Date: May 5, 2016

To: Faculty Senate

From: Nick Kontogeorgopoulos, Chair

Re: 2015-2016 Curriculum Committee Report, pursuant to Article 5 sec. 5
of Faculty Bylaws

This report summarizes the work undertaken by the Curriculum Committee (CC) during the
2015-2016 Academic Year (AY).

All members of the committee worked as individual members of the committee and as part
of a working group (hereafter referred to as WG). Rob Beezer served as secretary for the
entire year. Richard Anderson-Connolly served as Chair in fall 2015. Nick
Kontogeorgopoulos served as Chair in spring 2016. This report was prepared by Nick
Kontogeorgopoulos.

The committee met on the following dates in 2015-2016: September 11, September 18,
October 2, October 9, October 16, October 30, November 13, November 20, December 4,
January 22, January 29, February 12, February 26, March 11, March 25, April 8, April 15,
April 22.

Working Group assignments and tasks are listed in Appendix A.
Senate Charges to the Curriculum Committee
The committee received the following Senate Charges for AY 2015-2016:
1. Complete the review of the Natural Sciences Core (deferred from 2014-15).

The review of the Natural Scientific Approaches Core was approved on April 15,
2016. The Natural Scientific Approaches Core review summary from WG2 is
included in Appendix B.

2. Craft proposal(s) to reduce the number of teaching days in spring semester; report
back to the Senate.

Members of WG2 met with Registrar Brad Tomhave in December 2015. In spring
2016, they read faculty meeting minutes, discussed possibilities, and wrote a
proposal. As directed by the charge, members of WG2 discussed how the days
might be reduced, not whether they favored or did not favor the reduction. The WG
Lead, Janet Marcavage, attended a Senate meeting where the proposal was
discussed. The WG2 proposal forwarded to the Senate is included in Appendix C.

3. Draft guidelines for evaluating short term, study away, experiential learning, and
other “new format” course proposals.



Based on the work of the Curriculum Committee Burlington Northern group' that,
in summer 2015, worked on ‘continuity’ documents (i.e., guidelines to assist future
Curriculum Committee members), WG1 brought forward for approval “Guidelines
for Reviewing Unusual Format Courses” (see Appendix D). Along with this course
proposal form, WGI created a “Supplementary Form for Unusual Format Courses”
(see Appendix E).

4. Review the “continuity work™ of the Curriculum Committee Burlington Northern
group this past summer (2015) and determine how best to integrate those results into
the work of the Curriculum Committee this year.

In summer 2015, the Curriculum Committee Burlington Northern group produced
several documents meant to provide better guidelines for committee processes and
types of proposals. In spring 2016, after reviewing and editing these documents, the
working groups brought them forward to the full Curriculum Committee for
approval. These guidelines will be uploaded to the Soundnet site for Curriculum
Committee members soon after Commencement. Below is a full list of new
guidelines approved by the Curriculum Committee in AY 2015-2016:

* Guidelines for Faculty Proposing an Interdisciplinary Minor, Emphasis, or

Major (see Appendix F)

* Guidelines for Reviewing Interdisciplinary Program Reviews and Proposals
(see Appendix G)

* Guidelines for Reviewing Unusual Format Courses (see aforementioned
Appendix D)

* Guidelines on Conducting Core Area Reviews (see Appendix H)

* Guidelines on Conducting Department, Program, or School Seven-Year
Reviews (see Appendix I)

* Guidelines on Reviewing Core and KNOW Course Proposals (see Appendix J)

* Guidelines on Working Groups and Their Leads (see Appendix K)

In addition to these new guidelines, Nick Kontogeorgopoulos, as Chair in spring
2016, revised the course proposal forms produced by the Curriculum Committee
Burlington Northern group. Based on conversations in full Curriculum Committee
meetings in fall 2015, there are now separate course proposal forms for each Core
area, for changes to existing courses, for proposals for non-Core courses, and for
proposals for the Knowledge, Identity, and Power (KNOW) graduation requirement.

The two most important changes in the new forms are, first, the inclusion of a
greater amount of information, based on suggestions and requests from the Office of
the Registrar and, second, the move towards electronic submission of course
proposal forms. Proposers will now be required to email their proposal forms, and
all relevant materials such as syllabi, to the Chair or Director of their Department,
Program, or School. The Chair or Director will then review the proposal and
forward the proposal form to curriculum@pugetsound.edu. By removing the need
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for physical signatures on proposal forms, the process will become more efficient
for proposers and the Office of the Associate Deans, and will create a digital record
of submission. Below is a full list of new course proposal forms.

* Changes to Existing Courses Form (see Appendix L)

* Non Core Course Proposal Form (see Appendix M)

* Artistic Approaches Course Proposal Form (see Appendix N)

¢ Connections Course Proposal Form (see Appendix O)

*  Humanistic Approaches Course Proposal Form (see Appendix P)

*  KNOW Course Proposal Form (see Appendix Q)

* Mathematical Approaches Course Proposal Form (see Appendix R)

* Natural Scientific Approaches Course Proposal Form (see Appendix S)

¢ Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry (SSI) Course Proposal Form (see Appendix T)
* Social Scientific Approaches Course Proposal Form (see Appendix U)

Additional Work of the Curriculum Committee, AY 2015-2016

1. Five-year reviews of departments, programs, and schools

* Economics (approved April 22,2016). See Appendix V.

* Physical Education (approved October 30,2015). See Appendix W.

* Physical Therapy (approved February 12,2016). See Appendix X.

* Psychology (approved January 29, 2016). See Appendix Y .

* Science, Technology, and Society (approved by email vote May 3, 2016). See
Appendix Z.

2. Ongoing assessments and evaluations of core rubrics

* Natural Scientific Approaches (approved April 15, 2016). See aforementioned
Appendix B.

3. Evaluation of core course proposals

The Curriculum Committee approved a total of 16 courses for the KNOW graduation
requirement, 9 SSI courses (3 SSI 1; 6 SSI 2), 5 Humanistic Approaches courses, and 8
Connections courses. One course (STS 302: History of Cancer) was originally
proposed as both a Connections and KNOW course, but it was withdrawn as a KNOW
proposal and approved only for Connections.

A full list of courses approved by the Curriculum Committee during AY 2015-2016 is
included in the Administrative Action Report (see Appendix AA).

4. Establishment of the academic calendar

The calendar for 2016-2017 was approved on December 4,2015. A draft calendar for



2019-2020 was approved on April 8, 2016.

On April 8,2016, the Curriculum Committee also approved a motion brought forth by
Registrar Brad Tomhave on behalf of Student Financial Services. The motion modified
the Academic Calendar for summer 2016 so that for each of three terms within the
summer session:

* The 100% refund date is moved from the first day of the term to the end of
the first week of the term.

* The 50% refund date is moved from the end of the first week of the term to
the end of the third week for terms 1 and 2 and the end of the fourth week
for term A.

* The 25% refund period is eliminated for all terms and the 75% refund period
is eliminated for term A.

Most of what Student Financial Services refers to as “enrollment fluidity” occurs within
the first week of each summer term. To avoid either charging students who are not
attending or having to make manual tuition adjustments during the first weeks of each
term, an extended 100% refund date will benefit students and staff. After the first week,
enrollment is fairly stable and Student Financial Services will accommodate those few
students who must drop after the first week by extending the deadline for a 50%

refund. Given the extended refund deadlines at the beginning of the terms, and the
relatively shortened term calendar during the summer, Student Financial Services will
use the 50% refund as the final refund.

The chart below outlines the modification to the summer tuition refund schedule.

Summer 2016 Term 1

Current Proposed
Term Begins May 16,2016 May 16,2016
Last Day to Drop with 100%
Refund May 16,2016 May 20, 2016
Last Day to Drop with 50% May 20,2016 June 3,2016
Refund
Last Day to Drop with 25% May 27,2016 No 25% Refund
Refund

Summer 2016 Term 2

Current Proposed
Term Begins June 27,2016 June 27,2016
Last Day to Drop with 100%
Refund June 27,2016 July 1, 2016
Last Day to Drop with 50%
Refund July 1,2016 July 15,2016
Last Day to Drop with 25% July 8,2016 No 25% Refund
Refund




Summer 2016 Term A

Current Proposed
Term Begins June 20, 2016 June 20, 2016
Last Day to Drop with 100% June 20,2016 June 24,2016
Refund
Last Day to Drop with 75% June 24,2016 No 75% Refund
Refund
Last Day to Drop with 50%
Refund July 1,2016 July 15,2016
Last Day to Drop with 25% July 8,2016 No 25% Refund
Refund

5. Approval of Special Interdisciplinary Majors (SIMs)

The Curriculum Committee approved the following SIM proposals, or revisions to
existing SIMs:

Amanda Diaz, American Studies (approved March 25, 2016). On April 22,
2016, the Curriculum Committee approved the substitution of two courses in
Diaz’s SIM plan, precipitated by an upcoming new course taught by a
visiting faculty and a department’s course renumbering for another part of
Diaz’s program.

Abby Scurfield, whose original SIM (Biophysics) was first approved on
January 28, 2015, requested a revision because of a scheduling conflict, and
a cancelled course that was part of Scurfield’s initial major requirements.
This revision was approved on January 22, 2016.

Alena Karkanias, whose original SIM (New Media Studies) was first
approved on January 28, 2015, requested that COMM 370 (Communication
and Diversity) replace COMM 381 (Communication and the Internet). This
revision was approved on January 29, 2016.

6. Evaluation of a proposal from Global Development Studies to transition from an

Interdisciplinary Emphasis to an Interdisciplinary Minor

The objective of the proposal by GDS was to change the program designation from a
GDS “Interdisciplinary Emphasis” to “Interdisciplinary Minor.”

The proposal was approved by the Curriculum Committee on December 4, 2015.

See Appendix BB for the WG2 report on the GDS proposal.

7. Evaluation of a proposal from Asian Studies to transition from an Interdisciplinary

Emphasis to an Interdisciplinary Minor

The Asian Studies Program submitted a proposal to change the program designation
from an Asian Studies “Interdisciplinary Emphasis” to “Interdisciplinary Minor.” The
working group was not able to recommend approval of this proposal because of the



proposed minor’s lack of a gateway course or courses. The Asian Studies program will
revisit its minor proposal and will resubmit it in the 2016-17 academic year. The
distinctions between an emphasis and minor were at the heart of the delay in the
approval of the minor (see Appendix G, Guidelines for Reviewing Interdisciplinary
Program Reviews and Proposals).

See Appendix CC for correspondence between WG3 and Jan Leuchtenberger, Asian
Studies Director, about the Asian Studies proposal.

. Evaluation of a proposal for a new African American Studies

The African American Studies (AFAM) program first submitted a major proposal on
January 25, 2015 and received feedback on March 9, 2015 from WG?2 of last year’s
Curriculum Committee (Nick Kontogeorgopoulos, Lead, Luc Boisvert, Lisa Ferrari,
Janet Marcavage, Allison Simmons). On September 9, 2015, the program submitted a
response and revised proposal to the Curriculum Committee, and the proposal was
reviewed by WG3.

One of the primary issues that arose in the review of the AFAM proposal was the
inability to offer the major without an additional AFAM tenure line position. This issue
was resolved with the conversion of Professor Renee Simm’s visiting faculty position to
a tenure line position in fall 2015, using the university’s Opportunity Hiring Policy.
Additional questions and requests for documents, including syllabi for two new courses,
AFAM 399 and AFAM 402, a revised course proposal for AFAM 201, and a four-year
teaching schedule (documenting the courses and faculty teaching courses in the
proposed AFAM major) were fully addressed, some in writing and others verbally
during a WG3 meeting with Professors Grace Livingston and Nancy Bristow on March
9,2016.

The proposal was approved by the Curriculum Committee on March 25, 2016.

See Appendix DD for the September 9, 2016 response of the AFAM Program to
feedback received on the original proposal submitted on January 25, 2015, and the AY
2015-2016 correspondence between WG3 and the AFAM program regarding the
revised proposal.

. Evaluation of a proposal from Music to modify the Bachelor of Music with Elective
Studies in Business (approved April 8, 2016)

This proposal incorporates BUS 380 (Entrepreneurial Mindset for the Arts) into the
major. The initial proposal involved 16.25 units, which raised a longstanding issue
regarding the university’s 16-unit limit on major requirements inclusive of those falling
outside of the major’s department (i.e., prerequisites and cognate courses). School of
Music director Keith Ward crafted a solution reducing the proposal’s requirement to 16
units by limiting the applied music requirement to 1.5 units.

See Appendix EE for correspondence between WG3 and Keith Ward, Director of the
School of Music.



10. KNOW and SSIs

I11.

In fall 2015, the Curriculum Committee received a proposal from Professor Nancy
Bristow to allow SSI1/SSI2 (Hurricane Katrina and the History of New Orleans,) to also
fulfill the KNOW graduation requirement. The Curriculum Committee discussed
whether SSI courses could count towards core, graduation, major, minor, or emphasis
requirements. Because of the ambiguity in the language of the rubric, the Curriculum
Committee (on January 29, 2016) endorsed a revision to the Curriculum Statement that
makes it clear whether SSI courses can also fulfill the KNOW graduation requirement.

On February 9, 2016, the full faculty approved the following two motions:

(1) “Courses that fulfill the Seminar in Scholarly and Creative Inquiry core category
(SSI-1 and SSI-2) can also fulfill the KNOW graduation requirement”

(2) “The statement in the current SSI rubric that ‘These seminars may be taken only
to fulfill core requirements’ shall be replaced with the following statement: ‘These
seminars may be taken only to fulfill the SSI core requirement, and may
simultaneously fulfill the KNOW graduation requirement.’

Coordination of efforts with the Committee to Support the Shared Curriculum (CSSC)

In AY 2015-2016, a new committee was formed by the Senate to provide support to the
faculty members who are teaching Connections courses, SSI courses, and KNOW
courses. This committee comprises Bill Breitenbach (Connections), Nick Brody and
Priti Joshi (First Year Seminars), and Amy Ryken (KNOW Graduation Requirement).
Associate Dean Martin Jackson and Director of the Center for Writing, Learning, and
Teaching Julie Nelson Christoph convened the committee.

