
University Studies Advisory Committee 
September 30, 2009 4pm    LH 127 

Minutes 
 

 
In Attendance: Amanda Boomershine (FLL), Cara Cilano (ENG), Mark Cox (CRW), Deron 
Fort (IBEC), Ken Gurganus (MAT), Kemille Moore (UC), Chris Orton (NSG), Anne Pemberton 
(RL), Kim Sawrey (PSY), Alison Taylor (BIO) 
 
Absent: Cathy Barlow (AA), Woody Hall (CSB), Jayson Richardson (EDN)  
 
Agenda Items 
 
Discussion of potential timeline:    

• The committee reviewed Kim’s draft of points 1-3 and decided that the timeline should 
be 2 November 2009-31 March 2010. Kim will soften the language so that it reflects the 
committee’s ability to give full consideration to proposals submitted within this 
timeframe. 

• The committee’s review of points 1-3 also brought up routing issues. The committee 
decided that all proposals will be submitted to one site, managed by a (much hoped for) 
USAC admin. assistant. This assistant will then route the proposals acc. to the proposed 
course’s status, i.e. whether the course is currently in the BS curriculum or whether it is a 
new course outright. If it’s the former, the proposal goes straight to USAC. If the latter, 
then a copy goes to the appropriate college curr. comm. and to USAC. 

• The committee agreed that point 3 should be explicit about this routing process. 
• The routing process also prompted discussion about not wanting to duplicate review. 

Thus, the committee decided upon parallel review, a decision that necessitates close 
communication btw. USAC and the schools’ curr. comm. 

• One of three corollary concerns/duties that were raised in the discussion of the timeline:  
the need for the USAC to host a workshop in October. 

• Two:  the desire to consult with chairs in both January and March to ascertain their 
departments’ plans to submit new courses. 

• Three:  the need to disseminate to depts the understanding that they must submit USAC 
course proposals for the courses within their majors that will fulfill writing intensive and 
other requirements (even when this course isn’t planned as part of any given dept’s US 
course offerings). 

 
Discussion of course forms: 

• Kim displayed examples of the materials faculty would submit with their course 
proposals. His intro to psych syllabus makes clear how one course can demonstrate its 
fulfillment of USAC SLOs. 

• The committee also viewed an example form for Kemille’s course. This example allowed 
the committee to see the value in including the individual SLOs in the forms themselves 
so that faculty members could fill out the forms with as much precision and specificity as 
possible. 



• The committee agreed that any syllabus submitted with a course proposal would be 
representative. The course proposal would stand as a dept’s guarantee that any section of 
that course, regardless of specific syllabi, would meet the appropriate SLOs. 

• After much discussion, the committee decided to forge ahead on creating an electronic 
template of the course proposal form that can be tweaked for the new US’s many 
components.  

• This new electronic form will not only spell out specific SLOs for the faculty’s benefit, 
but it will also provide space for the elaboration of assessment measures immediately 
following the articulation of each SLO. 

• The committee also decided that, for new courses, the electronic form should either 
indicate the need for or include the current Course Action Form. 

 
Tech matters: 

• The committee’s ability to move forward depends in many ways on tech matters. Several 
ITSD staff members may be of help here:  Jarret Piner, Suseel Pallapu, and Betsy 
Mcintosh. 

• The committee also recognized the need to secure Sharepoint access, as well as server 
space, to facilitate the dissemination of USAC info to the univ. community at large and to 
receive proposals. 

 
submitted by Cara Cilano 

 
 


