposal form complete, is it accompanied by a syllabus, and is it
accompanied by the CV of the instructor if the instructor is not listed as faculty in the
current catalog?

Is the proposed course appropriate to the department or program proposing it?

Are prerequisites specified? If prerequisites are drawn from outside the unit proposing
the course, have the relevant units been notified of the proposal and are they capable of
supporting the demand it will create?

Is the proposed catalog description appropriate for the catalog listing, and is the
description consistent with the accompanying syllabus?

Does the proposed course contribute to the overall mission of the College?

If the course is to be conjoined at the 400/500 levels, do the course description and
syllabus make appropriate distinctions in description and requirements?

If the proposal is part of a larger change, as in the major curriculum, is there sufficient
documentation provided so that the whole proposal can be understood and interpreted?

Do realistic expectations of enrollment meet or exceed minimum enrollment
requirements?

Has the cost of the course (in faculty time, materials, library resources) been carefully
and realistically assessed and provision made for accommodation?

Does the syllabus indicate what is expected of students, how they will be evaluated, and
other policies relevant to student behavior and performance?



University Faculty Council Level

Is the course appropriate for university credit?

Is the proposed course appropriate to the department or program proposing it?

Has the proposal been reviewed and discussed with other departments/programs with
which it may intersect, conflict, or be of interest, and have all appropriate cross-listings
been secured?

Have other relevant courses in the catalog been reviewed and the new proposal shown
to be non-duplicative and non-redundant?

If the course specifies prerequisites outside of the unit proposing it, have the relevant
units been notified of the proposal and are they capable of supporting the demand it will
create?

Has the cost of the course (in faculty time, materials, library resources) been carefully
and realistically assessed and provision made for accommodation?



University Curriculum Office Level

1. Does the proposal conform to established specifications, including particularly

a. relevant sections of the University Handbook for Appointed Personnel, 1988,
especially

Section 7.02, Curriculum (pp. 60-61).

Section 7.08, Grading, Examinations, and Scholarship Requirements (p.
65 ff.) but particularly 7.08.05 regarding final examinations (p. 66).

b. the current General Catalog of the University, particularly with reference to
course numbers and course listings (pp. 89-91 of the 1991-93 catalog).

c. the "Curriculum Procedures Memoranda" prepared by the University Curriculum
Office (revised June 1990).

d. Curriculum Bulletin.

2. Is the course number correct--the proper series, proper sequences, etc. (seminar number
for seminars, etc.)?



Chair of the Faculty

January 12, 1994

MEMORAND

FROM:

SUBJECT:

THE UNIVERSITY OF

ARIZONA®
TUCSON ARIZONA

Paul S. Sypherd, Provost

J. D. Garcia, Chairman of the Faculty

Intercollegiate Writing Committee

I am referring your memo on this subject, dated December 22, to the Senate
Executive Committee. This is a matter which the Faculty Senate should be concerned with
and address, and I am certain we will be able to staff the Committee without the delays
which have occurred in the past. The Provost's office, prior to your arrival, sometimes
seemed not to accord it high enough priority.

I do believe the faculty should be actively involved and participating in development
of writing skills being a central desired outcome. I do not believe that the matter ends with
the appointment of a committee, because the issue is too critical and too central. I believe
the institution needs to accept this as a critical issue, and that your office needs to be
involved, as should every College administration. If resources are needed, they should
receive very high priority. This would seem a propitious time to put forward a bold plan to
address this issue on a campus-wide basis.

J DG/ek
cc: Chair, Intercollegiate Writing Committee

Dr. Malcolm Zwolinski, Presiding Officer, Faculty Senate
Faculty Senate Executive Committee

Faculty Center
1400 East Mabel
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 621-1342
Fax (602) 621-8844



THE UNIVERSITY OF

December 22, 1993

TO: D. Garcia, Chairman of the Faculty
Malcolm Zwolinski, Presiding Officer of the Faculty

FROM: Paul S. Sypherd, Senior Vice Presideni çr(.
Academic Affairs and Provost

J"
RE: Intercollegiate Writing Committee

I have been mulling over the discussions of the report of the Intercollegiate Writing
Committee that took place at the Faculty Senate on December 7th and at the
Deans' Council meeting Monday last, and I would like to pose the question of
whether you should consider bringing the Intercollegiate Writing Committee under
the Faculty Senate's umbrella. After all, this committee bears an oversight
responsibifity for what is arguably one of the most critical elements of the
undergraduate curriculum. The object of its consideration--undergraduate writing--
is and should be a faculty issue; it is not one to be solved by adrnimstrators.

The current committee, I understand, was appointed by Vice President Fernandez
during his tenure as Vice President for Academic Services and Undergraduate
Education with the chief goal of reviving what had been a largely dormant
enterprise. For this, he deserves credit. Perhaps the time has come--now that the
Intercollegiate Writing Committee has submitted a report that suggests the need to
revisit the composition requirements--for the Senate to seize ownership of this
important cumcular matter.

I would be interested in your thoughts regarding this proposal.

cc: Edgar McCullough

512 Administration
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 621-1856
FAX 602 621-9118

Office of the Senior Vice President ARIZONA
for Academic Affairs and Provost TuCSON ARIZONA



THE UNIVERSITY OF

ARIZONA
Office of the Senior Vice President

for Academic Affairs and Provost TUCSON ARIZONA

December 22, 1993

TO: Andrew Kirby, Chair, Intercollegiate Writing Committee

FROM: Paul S. Sypherd, Senior Vice President for
Academic Affairs and Provost

RE: Follow-up to the Annual Report of the Intercollegiate Writing
Committee

Thank you and your fellow Intercollegiate Writing Committee members for the
effort you invested in reinvigoratin this important faculty committee and in
assessmg aspects of our present writing program. I think it is clear, both in your
report and from the ensuing Faculty Senate and Deans' Council discussions, that
improvements in writing instruction and related services could be wrought.

Although I realize that you will be leaving the chairpersonship of the Intercollegiate
Writing Committee as you embark upon a sabbatical, I would like to reiterate for
the record (and for the benefit of your successor, to whom I expect Interim Vice
Provost McCullough will transmit a copy of this missive) the recommendations that
emerged from the Deans' Council discussion of your committee's report. We would
suggest that the Intercollegiate Writing Committee develop recommendations for a
more effective writing program that would more fully prepare our graduates to
communicate effectively in writing. Preliminary discussions of a portfolio review
approach sound promising. I would also hope that the committee would give
consideration as to how to encourage more writing assignments in classes that do
not fall under the "writing emphasis" rubric. Obviously, it would be ill-advised to
pursue this discussion in isolation, and I would suggest that the Intercollegiate
Writing Committee establish close ties with the Faculty Senate's Instruction and
Curriculum Policy Committee as weil as with the ad hoc committee currently
assessing the Task Force on Undergraduate Education's recommendation that a
single, University-wide general education requirement be instituted.

As the deans observed, prospective employers and graduate/professional school
admissions committees perceive the quality of our graduates' writing to be
diminishing rather than improving. It is, I believe, time to reverse that trend.

Again, many thanks for your fine efforts.

cc: J. D. Garcia
Edgar McCullough

512 Administration
Tucson, Arizona 85721
(602) 621-1856
FAX 602 621-9118