During the year, this committee, which was originally named the Curriculum
Coordination Committee (but decided on its new name during the year), conducted two
surveys of faculty: one for those teaching SSI courses, and another for those teaching
KNOW courses. Hoping to avoid unnecessary replication of work across campus—and
also to avoid potential confusion caused by having faculty being surveyed about the
core by two separate and unrelated committees —Nick Kontogeorgopoulos contacted
the Committee to Support the Shared Curriculum to coordinate efforts. As a result of
these conversations, the findings of the CSSC surveys were passed along to the
Associate Deans’ Office so that they could be utilized when the Curriculum Committee
next conducts its regular reviews of the SSI and KNOW areas.

As part of this coordination work, Julia Looper, Lead of WG4 (which assessed KNOW
proposals this year), attended a faculty gathering hosted by Amy Ryken of the CSSC.
This gathering was meant to bring together faculty that had taught KNOW courses in
order to share experiences, and discuss the following questions:

* What strategies did you use intentionally to support students to engage KNOW
themes and topics?
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*  Would you have used these strategies if the course(s) had not been KNOW
course(s)?

*  What, if any, challenges did you encounter?

*  Were the challenges specific to the class(es) being focused on KNOW themes?

* What changes might you make to the class(es) to better align it with KNOW
themes?

*  What topics might be important for faculty to discuss in future KNOW
discussions/workshops? Why?

Julia Looper contributed to the discussion by sharing her insights on strengths and
issues that the Curriculum Committee has noted as patterns in KNOW proposals, as
well as information about how the Curriculum Committee thinks about “how much
KNOW content is enough”?

Integration of information from student surveys conducted by the Office of Institutional
Research (OIR)

At the October 30,2015 Curriculum Committee meeting, Ellen Peters, Director of
Institutional Research, and Kate Cohn, Assistant Director of Assessment, discussed
their survey work with graduating seniors, and other students, in support of the work of
the Curriculum Committee. Peters explained that Institutional Research has been
conducting focus groups with students for about a decade, and four years ago they
began a five-year cycle of questioning students about the various areas of the core. This
happens at the rate of two areas per year, with an additional instance of studying the
core as a whole. This work is designed to support the work of the committee and should
match the cycle of reviews that the committee conducts.

On November 20, 2015 the Curriculum Committee approved the following motion
regarding the use of student surveys in curricular reviews:

In conducting the periodic review of an area of the core curriculum, the
Curriculum Committee will normally use (among other things) the studies of
student opinion about the core area conducted with graduating seniors (by means
of surveys and/or focus groups) by the University’s Office of Institutional
Research. The report on the core area by the relevant CC working group should
include a copy of the OIR study of student opinion and should include some
discussion about it.

Business to Be Carried Over to 2016-2017:

1.

Artistic Approaches core review. In AY 2015-2016, WG collected survey data
from those that teach in the Artistic Approaches core area, and also organized a focus
group meeting among those same faculty members. However, WG1 decided to
postpone the final report until the summer so that it could review and integrate student
survey data currently (spring 2016) being collected by Institutional Research.



Recommendations for Future Charges (AY 2016-2017):

1.

Complete and approve the review of the Artistic Approaches Core deferred from
2015-2016. As mentioned above, the review of the Artistic Approaches Core was
postponed until summer 2016 in order to make use of student survey data currently
being collected by Institutional Research. The report will need to be approved in fall
2016 by next year’s Curriculum Committee.

Review the nine-limit limit for majors. Section [.V.F.1 of the Curriculum Statement
states that “No more than 9 units may be required in the major field.” However, this
limit is followed by only two Departments or Programs: Religious Studies, with a 9
unit major; and beginning in the AY 2016-2017, Environmental Policy and Decision
Making, with an 8 unit major. This issue has been discussed several times during the
past few years, but nothing has been done to either draw a hard line or revise the
Curriculum Statement to allow a range of major requirements (for example, 8-11
units, with a requirement that Departments, Programs, or Schools provide justification
during a curricular review for exceeding the upper limit).

Bring to the full faculty a motion to revise the Faculty Bylaws. Section 6.B.b.6 of
the Bylaws states that one of the duties of the Curriculum Committee is to “review the
curriculum of each department, school, or program at least once every five years.” In
October 2015, the Curriculum Committee endorsed a transition to a seven-year cycle
for curriculum reviews (of departments, programs, core areas, and graduation
requirements). Since this represents a change to the Bylaws, the full faculty will need
to approve this change in AY 2016-2017.

Bring to the full faculty a motion to revise the Curriculum Statement. In April 8,
2016, the Curriculum Committee endorsed a modification of the Curriculum
Statement whereby clarifying language would be inserted into the section on the
Knowledge, identity, and Power (KNOW) graduation requirement. Unlike the section
of the Curriculum Statement that addresses the Core curriculum, there is currently no
information on how the Curriculum Committee should assess KNOW proposals. For
this reason, the Committee endorsed the insertion of the following text at the end of
Section III.H of the Curriculum Statement: “In accordance with the procedures used
to evaluate and approve Core courses (see section IV.A. below), the Curriculum
Committee will evaluate and approve KNOW proposals based on their adherence to
the Guidelines, not the Learning Objectives.” This would follow the established
procedure already used for the core curriculum. The full faculty will need to approve
this change in AY 2016-2017.

Review the Spring deadline for course proposals. A deadline that is a bit earlier
than the current March 1 deadline would enable the Curriculum Committee to review
proposals with ample time for feedback and revisions by the proposer. The current
March 1 deadline also coincides with the timing of many other regular work tasks
performed by the Associate Deans’ Office, and thus creates a bottleneck whereby the
assessment of course proposals is delayed.

Review the process by which the dates for academic calendars are set. The current
process leads to delays and inefficiencies. It has been proposed, but not yet
9



thoroughly discussed, that it might be more efficient for the Registrar’s Office to set
the calendar and have the Curriculum Committee approve the calendar, rather than the
current process whereby the calendar is set collaboratively by the Registrar’s Office
and the Office of the Associate Deans.

10



Working Group assignments and tasks

APPENDIX A

Assignments Members
Fall 2015 Spring 2016
PT 5-year review Evans (Lead) Burge
WG1 Review of Artistic Core Krueger Evans (Lead)
Experiential Learning Charge Newman Krueger
Newman
Fall 2015 Spring 2016
Review of Nat. Sciences Core Boisvert (Lead) Ferrari
WG2 SSI Course Proposals Ferrari Kendall
GDS Minor Proposal Marcavage Marcavage (Lead)
Spring Calendar Charge O’Neil O’Neil
Fall 2015 Spring 2016
Psychology 5-year Review F@rrari Fgrari
African American Studies Richman (Lead) Richman (Lead)
WG3 Major Proposal Tomhave Tomhave
Approaches Course Proposals Woodward Woodward
Music Proposal
Asian Studies Minor Proposal
Fall 2015 Spring 2016
STS 5-year Review Bque Chiu
SIM Proposals Chiu Looper (Lead)
WG4 Connections Proposals Kontogeorgopoulos (Lead) Pankow
KNOW Proposals Pankow Rogers
PE Review

ECON Review

11



APPENDIX B

Report from Working Group 2 on the
Natural Scientific Approaches (NSA) Core Area Review 2015-2016

Stage one: reviewing syllabi

In the first stage of our review, the working group examined syllabi of current courses
taught in the Natural Scientific Approaches Core Area. We noticed that syllabi clearly fit
the objectives and guidelines for this area, mostly due to how broadly these are written:

Learning Objectives

Students in Natural Scientific Approaches courses develop an understanding of scientific methods.
They also acquire knowledge of the fundamental elements of one or more natural sciences.
Guidelines

I. Courses in Natural Scientific Approaches are founded in and explore the fundamental elements of
one or more of the disciplines of astronomy, biology, chemistry, geology, and physics.

II. Courses in Natural Scientific Approaches emphasize scientific methods in problem solving. They
develop the student's analytical abilities and, whenever possible, incorporate quantitative methods.
III. Courses in Natural Scientific Approaches have regularly scheduled laboratory or field
experiences involving data collection and analysis.

Stage two: reviewing questionnaires

In the second stage of our review, we read the 10 responses we received to a questionnaire
emailed to all faculty teaching in the NSA Core. The questionnaire consisted of the
following questions:

1. Are the format and content of your courses influenced by the fact that the courses are in
the Natural Scientific Approaches (i.e., would you teach these courses differently if they
weren't in the core)? Have you tried to specifically address in your course the Learning
Objectives and Guidelines mentioned in the link above?

2. All courses in this core area need to have an associated laboratory component. Please
assess briefly how the Learning Objectives and Guidelines are addressed in the lab
component of your courses.

3. Does the presence of non-majors in core courses cause you to structure your courses in a
particular way?

4. Would you like to see the Natural Scientific Approaches core rubric revised? If yes,
how?

Summary of responses:

The majority of faculty respondents appeared to be generally satisfied with this core area,
and felt that the core area objectives and guidelines were relevant and met in courses. Seven
respondents felt that no changes were needed. Two faculty members expressed interest in
having two requirements in the NSA core area. One faculty member preferred moving
towards distribution requirements rather than core area requirements. One respondent felt
that the core rubric is working, yet was open to improvements and requiring students to take
a second science core class.

12



Stage three: interviewing faculty

On March 4th, 2016, we facilitated a discussion with faculty who teach in the NSA core
area; two faculty (from Chemistry and Physics) attended the discussion along with working
group members consisting of two faculty, an Associate Dean, and student. Here, themes
expressed in the survey were echoed during our conversation.

We asked those in attendance if they were satisfied with the distribution of courses oriented
toward majors and non-majors in the NSA core areas. In general, they are satisfied and
noted that there are differences across the sciences: Physics has classes geared toward non-
majors; Biology does as well (Bio 101); Chemistry, on the other hand, does not.
Holistically, courses in this core area serve a wide range of students, including majors and
non-majors.

We also asked faculty in attendance how they interpreted #11 [below] on the NSA core
guidelines and what that means in practice:

1I. Courses in Natural Scientific Approaches emphasize scientific methods in problem solving. They
develop the student's analytical abilities and, whenever possible, incorporate quantitative methods.

Responses included that faculty take a flexible approach to this guideline. There isn’t one
“scientific method”, but several qualitative and quantitative methods. A faculty member
expressed wanting to get across that the approach deals with falsifying; he wants students to
"know the answer before they ask the question.” He elaborated that when a student seeks
out an answer in the sciences, they should know where the answer lies within an order of
magnitude. So if you are seeking the answer to a question, you should know whether the
number is on the order of ten, one hundred, one thousand, etc. (Basically, teaching students
to do a mental back-of-envelope calculation before starting the actual
experiment/calculation.)

When asked more directly about guideline II’s language of incorporating quantitative
methods “whenever possible,” they were happy to leave this as a parenthetical.

We also asked, “How do the NSA courses fulfill what you hope that students get out of
them?” Faculty expressed concern for students gaining some basic scientific literacy. One
colleague stated that students are not going to leave the university after one course with a
deep understanding of science, but hopefully will be better informed, and able to take that
viewpoint into other career/life paths.

Recommendations:

At the end of the 2014/2015 academic year, the Curriculum Committee made a
recommendation to establish an ad-hoc committee to review the core as a whole and
investigate the lengthy findings of a faculty survey. We recommend that a faculty
discussion of the Natural Scientific Approaches Core Area occur in the context of looking
at the core as a whole. We also recommend referring to the 2014 (or latest) Puget Sound
Core Curriculum Assessment Report administered by OIR.
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APPENDIX C

Spring Calendar Charge

Curriculum Committee Working Group 2
LisaFerrari

Chris Kendall

Janet Marcavage (Lead)

Kieran O'Neil

Senate Charge to the Curriculum Committee: Craft proposal(s) to reduce the
number of teaching days in spring semester; report back to the Senate.

We present the following options to reduce the number of teaching days in the spring
semester from 72 days to 67 days, to match the number of days in the fall semester. We
have discussed the pros and cons of each as a working group and with Registrar, Brad
Tomhave.

Calendar Option A: The spring semester ends a week earlier.

Pros:

* If the spring semester ended sooner, the summer session could potentially
start sooner, and allow for more grading time at the end of summer.

* Students can begin summer employment and internships sooner.

Cons: None identified.

Calendar Option B: The spring semester begins one week earlier and ends two
weeks earlier.

Pros:

* More students would be on campus for the MLK day celebration and
it can be incorporated into classes.

* If the spring semester ended sooner, the summer session could potentially
start sooner, and allow for more grading time at the end of summer.

* Students can begin summer employment and internships sooner.

Cons: None identified
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Calendar Option C: The spring semester begins a week later.

Pros: None identified.

Cons:

e Staring later interferes with the Martin Luther King Day celebration; this would
mean that students would not be on campus to participate in the celebration.

* Winter break is already lengthy and seasonal work is less available later in
January.

Calendar Option D: Intersperse days off throughout the semester.

Pros: None identified.
Cons: This can be disruptive to teaching and assignments.

Calendar Option E: Extend spring break to two weeks.

Pros: None identified.

Cons: This large amount of time away in the middle of the semester may be disruptive to
student learning in a course.
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APPENDIX D

Guidelines for Working Groups Reviewing Unusual Format Classes

This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are
reviewing unusual format courses.

Introduction and Definitions

A course’s format relates to the number of contact hours that students receive in that course and the
length of time over which those contact hours are delivered. The vast majority of the courses that
the university offers are taught over a full 14-15 week semester or a six-week summer session. Full-
semester courses meet a minimum of 2.5 hours per week (3 x 50 minutes or 2 x 75 minutes) for a
minimum of 14 weeks and provide at least 35 contact hours (2.5 hours x 14 weeks). Summer
courses meet either 7.5 hours per week (5 x 90 minutes) or 8 hours per week (4 x 120 minutes),
totaling at least 45 contact hours (7.5 hours x 6 weeks).

