Appendix C: Considerations for Streamlining the Curriculum Approval Process 
For the past several years, requests have been made for streamlining the curriculum approval process. Considerations for taking such action are outlined below, based on initial conversations with the UMW Registrar. Continuing the recommendation of the UFOC report in 2023, the Faculty Handbook Working Group recommends that UCC collaborate with the Registrars and Provost to investigate options and implications in more depth.  
Within the scope of the Faculty Handbook, the most direct impact of altering the curriculum approval process would be the composition and charge of UCC. According to §2.3.2.6 (university committees), proposals for new University-wide standing committees, or elimination of current standing committees, must be developed in consultation with each college’s governing bodies. Such proposals must be approved by majority votes of the faculties of each college, through procedures to be determined in each college, before being submitted for approval as revisions to the University Faculty Handbook.  
Helpful resources include UMW’s current process (includes a link to the Statement on Shared Curriculum Governance) and the CIM User Guide (includes appendices with specific workflows in the appendices). Overall, the workflow considers to whom the various committees “answer.” College-level curriculum committees report to college governance; UCC reports to UFC. One exception is in CAS Faculty Council, which recently voted not to approve CAS curriculum proposals. Instead, CAS curriculum proposals go directly from the CAS Curriculum Committee to UCC. 
	Model 1: Maintain college and university-level curriculum committees, but add more actions to the expedited list. 
	Model 2: Remove college-level curriculum committees. 

	Current expedited actions:  
· Change to a course’s number  
· Change to a course’s title   
· Change to a course’s catalog description   
· Change to a course’s prerequisites  
· Cross-list a course at the same level    
· Inactivate a course 
	Possible UCC faculty composition: 
· CAS: 4 reps (1 per school) OR 2 reps (1 rep for 2 schools) 
· COE&H: 1-2 reps 
· COB&CS: 1-2 reps 
· [Instead of UFC rep, ask that one UCC member attend UFC meetings until their minutes/action items are approved to be able to answer any questions.] 
 
Pros: 
· Would reduce duplications in committees 
· Would lessen number of curriculum-focused service roles currently required with 3 college committees 
· Would align with reorganization’s goal to increase interdisciplinarity  
 
Cons: 
· Reduces one feedback level (in the past, UCC has caught mistakes that the college-level committees did not) 
· What happens to the work that currently occurs in college-level curriculum committees? This work still needs to be done and might be beyond the scope/interest of a single university-level committee, which would result in ongoing service in less recognized roles. 
· Might be an overwhelming amount of work at one combined university level 
· Expedited proposals currently only go to college-level curriculum committees, so there would need to be a new workflow for expedited (if possible at all in this system). 
· If each CAS school needs a rep, be aware of burdens on smaller schools (i.e., Arts). 
 
Next Steps: 
· Is taking a vote at UFC meetings necessary? (Right now this is done because UCC reports to UFC.) 
· How can we balance streamlining the process while also maintaining levels of feedback/checks? 
· Consider when to move Registrar’s check in the process. 
· Could we somehow utilize college-focused subcommittees of UCC that report only to UFC and not college structures? 


 


