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Planning & Budget (P&B) reviewed the report and proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 
Education Review Committee at their November 16, 2021 meeting.  
 
The committee appreciates the intellectual labor and practical skill that our colleagues on the Gen 
Ed Review put into this work. Their report is well written and well considered (though the 
committee would like to request that future drafts include an executive summary). The committee 
agrees in principle with a review of General Education requirements, which have not been 
modified since 1988, and the committee endorses the creation of a permanent General Education 
committee of the Academic Senate. The committee likewise endorses the report’s emphasis on 
interdisciplinarity. The committee’s comments focus on three areas: strategic planning, graduate 
funding and advising staff workload. 
 
The General Education Report highlights the difficulty of designing university-wide policies in 
the context of an enrollment-driven budget model and in the absence of a shared strategic plan. 
Individual departments will respond to the proposal in line with their budgetary interests, not 
necessarily in response to its merits. General Education reform will need to develop structures that 
avoid major distortions to the current budget. The committee is concerned that changes in General 
Education courses from year to year will result in financial winners and losers at the department 
level. This could be very disruptive for fiscal planning, for setting graduate enrollment targets and 
faculty hiring (temporary or permanent). The resulting financial redistribution may or may not 
correspond with the university’s strategic goals. One possible approach might be to separate out 
the funding stream for General Education and centralize that funding in Undergraduate Education 
or in an earmarked fund for the schools and colleges. Some structure is necessary to smooth out 
or override the potential for shifts in resources from one department to another as courses change. 
 
Any discussion of general education reform cannot take place without considering its impact on 
graduate funding. Graduate students in many departments across schools and colleges rely on 
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Teaching Assistantships to fund their progress to the degree. Teaching Assistantships are a 
cornerstone of departments’ ability to offer guaranteed multi-year funding packages. The 
committee is very concerned about a potentially massive disruption of Teaching Assistantships 
and graduate funding. There must be structures in place to mitigate impacts on current graduate 
students, and to offer prospective students funding packages that include TAships. The committee 
feels strongly that a General Education reform must go alongside a more robust structure for 
guaranteeing multi-year graduate funding in support of UCR’s research mission. 
  
The Writing Across the Curriculum (WAC) program might offer a model for weaving together the 
Gen Ed reform and graduate TAships. WAC hires graduate students from many departments and 
provides them with training in teaching specific skills (in this case, writing). These graduate 
students then TA for writing-intensive courses in multiple disciplines. As an additional benefit, 
WAC TAs are able to add a skill-based teaching specialization to their resumes. One might imagine 
a pool of General Education TAships at the university or the college level, which would hire and 
train graduate students to teach specific courses or skills (the equivalent of a WAC for oral 
communication or quantitative literacy, for example). This pool could include a number of 
guaranteed spots for graduate students with multi-year funding packages, and other spots open by 
application. TAships in the General Education pool could potentially be allocated to specific 
departments by Deans, according to their strategic plans. 
 
The committee has serious concerns regarding the proposed scaffolded skills tracking system. 
Without commenting on the merits of permanently coding every course taught at UCR with one 
of the five WASC competencies and one of three levels of achievement, the committee is deeply 
concerned about demands on student advisors. We are all aware that UCR’s student advising staff 
is at a breaking point. Past redesigns of student records (e.g. Banner) severely strained an already 
overworked staff. The Report mentions the possibility of hiring additional staff, for which the 
Deans could allocate additional funds, but the Report does not suggest a source for these new 
funds. This project would also require considerable extra work from instructors and would 
introduce new and continuous Senate oversight of instructors’ activities. As an alternative to the 
wholesale restructuring of registration, degree management and Senate oversight, instructors and 
departments might be incentivized to label skill-intensive courses as “oral communication 
intensive” (e.g. 35OC), “information literacy intensive” (e.g. 35IL) or “quantitative reasoning 
intensive” (e.g. 35QR), possibly with trained supplementary TA support. 
 
Finally, the committee has specific concerns about the proposed curricular changes. In the absence 
of a university-wide programmatic direction, the Report relies on surveys of students, advising 
staff and alumni to motivate some of its curricular choices. The proposal’s elimination of a 
language requirement seems to be motivated by student survey responses showing unhappiness 
with the requirement. Student satisfaction is very important, but it cannot be the only factor that 
determines curricular requirements. Just as we might discount student evaluations complaining 
that a course is too difficult, we might decide that the value of language learning is worth some 
effort or discomfort. Committee members expressed concern that it appears math and science 
requirements are being watered down, and that requirements under this new curriculum will 
increase the number of credit hours to graduate for a student in BCOE. Given that BCOE already 
has an extensive accreditation process, additional requirements would be impossibly onerous for 
students to meet.  