The university offers a few condensed courses, however, that operate on a different time frame and
with a different number of contact hours. Most if not all of these condensed courses involve unique
settings that provide many contact hours in a short period of time (e.g., travel to foreign countries,
study of a geographic region, engagement with students and instructors from other universities, or
interaction with government officials or other professionals). In many cases a unique setting
prevents a course from operating on a standard 14-15 week semester or on a six-week summer
session. Such courses provide unique opportunities to students and value to the university, but
approval of courses with a condensed or reduced format requires careful consideration to determine
whether the course provides enough contact hours to introduce students to course material and
enough time to assimilate and master that material.

Background

According to the Registrar, prior to the mid-1990s university policy stated that summer session
courses (the shortest courses that the university offered) had to meet for at least four-and-a-half
weeks. In the mid-1990s, faculty voted to change this policy and declared that summer courses must
meet for a minimum of six weeks. This resolution reflected a compromise between faculty who
argued for a shorter time frame (four and a half weeks) and those who argued for a longer time
frame (significantly more than six weeks).

In 2011-2012, Associate Dean Lisa Ferrari convened a joint subcommittee of the Academic
Standards Committee, Curriculum Committee, and International Education Committee to determine
whether students could earn credit in study abroad programs that met for fewer than six weeks. The
joint subcommittee reaffirmed the expectation that on-campus courses must meet for a minimum of
six weeks, but it gave permission for study abroad programs to condense contact hours into a period
as short as four weeks. The committee reasoned that, as study abroad constitutes an immersion
experience, time outside the classroom still contributes to mastery of course material. The
committee also concluded that study abroad programs that last for less than four weeks would not
qualify for a full unit of credit.
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Review Process

If the course involves an unusual format, the proposal should be accompanied by a Supplementary
Form for Unusual Format Courses explaining and justifying the format. If this form is missing,
request one from the proposer.

In reviewing a proposal for a non-standard format course, begin by establishing the number of
contact hours and the time period over which the course meets. If the course meets regularly for six
weeks or more and provides at least 45-48 contact hours, then it meets the criteria for a standard
summer course. Proceed with a normal course review.

If the course meets for fewer than six weeks or provides fewer than 45-48 contact hours, then the
review must examine the course format more thoroughly to assure that it creates an adequate
learning environment to qualify as full credit course. Begin by quantifying the difference between
the standard format and the format of the proposed course: to what extent does the course’s format
fall short of the standard course format in duration or contact hours? Next, gather evidence about
the course’s learning environment. Look for evidence that it would or would not stimulate sufficient
learning to compensate for any deficit in time frame or contact hours.

In your review of the proposal and any subsequent discussions with the proposers, address the
following questions:

1. Could the course format be changed to make the course longer or to provide more contact
hours? If so, perhaps the course format could be changed to provide at least 45-48 contact
hours over a period of at least six weeks. In this case, the proposed course would follow (or
surpass) the learning opportunity in a summer course and could be considered the equivalent
of a summer course.

2. Does the course provide a stimulating educational environment outside of direct contact
with the instructor (similar to study abroad)? If so, does the course provide the same format
as a study abroad course: a minimum of 45-48 contact hours over a period of four weeks? If
s0, the proposed course would follow the learning opportunity in a study abroad course and
could be considered the equivalent of a study abroad course.

3. What is the nature of learning in the course? Does the course’s learning environment
provide a rich and stimulating opportunity for students to master material? What evidence
might demonstrate that students in the proposed course would learn as much as students in
either a full-semester course or a summer course?

4. In what ways could the course’s non-standard format (e.g., short time frame or few contact
hours) impede students’ learning? What evidence might demonstrate that students in the
proposed course would not learn as much as students in either a full-semester course or a
summer course?

In the process of addressing these questions, gather evidence both for approving the course as a full
unit and for approving the course as less than a full unit. If the learning opportunity in the proposed
course compares favorably to the opportunity in 14-15 week semester course, a six-week summer
course, or a four-week study abroad program, then proceed with a course review for a full unit
course. If the learning opportunity in the proposed course compares unfavorably, then notify the
proposer that as proposed, the course can only be approved as less than a full unit.
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APPENDIX E

Supplementary Form for Unusual Format Courses
(Please submit electronically along with Curriculum Proposal Form)

Name of proposer:
Course title (and number, if known):
Department/Program/School:

During the fall or spring semester, the typical Puget Sound course meets on campus, for a minimum
of three 50-minute, or two 80-minute, academic periods each week, over the whole duration of the
semester. If your proposed course departs in some way from this norm, please tell us how.

1. Type of Unusual Format (check all that apply)

[] Travel-study (for example, Southwest Semester)

[] Faculty-taught study abroad (for example, LAS 399, Latin American Travel Seminar)
[ ] Meets off campus

[ ] Meets for less than full semester

[] Unusual way of counting contact hours

[] Other (please describe)

2. Please explain the educational need for the unusual format.

3. Please justify the awarding of the requested number of units in terms of the normal student
work load for on-campus courses.
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APPENDIX F

Guidelines for Faculty Proposing an Interdisciplinary Minor, Emphasis, or Major

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Major

Definitions: An Interdisciplinary Major is a course of study that offers in-depth preparation in a
field at the crossroads of two or more academic disciplines. The field may be established or
emerging. An Interdisciplinary Major should prepare students at a level sophisticated enough to
pursue graduate work in the interdisciplinary field or one or more of its constituent disciplines.

Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Major:
1. An Interdisciplinary Major must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.

2. A program that offers an Interdisciplinary Major will provide in its proposal to the
Curriculum Committee a written mission statement that includes an explanation for (a) how
the major comprises both groundwork and in-depth preparation in an interdisciplinary field;
and (b) how the requirements for the major provide a specified set of courses that support
the study of that area; and (c¢) names an advisory board or steering committee with
representatives from multiple departments.

3. An Interdisciplinary Major must include specific courses that are interdisciplinary in
approach, rather than being composed entirely of courses that each take the approach of a
single discipline. That is, an Interdisciplinary Major must be distinct from a double-, or
other multiple-, major in some of its constituent disciplines.

4. An Interdisciplinary Major will culminate in a capstone experience that is interdisciplinary
in approach.

5. The requirements for the Interdisciplinary Major will a minimum of 8 and maximum of 10
units.

6. Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the
Interdisciplinary Major.

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Minor

Definitions: The program definition Interdisciplinary Minor constitutes an introduction to an
emerging or established interdisciplinary academic field. Whereas a major is typically designed to
offer a curriculum that provides a foundation in an academic field adequate for the pursuit of
graduate work, and a minor is designed to provide an introduction to an academic field, an
Interdisciplinary Minor does the work of a minor in relationship to fields that draw on two or more
disciplinary traditions and which therefore requires structures that allow crossover course
requirements and specific courses designed to address the interdisciplinary area of study in its own
right.
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Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Minor:

1.

2.

An Interdisciplinary Minor must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.

A program that offers an Interdisciplinary Minor will provide in its proposal to the
Curriculum Committee a written mission statement that includes an explanation for: (a) how
the minor constitutes an introduction to an interdisciplinary field; and (b) how the
requirements for the minor provides a distinctive sequence that supports the study of that
area; and (c¢) names an advisory board or steering committee with representatives from
multiple departments.

Although an Interdisciplinary Minor will be designed in relationship to particular academic
fields and areas of study, the requirements will not prevent a student with any major or
minor from earning an Interdisciplinary Minor. Likewise, the minor should not be
something that can be “automatically” earned by fulfilling the requirements of any particular
major.

The program offering an Interdisciplinary Minor will establish a series of courses, including
a gateway course, introducing students to the field of study and a culminating capstone

experience (e.g., seminar, project, or experience).

The requirements for the Interdisciplinary Minor will consist of 5-6 units.

Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the
Interdisciplinary Minor.

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Emphasis

Definitions: The program definition Interdisciplinary Emphasis constitutes an enhancement or
overlay on a topic for academic study by providing an interdisciplinary context that extends beyond
traditional study in a major or minor. Whereas a major is typically designed to offer a curriculum
that provides a foundation in an academic field adequate for the pursuit of graduate work, and a
minor is designed to provide an introduction to an academic field, an Interdisciplinary Emphasis is
designed to complement an academic field by providing a curriculum or set of experiences that
extend beyond coursework in a major or minor, and makes a loose concentration in a theme that
crosses and combines several disciplines.

Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Emphasis:

1.

2.

An Interdisciplinary Emphasis must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.

A program that offers an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will provide to Curriculum Committee
in its proposal a written mission statement that includes an explanation for: (a) how the
emphasis constitutes an enhancement or overlay for a substantial number of academic
majors; and (b) how the requirements for the emphasis provide a distinctive enhancement

20



that extends beyond traditional study in a major or minor*; and (c¢) names and advisory
board or steering committee with representatives from multiple departments.

Although an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will be designed to complement particular
academic fields, the requirements will not prevent a student with any major or minor from
earning the designation of Interdisciplinary Emphasis. Therefore, unlimited double-counting
of requirements should be allowed in the program design.

The program offering an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will establish a mechanism to ensure
that students reflect carefully on the relationship between the Interdisciplinary Emphasis and
their educational goals. Examples of mechanisms that have been successfully implemented
include a curriculum contract, a required letter of intent, and required advising sessions.

The requirement for the Interdisciplinary Emphasis will number at least 7 units.

Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the

Interdisciplinary Emphasis.

*Such requirements may include common courses or experiences (for example, core categories,
a gateway or capstone course, a study abroad experience) as part of the designated curriculum.

Comparison of Interdisciplinary Emphasis and Interdisciplinary Minor

Interdisciplinary emphasis

Interdisciplinary minor

Draws together multiple departments and
areas of expertise to provide a collection of
classes that can be taken in overlay of major
and minor coursework to create an enhancing
concentration on a topic that concerns several
disciplines.

Provides a course of study in an
interdisciplinary field. Interdisciplinary minors
feature sequencing and a narrower set of
courses that are in some aspects discrete in
relation to major study, not an overlay.

Emphases aim to create a breadth of
experience an interdisciplinary themes.

Minors aim to create an introductory focus in
relationship to an established or emerging
interdisciplinary field.

Emphases offer a collection of classes that
illuminate aspects of the interdisciplinary
topic, out of which students may choose
options and track connections.

Minors offer a sequence of study, beginning
with one or more gateway courses, in
relationship to the interdisciplinary field.

Emphases establish mechanisms to ensure
students reflect carefully on the relationship
between the emphasis and their educational
goals.

Minors culminate in a capstone course.
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Curriculum Committee requests that
Interdisciplinary Emphases

Curriculum Committee requests that
Interdisciplinary Minors

Have a steering committee or advisory board
with representatives from multiple
departments.

Have a steering committee or advisory board
with representatives from multiple
departments.

Require at least 7 classes to that allow for a
breadth of engagement with the topic.

Keep the course requirements to 5-6 units of
focused study.

Allow unlimited double-counting of
requirements because of the overlay nature of
the program.

Limit double counting in relationship to
majors in a way that keeps the minor area of
study distinctive.

Feature a shared syllabus description about the
program that allows students to see the

Discuss in syllabus front matter the nature of
the field of study pursued by the minor.

relationship of the classes in the emphasis.

Some questions to consider if you would like to propose a new interdisciplinary course of
study at the University of Puget Sound:

Is this Interdisciplinary Program about an interdisciplinary field (Minor) or is it a pathway for
seeing connections around a theme in multiple disciplines (Emphasis)?

Do I want to create a program that is loosely organized with lots of options for creating a set of
conversations and connections across classes (Emphasis) or do I want to create a more sequenced
and focused introduction to an interdisciplinary area of study (Minor)?

Am [ interested in overlaying various coursework in other majors and minors and allowing double
counting of classes for requirements (Emphasis) or I am interested in a more discrete structure
(Minor)?

How do I want to organize the culmination of the course of study? Minors are asked to create a
capstone experience or thesis. Emphases can do so, or they can organize another type of reflection.

If you are considering proposing an Interdisciplinary Major:

Interdisciplinary majors offer a curriculum that provides a foundation in an academic field defined
by intersections of traditional disciplines. Interdisciplinary majors must be administered by an
interdisciplinary program created cross departmentally. Some interdisciplinary majors may require
coursework in a first major of choice to complement the foundation of study in the interdisciplinary
major.

Please note that all proposals for new majors, minors, interdisciplinary minors, interdisciplinary

emphases, and other courses of study must include a completed Curricular Impact Statement
(CIS).
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APPENDIX G

Guidelines for Working Groups Conducting Interdisciplinary Program Seven-Year Reviews,
and Reviewing Proposals for Interdisciplinary Minors, Emphases, or Majors

This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are not
familiar with interdisciplinary programs by providing a few guidelines on conducting seven-year
reviews of such programs. Additionally, it provides the framework to allow distinction between the
different types of interdisciplinary programs, as well as important questions that should be
considered when a new interdisciplinary program is proposed.

Please note that all proposals for new majors, minors, interdisciplinary minors, interdisciplinary
emphases, and other courses of study must include a completed Curricular Impact Statement
(CIS).

Programs and basic considerations

Interdisciplinarity implies a true crossover and connection of subject matter, methodologies, and
concerns. Program design should reflect that ethos.

Majors, for all their interdisciplinarity, should have sequence and coherence.

Minors and emphases serve somewhat different functions in engaging with interdisciplinary fields
or areas of study. Please consult the following information below: (1) Guidelines for the Program
Designations Interdisciplinary Major, Interdisciplinary Minor, and Interdisciplinary Emphasis; (2)
Comparison table of Interdisciplinary Minor and Interdisciplinary Emphasis; (3) Questions to
consider when proposing a new interdisciplinary course of study.

Curriculum Committee working group responses to seven-year reviews of interdisciplinary
programs

In responses to seven-year reviews, the Curriculum Committee working group should encourage
programs to employ structures that clearly serve the purposes of a minor if an introductory focus is
the goal or to employ the structure of an emphasis if the goal is to create a pathway of conversations
around a topic within disciplines.

For majors, consider how the course of study provides depth, preparation for graduate school, or
focus for life after graduation in a multidisciplinary field.

For all programs, assess:

* The role of critical thinking and writing within the course of study. Particularly in the case
of a major, is there clear attention to developing abilities in written and oral communication?

* The role of reflection, contracts, capstone experiences, or thesis projects. Are students given
the chance to reflect on and synthesize the interdisciplinary work and any experiential or
research opportunities the course of study provides?

