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Discussion Notes 

1. General news 
a. The Faculty Senate approved the two UNC core competencies: critical thinking and written 

communication 
b. 150 courses approved by the Faculty Senate, 1 cluster will be on the ballot for December along 

with the submitted course revisions. 
i. Curry will let each department with approved courses that they were approved and that 

they can apply for retroactive approval for the competencies if desired 
2. CAA discussion 

a. The CAA facilitates transfer from a community college to a university, and allows community 
colleges to concentrate on a smaller number of core courses.  The CAA only covers lower-division 
Gen Ed 

b. Concerns 
i. Some students who complete the requirements for an AA come in without the courses 

needed to graduate; making a more specific CAA will only exacerbate these problems 
ii. There is nothing in the document about competencies  
iii. There is a worry that once 4-year plans are submitted, that universities will then be held 

to those 4-year plans 
c. Campus response will likely have three components, based on the comments that are coming in: 

Philosophical response, Policy component, and Request for specific inclusions 
i. In the philosophical response: 

1. Include language about competencies here, and something about the breadth of 
specific approaches (department chairs have been asked to produce lists of 
recommended courses) 

d. Should we add a #6, voicing a concern about the quantitative, writing, and critical thinking skills 
that students come in with, and stress that the CAA courses underscore those competencies? 

i. One way to approach that: once GA decides on universal competencies for the system, 
they work with community colleges to ensure that those competencies are taught  

e. For competencies, it was suggested that the credits be defined as upper and lower division.   
i. A response to this is that course level numbers do not always reflect what is asked of the 

students in the course 
ii. A way to approach this, then, is to think about courses in terms of major vs. non-major 

courses 
f. Curry will write a preamble and send it around for comments 

3. Mechanism for reviewing US courses 
a. Approved courses should be reviewed periodically to ensure that they still meet the US 

requirements; USAC should recommend a process for how to do this 
b. Concern: how to frame this so it does not come across as “checking up” on faculty 
c. Proposed ways to go about it: 

i. The USAC, every few years could take a subset and review the syllabi 
1. Figure out a periodic review rotation (randomized, based on acceptance date, 

etc) 
ii. Departments could be asked to self-assess, along with the USAC review 
iii. Organize the rotation by component: “Festival of Living in a Global Society” semester, for 

example.  This could include course review, reviewing some assessment data, etc. 


