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TO: Jason Stajich, Chair 

 Riverside Division 

 

FR: Richard M. Carpiano, Chair 

 Executive Committee, School of Public Policy 

 

RE: [Campus Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General 

Education Review Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3 

Date: December 17, 2021 

The Executive Committee of the School of Public Policy reviewed the documents for “[Campus 

Review] (Proposal) Report and Proposal of the Senate Ad Hoc General Education Review 

Committee including Supplemental Reports 1, 2, and 3.”  

 

Based on our review and feedback from faculty members, we offer the following three 

comments: 

 

1. It seems reasonable to expect students to obtain these skills upon graduation. One particular 

aspect that could be great for our students and help with our accreditation is the proposed 

adoption of the WSCUC core competencies as “skills” that are deliberately developed 

through the Gen Ed curriculum.  

 

However, on page 30, the following language appears that could undermine the success of 

this change:  

 

“Students will not be required to take courses at all three skill levels for each of the 

core competencies in order to graduate. The expectation is that all students will be 

encouraged to do so.” 

 

This would largely leave us in the current situation where we hope students will pick up such 

competencies through their independent breadth course selections, but, ultimately, we are 

leaving it up to chance that they will. This differs from how we set up a major program, 

where we: a) expect skills and knowledge to build upon themselves as students move through 

the curriculum, and b) do not award degrees when students fail to progress sufficiently far 

enough through the building process. As presented, this proposal is very close to codifying 

Gen Ed as a program with desired outcomes at graduation. Yet, by making skill development 

voluntary instead of mandatory, it undermines the successful achievement of those desired 

outcomes. 
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2. Given the preceding comments, there is the important practical matter of how we could 

require students to take courses at all three skill levels without creating such a bottleneck. 

Given this valid logistical concern, we offer three ideas:  

 

a. The “voluntary” period could be temporary before shifting to mandatory, with the 

duration of this voluntary period agreed to and voted on by the Senate up front. During 

this voluntary period, campus would focus on assessing where seats are needed and 

consequentially structuring the Gen Ed program to meet student demand.  

 

b. Regardless of whether there is a temporary voluntary period, we could explore setting up 

a more structured Gen Ed program in software like EduNav so that the software would 

bear the brunt of the work to find degree pathways for students that satisfy a new set of 

progressive requirements. We already have EduNav, but not all programs and students 

use it.   

 

c. One other possible recommendation would be to ask the committee to devise a few 

mechanisms to address this transition from encouraged to required within a designated 

time period—say, within three years. This would give staff and faculty time to acclimate 

to this new model, implement it, and potentially use the EduNav software or other 

mechanisms to streamline the requirement of classes to obtain skills at all levels. It would 

also give staff and faculty time to work out any bugs or lingering problems before they 

are required. 

 

3. With regard to the interdisciplinary umbrella of the curriculum, concern was raised regarding 

which units will be offering different courses that fulfill these curriculum requirements. The 

idea that students should be able to access required classes within a college only makes sense 

if the college specializes in the courses being taught. For example, history should not be taught 

in engineering, nor should biology be taught in SPP. Add to this rule-loosening the current 

incentives for campus units to try to acquire credit hours to boost revenue and we have the 

potential for a “land grab” disaster. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Richard M. Carpiano, Ph.D., M.P.H. 

Professor of Public Policy 