*  Whether the range of classes listed as possible for the course of study are being offered and
taken. Are some classes not “real” options for students pursuing the course of study? For
example, are courses listed as fulfilling requirements in the program but in practice are
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almost never offered? Would the programs do better to offer more or fewer options? What
can the program truly offer regularly?

How the interdisciplinary aspect of study is expressed in the program mission statement and
the syllabi.

How the range of applicable electives is coherent, and the role of advising in students’
selection of electives.

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Major

Definitions: An Interdisciplinary Major is a course of study that offers in-depth preparation in a
field at the crossroads of two or more academic disciplines. The field may be established or
emerging. An Interdisciplinary Major should prepare students at a level sophisticated enough to
pursue graduate work in the interdisciplinary field or one or more of its constituent disciplines.

Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Major:

7.

8.

10.

11.

12.

An Interdisciplinary Major must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.

A program that offers an Interdisciplinary Major will provide in its proposal to the
Curriculum Committee a written mission statement that includes an explanation for (a) how
the major comprises both groundwork and in-depth preparation in an interdisciplinary field;
and (b) how the requirements for the major provide a specified set of courses that support
the study of that area; and (c¢) names an advisory board or steering committee with
representatives from multiple departments.

An Interdisciplinary Major must include specific courses that are interdisciplinary in
approach, rather than being composed entirely of courses that each take the approach of a
single discipline. That is, an Interdisciplinary Major must be distinct from a double-, or
other multiple-, major in some of its constituent disciplines.

An Interdisciplinary Major will culminate in a capstone experience that is interdisciplinary
in approach.

The requirements for the Interdisciplinary Major will a minimum of 8 and maximum of 10
units.

Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the
Interdisciplinary Major.

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Minor

Definitions: The program definition Interdisciplinary Minor constitutes an introduction to an
emerging or established interdisciplinary academic field. Whereas a major is typically designed to
offer a curriculum that provides a foundation in an academic field adequate for the pursuit of
graduate work, and a minor is designed to provide an introduction to an academic field, an
Interdisciplinary Minor does the work of a minor in relationship to fields that draw on two or more
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disciplinary traditions and which therefore requires structures that allow crossover course
requirements and specific courses designed to address the interdisciplinary area of study in its own
right.

Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Minor:
7. An Interdisciplinary Minor must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.

8. A program that offers an [Interdisciplinary Minor will provide in its proposal to the
Curriculum Committee a written mission statement that includes an explanation for: (a) how
the minor constitutes an introduction to an interdisciplinary field; and (b) how the
requirements for the minor provides a distinctive sequence that supports the study of that
area; and (c¢) names an advisory board or steering committee with representatives from
multiple departments.

9. Although an Interdisciplinary Minor will be designed in relationship to particular academic
fields and areas of study, the requirements will not prevent a student with any major or
minor from earning an Interdisciplinary Minor. Likewise, the minor should not be
something that can be “automatically” earned by fulfilling the requirements of any particular
major.

10. The program offering an Interdisciplinary Minor will establish a series of courses, including
a gateway course, introducing students to the field of study and a culminating capstone

experience (e.g., seminar, project, or experience).

11. The requirements for the Interdisciplinary Minor will consist of 5-6 units.

12. Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the
Interdisciplinary Minor.

Guidelines for the Program Designation Interdisciplinary Emphasis

Definitions: The program definition Interdisciplinary Emphasis constitutes an enhancement or
overlay on a topic for academic study by providing an interdisciplinary context that extends beyond
traditional study in a major or minor. Whereas a major is typically designed to offer a curriculum
that provides a foundation in an academic field adequate for the pursuit of graduate work, and a
minor is designed to provide an introduction to an academic field, an Interdisciplinary Emphasis is
designed to complement an academic field by providing a curriculum or set of experiences that
extend beyond coursework in a major or minor, and makes a loose concentration in a theme that
crosses and combines several disciplines.

Guidelines for creating an Interdisciplinary Emphasis:

7. An Interdisciplinary Emphasis must be housed in an interdisciplinary program.
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8.

10.

A program that offers an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will provide to Curriculum Committee
in its proposal a written mission statement that includes an explanation for: (a) how the
emphasis constitutes an enhancement or overlay for a substantial number of academic
majors; and (b) how the requirements for the emphasis provide a distinctive enhancement
that extends beyond traditional study in a major or minor*; and (c¢) names and advisory
board or steering committee with representatives from multiple departments.

Although an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will be designed to complement particular
academic fields, the requirements will not prevent a student with any major or minor from
earning the designation of Interdisciplinary Emphasis. Therefore, unlimited double-counting
of requirements should be allowed in the program design.

The program offering an Interdisciplinary Emphasis will establish a mechanism to ensure
that students reflect carefully on the relationship between the Interdisciplinary Emphasis and
their educational goals. Examples of mechanisms that have been successfully implemented

include a curriculum contract, a required letter of intent, and required advising sessions.

11. The requirement for the Interdisciplinary Emphasis will number at least 7 units.

12. Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry will not be part of the requirements or elective options for the

Interdisciplinary Emphasis.

*Such requirements may include common courses or experiences (for example, core categories,

a gateway or capstone course, a study abroad experience) as part of the designated curriculum.

Comparison of Interdisciplinary Emphasis and Interdisciplinary Minor

Interdisciplinary emphasis

Interdisciplinary minor

Draws together multiple departments and
areas of expertise to provide a collection of
classes that can be taken in overlay of major
and minor coursework to create an enhancing
concentration on a topic that concerns several
disciplines.

Provides a course of study in an
interdisciplinary field. Interdisciplinary minors
feature sequencing and a narrower set of
courses that are in some aspects discrete in
relation to major study, not an overlay.

Emphases aim to create a breadth of
experience an interdisciplinary themes.

Minors aim to create an introductory focus in
relationship to an established or emerging
interdisciplinary field.

Emphases offer a collection of classes that
illuminate aspects of the interdisciplinary
topic, out of which students may choose
options and track connections.

Minors offer a sequence of study, beginning
with one or more gateway courses, in
relationship to the interdisciplinary field.

Emphases establish mechanisms to ensure
students reflect carefully on the relationship
between the emphasis and their educational
goals.

Minors culminate in a capstone course.
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Curriculum Committee requests that
Interdisciplinary Emphases

Curriculum Committee requests that
Interdisciplinary Minors

Have a steering committee or advisory board
with representatives from multiple
departments.

Have a steering committee or advisory board
with representatives from multiple
departments.

Require at least 7 classes to that allow for a
breadth of engagement with the topic.

Keep the course requirements to 5-6 units of
focused study.

Allow unlimited double-counting of
requirements because of the overlay nature of
the program.

Limit double counting in relationship to
majors in a way that keeps the minor area of
study distinctive.

Feature a shared syllabus description about the
program that allows students to see the

Discuss in syllabus front matter the nature of
the field of study pursued by the minor.

relationship of the classes in the emphasis.

Some questions to consider if you would like to propose a new interdisciplinary course of
study at the University of Puget Sound:

Is this Interdisciplinary Program about an interdisciplinary field (Minor) or is it a pathway for
seeing connections around a theme in multiple disciplines (Emphasis)?

Do I want to create a program that is loosely organized with lots of options for creating a set of
conversations and connections across classes (Emphasis) or do I want to create a more sequenced
and focused introduction to an interdisciplinary area of study (Minor)?

Am [ interested in overlaying various coursework in other majors and minors and allowing double

counting of classes for requirements (Emphasis) or I am interested in a more discrete structure
(Minor)?

How do I want to organize the culmination of the course of study? Minors are asked to create a
capstone experience or thesis. Emphases can do so, or they can organize another type of reflection.

If you are considering proposing an Interdisciplinary Major:

Interdisciplinary majors offer a curriculum that provides a foundation in an academic field defined
by intersections of traditional disciplines. Interdisciplinary majors must be administered by an
interdisciplinary program created cross departmentally. Some interdisciplinary majors may require
coursework in a first major of choice to complement the foundation of study in the interdisciplinary
major.

Please note that all proposals for new majors, minors, interdisciplinary minors, interdisciplinary

emphases, and other courses of study must include a completed Curricular Impact Statement
(CIS).
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APPENDIX H

Guidelines for Working Groups Conducting Core Area Reviews
This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are not
familiar with the core area review process. See the document titled “Core Curriculum Review

Process” for more “official” information.

Typical Steps to a Core Area Review by a Working Group

The Working Group should make use of the full range of available information. Begin by reviewing
the university’s Curriculum Statement, which expresses the goals or objectives of the core as a
whole, as well as the published learning objectives and guidelines for the particular core area the
WG is reviewing. One of the key questions for the review is: How well is this core area meeting its
objectives? Evidence to be considered includes: (1) syllabi for all courses taught in the core area, (2)
evidence of student views of the effectiveness of the core area, as collected by the university’s
Office of Institutional Research through surveys and interviews, (3) written responses by faculty
who teach in the core area to a questionnaire distributed by the WG, (4) oral comments made by the
faculty members who teach in the core area in a discussion held by the WG, (5) and data on classes
offered in the core area, including number of sections and class sizes, which the Registrar’s office
can compile at the WG’s request. Most of these items will be discussed in more detail below.

Fall Semester:

* Early in the semester, obtain and read syllabi and the previous review uploaded on SoundNet.
Reading the previous review can be useful to identify any lingering issues, and to prevent
needless repetition.

* Some core areas are satisfied by many different courses drawn from a large number of different
departments. Other core areas are served by a much smaller number of courses. If the area the
WG is reviewing is one of the latter, the WG may wish to request the Registrar’s office to
compile data on offerings (including numbers of classes and typical class sizes) for the period
since the last review. This request should be made early in the fall semester.

* The Office of Institutional Research conducts a survey each spring with Puget Sound seniors
about core area components, including the area that will be reviewed by the Curriculum
Committee the following year. Early during the review of the core area, the Working Group
should contact the Office of Institutional Research to gain access to the survey data. The
following motion was approved by the committee on November 20, 2015:

In conducting the periodic review of an area of the core curriculum, the Curriculum
Committee will normally use (among other things) the studies of student opinion about the
core area conducted with graduating seniors (by means of surveys and/or focus groups) by
the University’s Olffice of Institutional Research. The report on the core area by the
relevant CC working group should include a copy of the OIR study of student opinion and
should include some discussion about it.

* Meet as a working group to discuss the syllabi, data about course offerings, and the survey of
student opinion and review: what seems to be working well, areas of concern, and questions for
clarification.
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* Send a survey via e-mail to faculty members who teach in the reviewed core area. For example,
here are the questions that were asked during the 2014-15 review of the Mathematical
Approaches area:

1) Based on your assessment results, in what ways are your students meeting the core
course learning objectives?

2) Based on your assessment results, in what ways are they not doing so?

3) If you could change the core objectives or guidelines, how would you change them?
4) To meet the needs of students who are not mathematically inclined, the university
core curriculum currently includes Math 103. Does this core course meet our students’
needs, or would the curriculum benefit from developing of a wider range of courses
designed for students who are not mathematically inclined?

* Compile and review the survey results for common themes.
Spring Semester:

* Early in the semester, invite faculty members who teach in the core area to a meeting with the
working group. (A late afternoon meeting with refreshments may draw the most participants.)
At the meeting, share what the working group has observed and ask follow-up questions.

* Make recommendations to the Curriculum Committee, which may then require further work
from the working group.

* Prepare a report summarizing the review process and findings for the Curriculum Committee.
This will go first to the Faculty Senate, then to full faculty. See the Appendix for an example of
an instructive report about the 2013 Connections core area review.

* The working group lead should follow up to make sure that any approved changes to the core
area rubric are implemented.

Note about Faculty Participation

Faculty who teach in a core area are not always responsive to working group requests for feedback
about core (e.g., surveys, email requests). Similarly, faculty sometimes stay away in droves from
meetings meant to help working groups assess a core area. This may in part reflect satisfaction with
the core area as it stands, or at least a lack of controversy about it. For example, in 2011-2012
faculty attended Artistic Approaches meeting and there was a lively discussion there that led to a
revised core name and description; in contrast, Humanistic Approaches faculty were silent/absent
during review the same year.

The current Core Curriculum Review Process may put too much emphasis on individual courses
(“principal vehicle for [assessing course design] remains course syllabi”). Faculty may not sense a
strong attachment between an individual course they teach and the core area in which it’s housed.
They may, however, feel strongly about the relative impact a core area has on their
department/program or their course load; they may have opinions about whether the offered courses
that fulfill a core area represent a good range of options for students or a thorough representation of
the core area’s goals. A working group may elicit a stronger faculty survey response and
meeting attendance if it disseminates an overview of that core area as a whole:
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* How many courses are offered that fulfill the core area? (How does this compare to the
number of courses that fulfill other cores?)

*  What is the typical class size for courses in this core area? Is it suitable for the mission?

*  Which departments are these courses housed in (and how many courses in each)?

* How many are 100-level, 200-level, etc.?

* Other distinctive features? (e.g. team-taught, large enrollment, prerequisites, count toward
majors...)

The Core’s Objectives

The Curriculum Statement includes four objectives for the Core. Each core area will not necessarily
fulfill all four objectives, but the core as a whole should. It is worth the working group’s time to
consider what role the core area under review plays in working toward these objectives:

1) To improve each student’s grasp of the intellectual tools necessary for the understanding and
communication of ideas.

2) To enable each student to understand herself or himself as a thinking person capable of
making ethical and aesthetic choices.

3) To help each student comprehend the diversity of intellectual approaches to understanding
human society and the physical world.

4) To increase each student’s awareness of his or her place in those broader contexts.

The working group might invite faculty teaching in the area to discuss how they perceive its
relationship to these objectives.

Appendix:

[Here follows a sample report on a core area (Connections) written by a working group of the
Curriculum Committee in 2013. This is an example of a thorough WG report. But do note that it
contains no discussion of student opinion on the subject, as it was written before the CC adopted the
resolution to include data on student views of the core as compiled by the Office for Institutional
Research. ]

Report of the Curriculum Committee on the Connections Core Review - March 2013
Stage one: reviewing syllabi

In the first stage of our review, the working group examined syllabi of current and former courses
taught in the Connections Core while also approving newly incoming syllabi. At this stage, we
were struck by the greatly varying ways in which people addressed the Connections Core guideline
to “participate in cross-disciplinary dialogue.” We noticed three different ways people design their
Connections Core courses to respond to this criterion (quoted phrases are from the Connections
Core guidelines):
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a) most explicitly, a few Connections courses are team taught by professors in different
disciplines, literally embodying the guideline to “participate in cross-disciplinary dialogue”
around a subject.

b) in a few courses, the goal of cross-disciplinary dialogue is explicitly maintained, but
taught by a single professor with interdisciplinary expertise (e.g. a course that has separate
lab days for the scientific portion of the course, and other writing workshop days for the
humanities portion of the course).

c) in many courses, a single professor from a singular discipline draws on “multiple
disciplinary approaches” to examine a single subject, thus “exploring the integration or
synthesis of these approaches to foster understanding of the subject” (e.g. a history course
that draws upon sociology and literature to better contextualize a topic in history). This is
perhaps the most common, but least “cross-disciplinary” approach to the Connections Core.

In a few cases, we encountered course proposals that did not explicitly or adequately define the
“multiple disciplinary approaches to a subject” to be explored in the class.

Recommendation:

In order to bring explicit attention to a necessary ingredient in Connections Core classes, we
recommend that all future course proposals for Connections Core classes be required to respond to
the question: “What multiple disciplinary approaches to a subject are you bringing together in the
course, and how?” This question should be added to the course proposal form, and should be
addressed in the proposer’s cover letter.

Stage two: reviewing questionnaires

In the second stage of our review, we read the 18 responses we received to a questionnaire emailed
to all faculty teaching in the Connections Core. At this stage, a common theme among many
responders was the perceived value of the Connections Core both to professors and to students. As
one professor remarked, echoing several others, “the Connections courses are among the most
rewarding and enjoyable that I have been involved in.” Another professor stated, “When I first
came to UPS I thought the Connections requirement sounded interesting, but was a bit unsure as to
actual value. So I gave it a shot. It is the best mutual learning experience I have had at UPS. I am
glad to be teaching this course.” We encountered enough responses of this kind to indicate that the
Connections Core serves an important purpose at Puget Sound; we therefore advocate keeping the
Connections Core in place, at least in some form.

There were some criticisms of the Connections Core among the questionnaires. These were echoed
during the interviews with faculty who teach in the Connections Core, and so we discuss these in
the next section.

Stage three: interviewing faculty
On February 28, 2013, we facilitated a discussion with faculty who teach in the Connections Core;
six faculty attended the discussion along with three faculty from our working group. Here, more

critical comments were voiced regarding the Connections Core, which amplified some of the
comments we received in our questionnaires. In the meeting, we even heard the idea expressed that
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the Connections core “is broken, and should be thrown out, because it’s not a capstone; it’s a
sham.” Upon further discussion, three major concerns were raised:

1. The first concern relates to the idea that there is a structural contradiction built into the
Connections core rubric, which calls for courses to be taught “at a level of sophistication
expected of an upper division course.” As one professor wrote in an email: “To
meaningfully engage in the material at a university level commensurate with a 300 level
class (or 400 level class, as the case may be), a great deal of ground work must be covered
(and learned by students) before any real headway can be made. Unless these courses are
supposed to be perpetually geared towards an introductory level in all disciplines
encountered or if they are merely supposed to be primarily entertainment, then I am not
convinced that this model truly works to ‘develop their understanding of the
interrelationship of fields of knowledge by exploring connections and contrasts between
various disciplines with respect to disciplinary methodology and subject matter’ . . . to bring
some students up to speed requires boring the others who have already studied in the
discipline being engaged. If I skip that part and teach ‘to the top’ part of the class, the
Connections class seems like a poorly advertised experience.” Other faculty remarked that
it’s impossible to teach a 300-level connections course, because it’s impossible to bring
students up to speed to the 300-level in their discipline. Still others remarked that they teach
interdisciplinary courses at all levels, so why not offer Connections courses at the 200-level?

2. A second concern was raised about the high enrollment cap in Connections courses that
are team-taught. While team-teaching was regarded by many attendees as the ideal model
for incorporating “cross-disciplinary dialogue,” several voiced the opinion that courses with
44 students are a major disincentive for faculty to engage in team teaching.

3. A final concern is that, whether because of the high enrollment cap or because many
faculty are simply uncomfortable teaching outside of their discipline, not enough
Connections Core courses are being offered. This forces some students to take courses they
aren’t actually interested in.

Recommendations:
1. We recommend that more Connections Core courses be offered.

2. We recommend that the enrollment cap of 44 for team-taught Connections courses be
lowered to 32. This will encourage more faculty to participate in team-taught Connections
Core courses. That in turn will help the Connections Core courses that are taught to be more
explicitly interdisciplinary. It should also increase the number of Connections Core courses
that are offered.

3. We recommend the exploration of additional ways to facilitate the collaborative teaching
and development of Connections courses. How can faculty best be supported as they take
the anxiety-provoking step of teaching outside of their disciplines in this core?

Given the vehemence of the criticisms we heard from some faculty, we recommend that a task-force
be formed to undertake an in-depth review of the Connections Core, in a manner similar to the

recent review of the first-year seminars. One issue the task force should consider is whether some
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Connections Core courses should be offered at the sophomore level. Currently there is no part of
the core explicitly aimed at sophomores; changing this might help with retention.

We look forward to the Curriculum Committee’s review of the entire Core Curriculum, currently
scheduled for 2013-14, particularly as it pertains to the role of the Connections Core in relation to

the entire Core.
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APPENDIX I

Guidelines for Working Groups Conducting Department, Program, or School Seven-Year

Reviews

This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are not
Sfamiliar with the process of conducting a seven-year review, also called self-study.

Procedure for departments, schools and programs preparing a curricular review

The procedure that departments, schools and programs (hereafter “departments”) follow when
preparing a review is described in a document titled "Department and Program Curriculum
Review — A Self-Study Guide" available on the UPS website. Curriculum Committee members
conducting seven-year reviews should carefully read the Self-Study Guide.

As stated in the Self-Study Guide, "each department, school or program should design and
conduct its review in the manner it regards as most appropriate." Thus, Curriculum Committee
members should expect the format of reviews to be highly variable. Since there is no uniform
format for reviews, it is important that Curriculum Committee members conducting reviews
clearly understand what they need to look for in a review.

Concerning deadlines, the Self-Study Guide mentions:

Departments that submit review materials by May 15 of the preceding academic year
may stand assured that a discussion of their materials will begin early in the fall and
that the review will be completed in time for any changes in catalog copy to occur for
the following year. Departments who wish to work on the review during the summer or
early fall may choose October 15 as a deadline, with the understanding that the
Curriculum Committee will do its best to move expeditiously in the review.

What a curricular review should include

According to the Self-Study Guide:

the department chair should forward to the Curriculum Committee a report containing the
following.

a. A summary of the procedures followed in the review and its main conclusions

b. A response to each of the numbered questions posed in the sections below

A copy of the current syllabus for each course in the department or program curriculum,
preferably as a Word document or PDF .

Regarding changes to courses, the Self-Study Guide states:

If the department or program elects to add and/or modify requirements or individual
courses at this time, the new material should accompany the review report. The standard
course proposal forms are to be used to request approval for any course changes. If any
course changes, scheduling changes, or changes in requirements discussed in the seven-
year review affect requirements or courses in other departments or programs, please
conduct a Curricular Impact Statement, indicating the courses or requirements involved
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and the departments or programs affected. Finally, if the department wishes to revise its
catalog copy, the new copy should be submitted as part of this review.

Timeline and procedure for a Curriculum Committee Working Group conducting a review

A Curriculum Committee working group can usually conduct a review of a mid-sized
department within a 4-6 week timeframe. In general, working groups will meet 1-3 times to
discuss a review, and then work together on a working group report.

The documents necessary for the review, including a report prepared by the department and
syllabi for all courses, will be made available to the working group on SoundNet. The
department’s previous seven-year review and the corresponding working group report are
usually not made available on SoundNet, but the working group should not hesitate to request
these documents from the Dean’s Office if they seem useful or necessary.

The first step of the review often consists of the working group members reading the report; the
syllabi are most often divided among members. The working group then meets to discuss the
review.

When reviewing syllabi, working group members should keep in mind that the seven-year
review is generally not where individual courses are reviewed (but see the "changes to courses"
point in the previous section and the next point below). Therefore, during the review the syllabi
should be examined with the idea of highlighting overall strengths and weaknesses of the syllabi
as a group. Consideration of the information that should be present in all syllabi may prove to be
useful (see list below). Often, some of the four statements (Academic Integrity, Classroom
Emergency, Accessibility, Bereavement) are missing. Also, the dean and accreditation agencies
have begun to require course learning outcomes to be bulleted in syllabi. When the department
is notified of the Curriculum Committee’s decision, mention should be made of any systemic
omissions from syllabi.

According to the course forms, a syllabus should include:

Clear enumeration of student learning outcomes

Statement that the course counts towards core requirement (if relevant)

Outline of content and schedule of coursework

Student requirements (reading, assignments, written work, projects, etc.), including brief
descriptions of major assignments and projects

Evaluation criteria and grading structure (as appropriate)

Bibliography

Required course material

Statements of policies regarding:

o Academic Integrity (this statement is developed by the course proposer)

o Classroom Emergency Response Guidance (see
http://www.pugetsound.edu/emergency/emergency-response-plans/emergency-
response-management/)

o Student Accessibility and Accommodation (see http://www .pugetsound.edu/student-
life/personal-safety/student-handbook/academic-handbook/student-accessibility-and-
accomodation/)

o Student Bereavement (see http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-
safety/student-handbook/academic-handbook/bereavement-policy/)

O O O O

O O O O
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An incomplete syllabus may delay the course proposal review. If a syllabus does not contain all of
the items listed above, please provide a brief explanation in the cover letter.

When some syllabi are found to be incomplete, according to the course proposal form, the
working group usually decides the outcome. In the past, working groups have decided to simply
remind the department of syllabus requirements, or have accepted the curricular review but with
the request that the incomplete syllabi be resubmitted using the usual course proposal process.

If no issue is found with the review, it’s presented for approval at a full Curriculum Committee
meeting (usually by the working group Lead).

In some cases, if the department is not requesting that any changes be made to the existing
curriculum, or not making any request that would be in contrast to current university guidelines,
requirements, or standards, the review can be pretty swift. In one such case, the working group
decided not to take the review to the full Curriculum Committee for "approval" per se but rather
for “acceptance.”

In the most common scenario: If the working group sees minor problems with the review or
something needs to be clarified, the working group Lead can contact the head of the department
(usually by email, sometimes in person). Questions from the working group and answers by the
department can be essential for, and even included verbatim in, the working group's final report.
If the working group sees major issues that prevent approval of the review, it would be wise for
the working group Lead to share these with the full Curriculum Committee, both to ensure that
the Curriculum Committee agrees with the working group’s rationale and to create a record in
the minutes for future reference. The working group Lead should communicate the working
group’s concerns with the head of the department; a face-to-face meeting may be helpful both to
keep communication clear. If the issues cannot be resolved, the curricular review is not
approved by the Curriculum Committee and the working group Lead informs the department of
the decision by email and provides an explanation for the Curriculum Committee’s decision.
The working group Lead will communicate the next steps to be taken by the department.

When the review is approved, the head of the department is notified by email by the Curriculum
Committee Chair. Lisa Hutchinson should be copied on these emails.

Often, a 1-2 page report is written (usually by the working group Lead) about the review process
and included in the Curriculum Committee's year-end report.

Review questions

The section of the Self-Study Guide titled "Review Questions" includes the eleven questions
that departments need to address in their report. As highlighted in the introductory paragraph of
that section, "the department or program review should look at the curriculum as a whole,
giving particular attention to changes that have occurred since the previous review and to any
questions raised at the conclusion of the last curricular review."

In recent years, the Curriculum Committee has struggled to determine how to assess answers to
question #3 concerning the 9-unit limit and question #6 concerning diversity. Since these have
proven to be troublesome, the last pages of this document include guidance specifically on these
two questions.

Note that, as stated in the Self-Study Guide, questions #3 and #7 don't apply to graduate
programs.
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What a Curriculum Committee working group should look for in a review

As described in the Self-Study Guide, curricular reviews serve several purposes that Curriculum
Committee members should keep in mind when conducting a review:

Seven-year reviews are intended to ensure that curricula of departments, schools, and
programs continue to meet the educational needs of students and the objectives of the
university. In conducting a review, each department is asked to reassess its purpose,
requirements, and courses, as well as its future directions and goals. The reviews also allow
the Curriculum Committee, acting on behalf of the faculty as a whole, to exercise the
responsibility for the curriculum that rests squarely with the faculty. These functions include
fostering ongoing discussions about curricula and pedagogy, maintaining an ongoing
educational assessment plan, and assuring the quality and integrity of the University’s
academic programs.

Curriculum Committee members conducting the review should systematically verify how each
Review Question from the Self-Study Guide is addressed in the review documents.

To put some of the Review Questions in context, Curriculum Committee members may find
useful to review Section V of the Curriculum Statement titled “Departmental, School, and
Program Guidelines” (available on the UPS website). It states:

a.

Each program, department and school within the University will review its academic
program regularly to ensure that the basic educational objectives of the University are
being addressed. This re-examination should not be cursory, nor designed merely to
affirm the status quo. Courses should be revised, if necessary, to address University and
departmental objectives.
Each program, department and school will maintain at least one course suitable for, but
not restricted to, the non-major, for whom that course may comprise the sole exposure to
the field. The course should consider methodology and assumptions as well as
substantive disciplinary knowledge.
Each student should become familiar with values, assumptions, and perspectives
conditioned by cultures different from her or his own. Wherever it is appropriate and
possible to do so, courses should consider the subject matter in a multicultural context.
Since the University supports and encourages writing in all disciplines, students need to
have opportunities for significant writing experiences whenever appropriate across the
curriculum.
Writing in the Major. Because the Seminars in Scholarly Inquiry anticipate further
development of writing abilities throughout the undergraduate years, it is appropriate
that all students should encounter substantive writing experiences within their major
fields of study. Each department, school, or program with an undergraduate major shall
demonstrate to the Curriculum Committee that the major contains significant writing
expectations within its curricular requirements. (Please see Addendum A of the
Departmental Curriculum Review Self-Study Guide for guidelines.)
To encourage study outside the major field, the following limitations will govern the
requirements imposed by each program, department or school:

1. No more than 9 units may be required in the major field.

2. No more than 16 total units may be required in the major and supporting fields.
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3. Exceptions will be permissible only with the approval of the Dean and the
Curriculum Committee.
g. An academic minor must consist of a minimum of five, but no more than six, units within
the minor area.
h. All courses and requirements shall be reviewed and approved by the Curriculum
Committee.

* In addition to considering the general information from the Curriculum Statement listed in the
previous point, working group members may find useful a careful examination of the
department's "About the Department" information in the Bulletin.

* As mentioned in the syllabus section above, the dean and accreditation agencies have begun to
require learning outcomes to be bulleted in syllabi. As a result, questions #2 and #10 from the
Self-Study Guide, which mention student learning outcomes, have recently gained more
prominence in curricular reviews.

* In general, anything that is "new" or "modified" from the previous review demands particular
scrutiny from the Working Group.

Guidance to Review Question #3

The Curriculum Committee’s primary goal in reviewing responses to question #3 of the Self-Study
Guide regarding the number of units in a major consists in eliciting thoughtful reflection from the
department on the number of units required. Only in extreme circumstances should the Curriculum
Committee push a department to reduce the number of units required in the major as part of a
seven-year review.

Question #3 currently reads:

If your departmental major requirements exceed nine units in the major field, please explain
why any extra units are required. Explanations should address how the integrity of the
major would be compromised by adhering to the nine-unit limit, and take into account that a
liberal arts education assumes breadth of study across disciplines. If your major
requirements include courses outside of your department, please explain the relationship of
those courses to departmental goals. If your department or program offers an
interdisciplinary major, please explain the disciplinary balance in the curriculum and the
relationship of the number of required courses to program goals.

Why limit the number of units in a major?

The university values a well-rounded, liberal arts education. It generally intends to give students the
opportunity to divide the 32 units that they take over four years into three categories with
approximately one-third of these 32 units in each category: the student’s major, the university core,
and electives.
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What limit shall we follow and whose idea was this anyway?

Section V.f of the university’s Curriculum Statement, reproduced below, formalizes the intent of
providing a well-rounded education by specifying the number of units a major may require in the
major field and the number of units a major may require in total (in the discipline and in supporting
fields). Section V .f reads:

To encourage study outside the major field, the following limitations will govern the
requirements imposed by each program, department, or school:
1. No more than 9 units may be required in the major field.
2. No more than 16 total units may be required in the major and supporting fields.
3. Exceptions will be permissible only with the approval of the Dean and the
Curriculum Committee.

This principle of limiting the number of courses required in a major dates back at least to 1976,
when the university adopted its first core curriculum. The university’s Curriculum Proposal adopted
May 10, 1976, which presents the university’s first core curriculum, contains the following
statement about the maximum number of units that can be required in a major:

To encourage study outside the major field, the following limitations shall govern the
requirements imposed by each program, department or school:
1. No more than 10 units may be required in the major.
2. No more than 18 units may be required in major and supporting fields.
3. Exceptions will be permissible only with the approval of the Dean and the
Curriculum Committee.

The university changed from 10 to 9 units in the major field and from 18 to 16 units in the major
and supporting fields in 1983 in conjunction with the elimination of Winterim. Winterim consisted
of a short term between fall semester and spring semester during which students completed a single
course. As detailed in Dean Tom Davis’s memorandum of April 11, 1983 to the Faculty Senate,
“the dropping of the Winterim will result in a loss of four units over four years for students, units
required for graduation will be reduced to 32; all other unit requirements (core, maximum major
limits, and maximum activity credits) will be reduced by approximately the same percentage (11
percent).”

Consistent with Dean Tom Davis’ memo, in the fall of 1983 the curriculum committee voted to
reduce the maximum number of units a major could require in the discipline area from 10 to 9
(Curriculum Committee Meeting Minutes of 10/18/1983) and the maximum number of units a
major could require in the major and supporting fields from 18 to 16 (Curriculum Committee
Meeting Minutes of 11/1/1983). Departments that required more than 10 units in the major or more
than 18 units in the major and supporting field were “required to reduce their required courses by 11
percent in round numbers” (Curriculum Committee Meeting Minutes 11/1/1983).

Do departments comply with this limit?

No. Despite this uniform expectation, departments require different numbers of units to complete a
major. Almost all departments require more than 9 units. Only Religion allows students to major by
completing 9 units (please note, information regarding the number of courses in a major comes
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from the 2014-2015 Bulletin). The vast majority of departments require 10 or 11 units. Some of
these 10 or 11 unit majors follow the rules stated above. For example, the School of Business and
Leadership requires Business majors to complete one Math unit and one Economics unit. Although
a Business major requires only 9 units in the Business department, it requires a total of 11 units.

Other departments do not follow the rules stated above. For example, the Department of Sociology
and Anthropology requires majors to complete 11 units in the department, two units more than the
University’s Curriculum Statement allows. The Department of Music provides a more extreme
example: a Bachelor of Music in Performance requires 17 units, virtually all of which are in the
Music Department.

How to enforce this unenforced limit?

The Summer 2015 Curriculum Committee working group suggests the following guiding principles
for working groups:

1) Since the university’s academic policy has always given the Curriculum Committee the right
to approve exceptions to this rule and because the Curriculum Committee has never strictly
enforced either the 9-unit limit on the number of units taken in the department nor the 16
unit limit on total units in the major, the committee should typically not prevent a
department from offering a major that breaks these rules.

2) The Curriculum Committee can invite a department to consider reducing the number of units
that it requires of majors. However, unless the Curriculum Committee and the faculty as a
whole declare that the university will impose a strict limit on the number of units that
departments require for a major, the Curriculum Committee should allow the vast majority
of departments that require more than 9 units in the major or a total or more than 16 units to
continue to do so.

3) Rather that forcing departments to adhere to a uniform rule, the committee should ask that
departments 1) review the need for more than 9 units in the department or more than 16
units total; 2) if possible, reduce the number of units in the department to 9 and in the major
to 16; and 3) explain the reason for requiring more than 9 units in the department or more
than 16 in the major.

What constitutes a good explanation for requiring more than 9 units in the department or 16
in the major?

The Summer 2015 Curriculum Committee working group suggests the following guiding principles
for working groups:

1) Typically, the Curriculum Committee has approved departmental seven-year reviews even
when a department’s major required more than 9 units in the department or 16 in the major.
When reviewing a department that requires completion of one or two units beyond this limit,
the Curriculum Committee can reasonably accept any explanation that presents these
additional units as beneficial to students in a way that also honors the liberal arts goals of the
university’s mission. Examples of the benefits that additional units provide include
preparing students for graduate school, preparing students for the job market, teaching
rigorous methodology, and conveying the breadth of the field. Only when the department
fails to express the value of the additional unit or two in the major as a benefit to students of
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the liberal arts should the Curriculum Committee consider denying approval of the
department’s seven-year review.

2) When reviewing departments that require more than one or two additional units, or does
address the issue of liberal arts breadth in relationship to disciplinary depth, the Curriculum
Committee should require more thorough explanations. These thorough explanations might
include the requirements of accrediting or professional bodies, descriptions of similar majors
at other colleges or universities (referencing peer institutions if they offer the same major),
specific graduate school requirements that students must fulfill to continue study in the field,
or other very specific expectations that students will face post-graduation. Only in cases in
which the department fails to provide specifics to support why it requires so many units,
should the Curriculum Committee consider not approving a department’s seven-year review.

3) Finally, if the department has increased the number of units required to major since its last
seven-year review, the Curriculum Committee should require a detailed explanation for this
increase. Answers should include the same level of detail as those described above for
departments that require more than one or two additional units. Repeated increases over
multiple reviews also merit increased scrutiny.

In sum, as long as the department can explain the number of units as a benefit for students and can
provide very specific reasons for requiring more than one or two additional units, the Curriculum
Committee should strongly consider approving the department’s seven-year review. Only in cases
in which the department cannot explain the value to students, or cannot provide specific reasons for
requiring more than one or two additional units, or cannot provide specific reasons for increasing
the number of units in the major, should the Curriculum Committee not approve a department’s
seven-year review.

Summary

The Curriculum Committee administers the seven-year curricular review to inspire departments to
thoughtfully review and update their curriculum. When departments provide thoughtful and well
supported answers to question #3 that explain the value to students, the Curriculum Committee
should approve their reviews, even when the department’s major requires more than specified in the
university Curriculum Statement. This thoughtful review helps departments balance their desire to
impart excellence in one field of study with a well-rounded, liberal arts education.

Additional Guidance on Review Question #6

In recent years, the Curriculum Committee has struggled to determine how to assess answers to
question #6 of the Self-Study Guide concerning diversity. In fact, in the last few years the crafting
and modification of this question has been the subject of several discussions in the Curriculum
Committee.

Question #6 currently reads:

How does the curriculum of your department, school, or program engage with the
university’s Diversity Statement?
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The university’s Diversity Statement is itself quite vague and does not specifically reference “social
diversity,” which is defined in a separate Glossary.> One can understand why the Committee on
Diversity (CoD) voted in March 2014 to make question #6 more specific by changing it to: “How
does your department, school, or program engage the university’s Diversity Statement in regard to
curriculum, pedagogy, retention of students, and recruitment and retention of faculty?”® The
Curriculum Committee voted not to change the question, however, viewing this as an overextension
of the Curriculum Committee’s curricular purview.

What constitutes a good answer to question #6?

Given that neither the question nor the Statement is very specific, the answers supplied in
departments’ self-studies vary widely, and Curriculum Committee working groups are not always
sure how these answers should be evaluated, nor indeed whether the Curriculum Committee can
justifiably probe issues such as faculty hiring and retention.

The Summer 2015 Curriculum Committee working group suggests the following guiding principles
for working groups:

1) As Puget Sound publicly states, “We believe that reflective, thoughtful, and respectful
examination of the differing dimensions of diversity educates and empowers all who work
and study here to be advocates for inclusion and equity.”™

2) The periodic review of departments by the Curriculum Committee represents a unique
opportunity for a department to examine its engagement with campus diversity efforts and
the ongoing goal of making Puget Sound a more inclusive and equitable place for those who
learn and work here.

3) While the Curriculum Committee does not have authority to withhold approval of a
departmental review because of non-curricular matters such as faculty hiring, it should take
advantage of the opportunity to engage departments in collegial and challenging dialogue
about how (and whether) they are working toward improving campus diversity,
inclusiveness, and equitableness.

4) Working groups should be extremely careful to avoid infringing on faculty members’
academic freedom when considering question #6. For example, faculty members are likely
to be offended by the suggestion that their course readings should be changed in order to
promote diversity. If a working group finds itself uncertain about whether it is veering into
academic freedom infringement, it would do well to bring the matter to the full Curriculum
Committee for discussion before communicating with the department under review.

2 http://www .pugetsound.edu/about/diversity-at-puget-sound/diversity-strategic-plan/glossary-of-terms/
3 http://www .pugetsound.edu/files/resources/div-2014-03-28 .pdf
4 http://www .pugetsound.edu/about/diversity-at-puget-sound/
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APPENDIX J

Guidelines for Working Groups Reviewing Core and KNOW Course Proposals

This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are not
familiar with the process of reviewing a course proposal.

Typical Steps to a Course Proposal Review by a Working Group

Read the cover letter, the completed new course form and the syllabus that have been uploaded
on SoundNet.

Meet as a working group to discuss the course proposal.

If no major issue is found with the proposal, it is presented for approval at a full Curriculum
Committee meeting (usually by the working group Lead).

If the working group sees minor problems with the proposal or something needs to be clarified,
the working group Lead can contact the course proposer (usually by email, sometimes in
person).

If the working group sees major issues that prevent approval of the course, it would be wise for
the working group Lead to share these with the full Curriculum Committee, both to ensure that
the Curriculum Committee is on board with the working group’s rationale and to create a record
in the minutes for future reference. The working group Lead should communicate the working
group’s concerns with the proposer; a face-to-face meeting may be helpful both to keep
communication clear and to prevent the proposer from feeling like they are being obstructed by
a shadowy committee. If the issues cannot be resolved, the course is not approved, and the
working group Lead informs the course proposer of the decision by email and provides an
explanation for the Curriculum Committee’s decision.

When the course is approved, the course proposer is notified by email by the working group
Lead. The Office of the Associate Deans (curriculum@pugetsound.edu) should be CC’ed on
these emails.

General Notes

A course can be submitted for approval an unlimited number of times.

The cover letter needs to address how the course fulfills the rubric of the Core category and/or
KNOW requirement. The rubrics are available in the Curriculum Statement. Note the following
important excerpt from Section IV of the Curriculum Statement, which covers Core
Requirements:

Each core rubric consists of two sections, "Guidelines" and "Learning Objectives." [...]
Although the Learning Objectives will assist the faculty in developing Core courses
and in meeting the spirit of the Core area, the Curriculum Committee will evaluate
and approve Core courses based on their adherence to the Guidelines, not the
Learning Objectives.

In the course proposal form, it is suggested that course proposers systematically address each

Guideline of the rubric but often it is necessary to interpret the information in the letter and
syllabus to judge the adherence to the Guidelines.
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* Verify the content of the syllabus. If a syllabus does not contain the items listed below, mention
should be made of missing syllabus components when the proposer is notified of the Curriculum
Committee’s decision.

According to the Core/KNOW course form, a syllabus should include

o Clear enumeration of student learning outcomes

o Statement that the course counts towards the relevant Core category and/or KNOW
requirement

o Outline of content and schedule of coursework

Student requirements (reading, assignments, written work, projects, etc.), including brief
descriptions of major assignments and projects

Evaluation criteria and grading structure (as appropriate)

Bibliography

Required course material

Statements of policies regarding:

o Academic Integrity (this statement is developed by the course proposer)

o Classroom Emergency Response Guidance (see
http://www.pugetsound.edu/emergency/emergency-response-plans/emergency-
response-management/)

o Student Accessibility and Accommodation (see
http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-safety/student-
handbook/academic-handbook/student-accessibility-and-accomodation/)

o Student Bereavement (see http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-
safety/student-handbook/academic-handbook/bereavement-policy/)

* (Carefully consider any special aspects of the course (e.g., traveling abroad, unusual schedule or
requirements). Some of the wisdom in these special aspects can be found in documents available
on SoundNet.

©)

O O O O

Notes about KNOW proposals

* The following information is provided as "Tips on preparing the course proposal" in the
instructions for the new course proposal form:

o A course can fulfill the KNOW requirement and be in the core, and it’s the proposer’s
prerogative to determine. If a course fulfills the KNOW requirement and is in the core,
the cover letter and the syllabus need to explain how the course fulfills both rubrics.
(Please note that, as of February 2016, SSI courses can also count as KNOW courses.)

o When an existing core course is proposed as a KNOW course, the proposer does not
need to get approval for the previously approved core category.

o The approval of KNOW courses is sometimes delayed because syllabi reflect how the
course content speaks to the KNOW rubric, but not the methods of the course. Proposers
should make sure to address the “what” and also the “how.”

Notes about Connections proposals

* The following information is provided as "Tips on preparing the course proposal" in the
instructions for the new course proposal form:
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o The approval by the Curriculum Committee of Connections courses is often delayed
because proposers do not explicitly or adequately define the multiple disciplinary
approaches to be explored in the class. In the cover letter, the proposer should try to
respond to the question: “What multiple disciplinary approaches to a subject are you
bringing together in the course, and how?”

o In the past, Guideline II.C about “participating in a cross-disciplinary dialogue” has
often been addressed in one of three ways:

= Most explicitly, some Connections courses are team-taught by professors in
different disciplines.

= The course is taught by a single professor with interdisciplinary expertise. For
example, a course that has separate lab days for the scientific portion of the
course, and other writing workshop days for the humanities portion of the course.

= A single professor from a singular discipline draws on multiple disciplinary
approaches to examine a single subject, thus “exploring the integration or
synthesis of these approaches to foster an understanding of the subject”
(Guideline 11.D). For example, a history course that draws upon sociology and
literature to better contextualize a topic in history. This is perhaps the most
common, but least cross-disciplinary, approach to the Connections Core.

o In the past, requests to cross-list a Connections course in two different programs, with
two different prefixes have not been approved by the Curriculum Committee.

* The Curriculum Committee does not consider itself to be responsible for determining if an
instructor is qualified to teach outside of their home department. The departmental chair, by
signing off on the course proposal form, indicates that the proposer’s qualifications are
adequate. When courses are explicitly cross-listed in another department, a signature by the
other department’s chair is also required.

Notes about SSI proposals

* QGuideline IV from the course proposal form is often the one that is most neglected in course
proposals. Several elements in this guideline are often only implicitly included in cover letters
and syllabi, including the idea of “concepts and practices of information literacy” and of “issues
of academic integrity.” Guideline IV reads:

1V. Concepts and practices of information literacy including issues of academic
integrity are integrated into these seminars.
A. In Seminar I, students learn to distinguish between different types of
information sources (for example, scholarly vs. popular, primary vs.
secondary) and learn to evaluate sources of information for biases,
reliability, and appropriateness.
B. In Seminar II, students learn to craft research questions, search for and
retrieve information, and seek appropriate assistance in the research
process.
* The Curriculum Statement (Spring 2016 revision) says about the SSI seminars, “These seminars
may be taken only to fulfill the SSI core requirement, and may simultaneously fulfill the
KNOW graduation requirement.”
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APPENDIX K

Guidelines: Curriculum Committee Working Groups and their Leads

This document is meant as an informal guide for Curriculum Committee members who are not
familiar with the functions of working groups and their Leads.

The Curriculum Committee (CC) divides into several working groups (WG) each year to conduct
business more efficiently. The CC Chair designates one member to lead the WG.

Each WG is given a set of tasks for the year, which may include:

Reviewing individual course proposals (including syllabi) for changes to existing courses,
for new non-Core courses, and for new courses seeking to carry a specific core or graduation
requirement designation (including the KNOW requirement).

Conducting one or more 7-year core area reviews, or review of the core as a whole.
Evaluating one or more 7-year department or program reviews.

Addressing one or more Senate charges or CC self-charges.

Evaluating other matters arising during the year that need CC input, including proposals for
new programs of study or class packages, or creating or revising the language of policy
statements and other documents.

At each full CC meeting, the WG is responsible for:

Reporting on the WG’s activities since the last full CC meeting.

Leading off discussions related to the WG’s tasks.

Making motions (e.g., to approve a new course or a 7-year departmental review.)

Preparing and providing relevant documentation (sometimes providing physical copies for
the meeting, sometimes providing longer documents ahead of time to be included when the
agenda is sent by email) before CC meetings.

The WG Lead generally undertakes the following tasks, but can delegate them at any time to
other WG members:

Scheduling working group meetings and determining location.
Delegating common tasks to WG members

o Syllabi and reviews to be read

o Research

o Follow-up
Conducting correspondence on behalf of the WG, including communication with
departments under review and faculty proposing new courses.
Coordinating interaction between the WG and colleagues outside of the CC, such as
meetings with faculty members teaching in a core area or proposing a new course.
Updating the CC Chair and Associate Deans’ Office (ADQO) about issues that arise in the
working group (e.g., questions, research, scheduling needs).
Monitoring the working group’s progress on its appointed tasks.
Giving WG progress reports at CC meetings.
Writing a 1-2 page year-end report for the CC Chair listing the courses the working group
brought forward for approval, and the other activities of the working group during the year.
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Working group year-end reports should include information about the questions asked in
department and core area reviews, as well as issues that emerged from these reviews.

Tips for WG Leads:

Scheduling: Begin early and help group members stay on schedule. Finish projects early
when possible. Many CC working groups face an unpleasant rush to finish at the end of the
year, but could avoid this with a little advance planning.

Project timing: Assume that every project will require multiple steps that must be

coordinated with people outside of the CC and will take longer than expected. A given

project may require review, discussion with the working group, research, survey of current
faculty, more review, more discussion within the working group, and discussion with the
entire CC.

Established Process: When beginning a new project, identify the established process (if any)

for that task. Following and even modifying established processes is much easier than

figuring out an assessment process on your own. Often, relevant information will be posted
on SoundNet together with the task.

Delegating work: It can be tempting for Leads to take on most of the work themselves, if

only for the sake of efficiency. Delegating tasks (or whole projects) to other WG members

will not only decrease your workload; it will also increase the members’ engagement and
facilitate group decision making.

Diversity within the working group: WGs unite faculty, staff, and students across disciplines,

experience, and age. Expect members of your working group to bring different perspectives,

to analyze at different levels of detail, and to work at different speeds. Ensure that less
experienced WG members know the procedures/processes, and direct them to relevant
documentation (e.g., on SoundNet, on the university’s webpage).

Report concerns: In the course of an otherwise standard review, WGs may encounter issues

best addressed by the full CC (e.g., because of their scope or relevance to the work of

multiple WGs). Report these concerns to the CC Chair. The Chair will either provide
guidance or recommend that the WG ask the entire CC to consider the question. Either way,

Leads receive vital support and direction.

Signaling collegiality: Assume that faculty members’ communications with the CC are made

in good faith and a spirit of collegiality. Always respond accordingly. Leads can play a

valuable role in demystifying and explaining the CC and its processes to colleagues outside

the committee. For example, when a faculty member proposes a new course, the Lead would
do well to:

o Send a quick and friendly acknowledgement and give a rough estimate of when the
working group will first meet to discuss it.

o Avoid striking an overly formal tone in correspondence about the proposal, especially
when asking questions or offering working group feedback that could be construed as
critical.

o Make a phone call or schedule a face-to-face chat if there are complex issues to discuss.

o Let the faculty member know promptly when the CC has approved their proposal. Make
sure to copy the appropriate Associate Dean’s Office (ADO) staff member on these
messages.
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APPENDIX L

Curriculum Proposal — Changes to Existing Courses

When proposing changes to an existing course that has been previously approved by the Curriculum Committee, please
submit the completed “Curriculum Proposal Form,” found on the following pages. It may also be necessary to submit a
course syllabus (see instructions below). Please complete all sections of the Curriculum Proposal Form.

Instructions for completing the proposal:

¢ If the proposal modifies the content of an existing course, please submit (along with the completed Curriculum
Proposal Form) a course syllabus, which includes the following:

O
O
O

o 0 O O

Clear enumeration of student learning outcomes
Outline of content and schedule of coursework
Student requirements (reading, assignments, written work, projects, etc.), including brief descriptions
of major assignments and projects
Evaluation criteria and grading structure (as appropriate)
Bibliography
Required course material
Statements of policies regarding:
o Academic Integrity (this statement is developed by the course proposer)
o Classroom Emergency Response Guidance (see
http://www .pugetsound.edu/emergency/emergency-response-plans/emergency-response-
management/)
o Student Accessibility and Accommodation (see http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-
safety/student-handbook/academic-handbook/student-accessibility-and-accomodation/)
o Student Bereavement (see http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-safety/student-
handbook/academic-handbook/bereavement-policy/)

* An incomplete syllabus may delay the course proposal review. If a syllabus does not contain all of the items
listed above, please provide a brief explanation.

* Grading: It is assumed that the standard grading pattern will be employed in the course proposed: letter grade,
or P/F as an option for students. If a mandatory P/F system will be used, full justification must be provided. In
general, only such activities as clinical experience or student teaching, where letter grades are impractical,
should employ mandatory P/F grading. If In-Progress (IP) grading is to be used, a full explanation must be
provided. IP grading should be used only where completion of the course requirements is designed to extend
beyond the end of the semester. It should not be used interchangeably with the Incomplete grade option.

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the Chair

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant
documents to curriculum @pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or
Director containing the Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates
Department, Program, or School approval of the proposal. The Associate Deans’ Office will
acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or Director, once proposals have been forwarded

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department,
Program, or School must receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must then

or Director of your Department, Program, or School.

to curriculum @pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

forward the proposal and relevant documents to curriculum@pugetsound.edu.
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Curriculum Proposal Form Proposer’s Name:
Changes to Existing Courses Co-Proposer’s Name:

I. COURSE Department/Program/School:

Current course number and title in Bulletin:

Proposed course number and title in Bulletin (if different than above)

Short title for schedule (30 characters maximum, including spaces):

II. COURSE CHANGES (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY):

Scheduling: [ Each year First semester offered: [ a1 First year offered:
[] Offered only once [ Spring
[ Less frequent offering [ ] Summer

Please specify the term if "Offered only once" or provide explanation for "Less frequent offering":

Applicable as a requirement to the following major/minor/program:
Additional applicability to the following interdisciplinary program:
Elective in the following major/minor/program:

Cross-listed in Department/Program: Cross-listed course number:
Please provide rationale for cross-listing:

Academic level: [ Freshman Type of credit: [ Academic
[] Sophomore [ Activity
1 Junior
[ Senior
[] Graduate
Number of units: The course is repeatable for additional credit: [N,  If "Yes," credit limit:
1 Yes
Prerequisites:

Permission of the instructor required to enroll: [N

[1 Yes

If "Yes," state specifically what academically germane criteria will be used to permit enrollment:

Intended enrollment limit: The course is available for auditing: [N
1 Yes
Grading: [ Letter grade Please provide explanation for "Pass/Fail," "In-Progress," or "Other" grading:

[] Pass/fail
[ In-progress
[ Other
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Components: [] Lecture [] Graded

[] Laboratory [] Graded
[ Studio [1 Graded
[1 Other

Explanation for "Other" components:

Does the course have an unusual format (for example, in terms of ] No If "Yes," please attach a
contact hours, number of weeks, or location)? [ Yes completed Supplementary Form
for Unusual Format Courses

The course content is redundant with content from another course: [ No If "Yes," specify the other course:

[1 Yes

The course content is determined by topic (such as in an Advanced Topics course): [N

[ Yes

If there are any other changes not covered by the categories above, please specify here:

III. PROPOSED BULLETIN DESCRIPTION (complete this section only if proposed Bulletin description is different than
current description; description should be approximately 200 words, present tense, third person, and in complete sentences):

IV.RATIONALE FOR CHANGES:

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the Chair or Director of your
Department, Program, or School.

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant documents to

curriculum @pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or Director containing the Curriculum
Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates Department, Program, or School approval of the proposal. The
Associate Deans’ Office will acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or Director, once proposals have been
forwarded to curriculum @pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department, Program, or School must
receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must then forward the proposal and relevant
documents to curriculum @pugetsound.edu.

(Below this line for use by Associate Dean only)

Signed:

Associate Dean, on behalf of the Curriculum Committee Date
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APPENDIX M

Curriculum Proposal — Non-Core Courses

When proposing a Non-Core course, please submit the following two documents to the Curriculum Committee. Providing all of
the information requested below, in order, will expedite the course’s review.

1. A completed “Curriculum Proposal Form,” found at the end of this document. Below are some instructions for the form:

Cross-listing: Cross-listing requires the course to carry the prefix and number from another department or program.
Indicate any department or program in which the course is to be cross-listed, and specify the cross-listed
department/program and number. Please provide a rationale for cross-listing the course. Courses are very rarely cross-
listed.

Scheduling: Indicate the frequency with which the department anticipates that the course will be offered, and identify
courses intended only for summer or otherwise planned for special scheduling. If a course is to be offered only once,
please indicate the term.

Prerequisites: If “permission of the instructor” is required for students to enroll, enter this requirement as a prerequisite,
and state specifically what academically germane criteria will be used to permit enrollment.

Course Number: The course number should reflect the level of students for whom the course has primarily been
designed. This does not prevent either more advanced students or qualified lower-level students from enrolling.

Grading: It is assumed that the standard grading pattern will be employed in the course proposed: letter grade or P/F at
the student’s option. If a mandatory P/F system will be used, full justification must be provided. In general, only such
activities as clinical experience or student teaching, where letter grades are impractical, should employ mandatory P/F
grading. If In-Progress (IP) is to be used, a full explanation must be provided. IP grading should be used only where
completion of the course requirements is designed to extend beyond the end of the semester. It should not be used
interchangeably with the Incomplete grade.

2. A syllabus for the course that includes:

o

o O

o 0O O O

Clear enumeration of student learning outcomes
Outline of content and schedule of coursework
Student requirements (reading, assignments, written work, projects, etc.), including brief descriptions of major
assignments and projects
Evaluation criteria and grading structure (as appropriate)
Bibliography
Required course material
Statements of policies regarding:
o Academic Integrity (this statement is developed by the course proposer)
o Classroom Emergency Response Guidance (see http://www .pugetsound.edu/emergency/emergency-response-
plans/emergency-response-management/)
o Student Accessibility and Accommodation (see http://www .pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-safety/student-
handbook/academic-handbook/student-accessibility-and-accomodation/)
o Student Bereavement (see http://www .pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-safety/student-handbook/academic-
handbook/bereavement-policy/)

An incomplete syllabus may delay the course proposal review. If a syllabus does not contain all of the items listed above, please
provide a brief explanation.

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the Chair or
Director of your Department, Program, or School.

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant documents to
curriculum @pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or Director containing the
Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates Department, Program, or School approval
of the proposal. The Associate Deans’ Office will acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or
Director, once proposals have been forwarded to curriculum @pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department, Program, or
School must receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must then forward the proposal
and relevant documents to curriculum @pugetsound.edu.
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Curriculum Proposal Form Proposer’s Name:
Non-Core Courses Co-Proposer’s Name:

Department/Program/School:
Course number and title in Bulletin:
Short title for schedule (30 characters max. including spaces):

Bulletin description (approximately 200 words, present tense, third person, and in complete sentences):

Scheduling: [ Each year First semester offered: [ a1 First year offered:
[ Offered only once [ Spring
[ Less frequent offering [ ] Summer

Please specify the term if "Offered only once" or provide explanation for "Less frequent offering":

Applicable as a requirement to the following major/minor/program:
Additional applicability to the following interdisciplinary program:
Elective in the following major/minor/program:

Cross-listed in Department/Program: Cross-listed course number:
Please provide rationale for cross-listing:

Academic level: [] Freshman Type of credit: ] Academic
[] Sophomore [ Activity
1 Junior
] Senior
[] Graduate
Number of units: The course is repeatable for additional credit: [N,  If "Yes", credit limit:
[1 Yes
Prerequisites:

Permission of the instructor required to enroll: [N

[1 Yes

If "Yes," state specifically what academically germane criteria will be used to permit enrollment:

Intended enrollment limit: The course is available for auditing: [N
[1 Yes
Grading: [ Letter grade Please provide explanation for "Pass/Fail," "In-Progress," or "Other" grading:

[] Pass/fail
[] In-progress
[ Other
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Components: [] Lecture [] Graded

[] Laboratory [] Graded
[ Studio [1 Graded
[1 Other

Explanation for "Other" components:

Does the course have an unusual format (for example, in terms of ] No If "Yes," please attach a
contact hours, number of weeks, or location)? [ Yes completed Supplementary Form
for Unusual Format Courses

The course content is redundant with content from another course: [ No If "Yes," specify the other course:

[1 Yes

The course content is determined by topic (such as in an Advanced Topics course): [N

[ Yes

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the Chair or Director of
your Department, Program, or School.

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant documents to
curriculum @pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or Director containing the
Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates Department, Program, or School approval of
the proposal. The Associate Deans’ Office will acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or Director, once
proposals have been forwarded to curriculum @pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department, Program, or School must
receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must then forward the proposal and relevant documents
to curriculum @pugetsound.edu.

(Below this line for use by Associate Dean only)

Signed:

Associate Dean, on behalf of the Curriculum Committee Date
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APPENDIX N

Curriculum Proposal — Artistic Approaches Courses

Please submit the following three documents to the Curriculum Committee. Providing all of the information
requested below, in order, will expedite the course’s review.

1.

A 2-page (approx.) cover letter that explains how the course fulfills the rubric of the Artistic Approaches core
requirement. Where there is apparent overlap in content with courses in other departments, explain the
distinctiveness of and the need for the proposed course.

e The cover letter needs to address how the course fulfills the rubric of the Core category and/or KNOW
requirement.

* The Artistic Approaches core rubric consists of “Learning Objectives” and “Guidelines.” As highlighted
below in the excerpt from Section IV of the Curriculum Statement, the Curriculum Committee evaluates
and approves Core courses based on their adherence to the Guidelines, not the Learning Objectives. The
Curriculum Committee’s review of the proposed course is greatly facilitated if each Guideline from the
relevant rubric is systematically addressed in the cover letter.

From Section IV of the Curriculum Statement:

Each core rubric consists of two sections, "Guidelines" and "Learning Objectives." Faculty have
developed the Guidelines section to achieve the particular Learning Objectives of the core rubric and,
more broadly, the educational goals of the University. The Guidelines are intended to be used by
faculty to develop core courses and by the Curriculum Committee to review core courses. The Learning
Objectives are intended to provide a clear statement to students of what they can expect to learn from
any given core area. Although the Learning Objectives will assist the faculty in developing Core
courses and in meeting the spirit of the Core area, the Curriculum Committee will evaluate and
approve Core courses based on their adherence to the Guidelines, not the Learning Objectives.

A completed “Curriculum Proposal Form,” found at the end of this document. Below are some instructions for
the form:

*  Cross-listing: Cross-listing requires the course to carry the prefix and number from another department or
program. Indicate any department or program in which the course is to be cross-listed, and specify the
cross-listed department/program and number. Please provide a rationale for cross-listing the course.
Courses are very rarely cross-listed.

* Scheduling: Indicate the frequency with which the department anticipates that the course will be offered,
and identify courses intended only for summer or otherwise planned for special scheduling. If a course is to
be offered only once, please indicate the term.

* Prerequisites: If “permission of the instructor” is required for students to enroll, enter this requirement as a
prerequisite, and state specifically what academically germane criteria will be used to permit enrollment.

* Course Number: The course number should reflect the level of students for whom the course has
primarily been designed. This does not prevent either more advanced students or qualified lower-level
students from enrolling.

* Grading: It is assumed that the standard grading pattern will be employed in the course proposed: letter
grade or P/F at the student’s option. If a mandatory P/F system will be used, full justification must be
provided. In general, only such activities as clinical experience or student teaching, where letter grades are
impractical, should employ mandatory P/F grading. If In-Progress (IP) is to be used, a full explanation must
be provided. IP grading should be used only where completion of the course requirements is designed to
extend beyond the end of the semester. It should not be used interchangeably with the Incomplete grade.
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3.

A syllabus for the course that includes:

O

O O O

O O O O

Clear enumeration of student learning outcomes

Statement that the course counts towards the Artistic Approaches core requirement

Outline of content and schedule of coursework

Student requirements (reading, assignments, written work, projects, etc.), including brief descriptions of
major assignments and projects

Evaluation criteria and grading structure (as appropriate)

Bibliography

Required course material

Statements of policies regarding:

o Academic Integrity (this statement is developed by the course proposer)

o Classroom Emergency Response Guidance (see
http://www.pugetsound.edu/emergency/emergency-response-plans/emergency-response-
management/)

o Student Accessibility and Accommodation (see http://www.pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-
safety/student-handbook/academic-handbook/student-accessibility-and-accomodation/)

o Student Bereavement (see http://www .pugetsound.edu/student-life/personal-safety/student-
handbook/academic-handbook/bereavement-policy/)

An incomplete syllabus may delay the course proposal review. If a syllabus does not contain all of the items listed
above, please provide a brief explanation in the cover letter.

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the
Chair or Director of your Department, Program, or School.

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant
documents to curriculum@pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or
Director containing the Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates
Department, Program, or School approval of the proposal. The Associate Deans’ Office will
acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or Director, once proposals have been
forwarded to curriculum @pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department,
Program, or School must receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must
then forward the proposal and relevant documents to curriculum@pugetsound.edu.




EXCERPT FROM SECTION IV OF THE CURRICULUM STATEMENT

ARTISTIC APPROACHES RUBRIC

Learning Objectives

Students in Artistic Approaches courses develop a critical, interpretive, and analytical understanding of art
through the study of an artistic tradition.

Guidelines

I. The Fine Arts include the visual, performing, and literary arts. Courses in Artistic Approaches may either
be historical or creative in emphasis.

II. Courses in Artistic Approaches examine significant developments in representative works of an artistic
tradition.

III. These courses provide opportunities for informed engagement with an artistic tradition and require
students to reflect critically, both orally and in writing, about art and the creative process.

CORE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE BACHELOR'S DEGREE

The faculty of the University of Puget Sound have designed the core curriculum to give undergraduates an
integrated and demanding introduction to the life of the mind and to established methods of intellectual
inquiry. The Puget Sound undergraduate's core experience begins with two first-year seminars that guide
the student through an in-depth exploration of a focused area of interest and that sharpen the student's skills
in constructing persuasive arguments. In the first three years of their Puget Sound college career, students
also study five "Approaches to Knowing" - Fine Arts, Humanities, Mathematics, Natural Science, and
Social Science. These core areas develop the student's understanding of different disciplinary perspectives
on society, culture, and the physical world, and explore both the strengths of those disciplinary approaches
and their limitations. Connections, an upper-level integrative course, challenges the traditional boundaries
of disciplines and examines the benefits and limits of interdisciplinary approaches to knowledge.

Further, in accordance with the stated educational goals of the University of Puget Sound, core curriculum
requirements have been established: (a) to improve each student's grasp of the intellectual tools necessary
for the understanding and communication of ideas; (b) to enable each student to understand herself or
himself as a thinking person capable of making ethical and aesthetic choices; (c) to help each student
comprehend the diversity of intellectual approaches to understanding human society and the physical
world; and (d) to increase each student's awareness of his or her place in those broader contexts. Specific
objectives of the core areas are described below.

Tips on preparing the course proposal:

The cover letter needs to explain how the course fulfills the rubric. The review by the Curriculum Committee of the
proposed course is greatly facilitated if each Guideline from the rubric is systematically addressed in the cover
letter. The syllabus needs to include a statement that the course counts towards the Artistic Approaches core
requirement.
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Curriculum Proposal Form Proposer’s Name:
Artistic Approaches Courses Co-Proposer’s Name:

Department/Program/School:
Course number and title in Bulletin:
Short title for schedule (30 characters max. including spaces):

Bulletin description (approximately 200 words, present tense, third person, and in complete sentences):

Scheduling: [ Each year First semester offered: [ a1 First year offered:
[] Offered only once [ Spring
[ Less frequent offering [ ] Summer

Please specify the term if "Offered only once" or provide explanation for "Less frequent offering":

Applicable as a requirement to the following major/minor/program:
Additional applicability to the following interdisciplinary program:
Elective in the following major/minor/program:

Cross-listed in Department/Program: Cross-listed course number:
Please provide rationale for cross-listing:

Academic level: [ Freshman Type of credit: [ Academic
[] Sophomore [ Activity
1 Junior
[ Senior
[] Graduate
Number of units: The course is repeatable for additional credit: [N,  If "Yes", credit limit:
1 Yes
Prerequisites:

Permission of the instructor required to enroll: [N

[1 Yes

If "Yes," state specifically what academically germane criteria will be used to permit enrollment:

Intended enrollment limit: The course is available for auditing: [N
[1 Yes
Grading: [ Letter grade Please provide explanation for "Pass/Fail," "In-Progress," or "Other" grading:

[] Pass/fail
[ In-progress
[ Other

57



Components: [] Lecture [] Graded

[] Laboratory [] Graded
[ Studio [1 Graded
[1 Other

Explanation for "Other" components:

Does the course have an unusual format (for example, in terms of ] No If "Yes," please attach a
contact hours, number of weeks, or location)? [ Yes completed Supplementary Form
for Unusual Format Courses

The course content is redundant with content from another course: [ No If "Yes," specify the other course:

[1 Yes

The course content is determined by topic (such as in an Advanced Topics course): [N

[ Yes

Please email your completed Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents to the Chair or Director
of your Department, Program, or School.

After reviewing the proposal, the Chair should forward the full proposal and all relevant documents to
curriculum @pugetsound.edu. Receipt of an email message from the Chair or Director containing the
Curriculum Proposal Form and all relevant documents indicates Department, Program, or School approval of
the proposal. The Associate Deans’ Office will acknowledge receipt to the proposer, and Chair or Director,
once proposals have been forwarded to curriculum@pugetsound.edu by the Chair or Director.

When there are multiple proposers, the Chair or Director of each proposer’s Department, Program, or School must
receive the proposal individually, and each Chair or Director must then forward the proposal and relevant documents
to curriculum @pugetsound.edu.

(Below this line for use by Associate Dean only)

Date approved by full Curriculum Committee:
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APPENDIX O

Curriculum Proposal — Connections Courses

Please submit the following three documents to the Curriculum Committee. Providing all of the information
requested below, in order, will expedite the course’s review.

1.

A 2-page (approx.) cover letter that explains how the course fulfills the rubric of the Connections core
requirement. Where there is apparent overlap in content with courses in other departments, explain the
distinctiveness of and the need for the proposed course.

The cover letter needs to address how the course fulfills the rubric of the Core category and/or KNOW
requirement.

The Connections core rubric consists of “Learning Objectives” and “Guidelines.” As highlighted below in
the excerpt from Section IV of the Curriculum Statement, the Curriculum Committee evaluates and
approves Core courses based on their adherence to the Guidelines, not the Learning Objectives. The
Curriculum Committee’s review of the proposed course is greatly facilitated if each Guideline from the
relevant rubric is systematically addressed in the cover letter.

From Section IV of the Curriculum Statement:

Each core rubric consists of two sections, "Guidelines" and "Learning Objectives." Faculty have
developed the Guidelines section to achieve the particular Learning Objectives of the core rubric
and, more broa