
 

 

MEETING MINUTES 

Joint University-Wide Curriculum Committee 

September 18, 2025 | 11:40 a.m. – 12:40 p.m., Remote Meeting 

 
Members Present: Robert Bromfield, Kate Carlin, Maria Castillo, Johnathan Cromwell, Cathy Gabor, Tika 
Lamsal, Jo Loomis, Marisa McCarthy, Megan O’Banion, Deborah Panter, Leyla Pérez-Gualdrón, Natalia 
Powers-Riggs, April Randle, Natacha Ruck, Todd Sayre, Richard Stackman, Carol Spector, and James 
Taylor 

Members Absent: Nicole Kircher and five TBA members 

Agenda Items: 

I.​ Welcome, Approval of the Minutes & Agenda (5 min) 

The Co-Chairs officially opened the meeting, welcomed the guest speaker, and welcomed 

new members. JUCC members took turns introducing themselves. A Co-Chair asked for any 

corrections or additions to the minutes. There were none. The Co-Chair asked for a motion to 

accept the minutes as written. There was a motion. The motion was seconded. There was a show 

of hands in favor of accepting the minutes as written. There were no hands in opposition and there 

was one hand in abstention. The motion passed. 

 

II.​ Curriculog Proposal (5 min) 

Latin American Studies Minor 

A Co-Chair introduced the deactivation of the Latin American Studies Minor in 

Curriculog, which is due to low-enrollment. The Co-Chair called for comments from the 

Committee. One member asked if the minor could be combined with another program. The minor 

would be combined with other similar minors with overlapping classes and overlapping outcomes. 

There is a new minor that will not come before the JUCC that is an umbrella minor. A Co-Chair 

asked for a motion to accept the proposal. There was a motion. The motion was seconded. There 

was a show of hands in favor of the proposal with none in abstention and none in objection.   

 

III.​ Changes to JUCC ByLaws (25 min) 

[DRAFT Summer 2025] ByLaws of the JUCC  

A Co-Chair introduced the topic of the revisions to the JUCC Bylaws. A subcommittee 

convened over the summer to suggest changes, specifically to clarify the purpose, scope, and 

procedures of the Committee. The subcommittee left edits and comments in the draft document so 

that the Committee could see what was suggested and why. A Co-Chair described the process of 

1 

https://usfca.curriculog.com/proposal:5564/form
https://docs.google.com/document/d/1whA77QK1rUi-E0Bj4j6aIjb49nzsn6ee/edit?usp=sharing&ouid=112367653334651486473&rtpof=true&sd=true


 

the changes to the Bylaws: edits will be sent to the Provost and the USFFA Policy Board for 

review. The Co-Chair invited comments from the subcommittee and the Committee at large. A 

member asked about the Committee’s recommendations at the beginning and end stages of 

proposals, specifically when the 45-day period applies considering the processes (e.g., the stages 

of intent-to-propose and appearing before the Council of Deans). The 45-day limitation refers to 

when a proposal comes before the JUCC for discussion, ensuring that the JUCC doesn’t sit on 

decisions but passes them along. A discussion ensued. Key points were: 

●​ Clarify the language between “beginning and end stages” and “proposal and 

deactivation stages”  

●​ Consider the language/terminology used in in the curriculum management 

platform (Curriculog) 

●​ Consider the difference between deactivating and sunsetting, the difference 

being that a deactivated program can be brought back 

The Committee suggested changing the language from “end stage” to “deactivation 

stage.” A Co-Chair asked for a motion to approve the changes to the Bylaws. There was a motion. 

The motion was seconded. There was a show of hands in favor of accepting the changes to the 

Bylaws. There were no hands in opposition or in abstention. The motion passed. 

There was a suggestion to invite the Provost to the JUCC to discuss her expectations for 

the Committee.  

 

IV.​ Process for the Selection of the JUCC Co-Chair (10 min) 

A Co-Chair described the selection process for the administrative representative serving 

as Co-Chair, who serves at the pleasure of the Provost. There has been ambiguity surrounding how 

the faculty representative Co-Chair is selected. When the JUCC first convened it selected the 

faculty Co-Chair. The question now is whether the JUCC faculty members select their Co-Chair or 

whether that process is managed by the USFFA Policy Board. The current suggestion is for the 

JUCC faculty representatives to select a Co-Chair and then send this decision to the USFFA Policy 

Board for approval. The faculty Co-Chair would generally serve no more than two consecutive 

terms of three years each. The Co-Chair opened the topic up for discussion. Key points were: 

●​ If the JUCC faculty representatives select the Co-Chair, how would that enfold? 

○​ As a point of business in the beginning of the fall semester: a general call for 

nominations followed by a vote on the candidates 

●​ There was an USFFA Policy Board meeting the day prior. The Policy Board leadership 

held a vote between two candidates. The vote was unanimous. 
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○​ Suggestion to table the discussion until after more information was gathered 

from the USSFA Policy Board leadership 

 

V.​ Proposed Change to Syllabus Statement Options for Generative AI  (10 min) 

Guest Presenter: Jill Ballard 

Guest Jill Ballard gave an overview of the intention behind the syllabus statement options 

for generative AI as well as the approval process. The three statement templates were reviewed by 

the JUCC and sent on to the Provost for approval. The statements were then released via the 

Provost’s website and through Simple Syllabus in fall 2024. After discussion with the JUCC, the 

newly proposed language would potentially be approved by the Provost and then rolled out in 

spring 2026. 

Recognizing that faculty have the freedom to choose the degree of integrating generative 

AI in their courses, (e.g., limited use, full integration, or prohibiting use) the statements were 

created to be optional and to help instructors frame their generative AI use-policies at the course 

level. The statements also support student experiences across courses by standardizing messaging 

and setting expectations for use of generative AI.  

After a year of circulation, ITS felt it is time to review the syllabus statement options for 

generative AI and as instructors are managing its use more and more in their courses. The 

proposed change is to the third statement, “No use of generative AI tools is permitted.”  Given its 

ubiquity, student use of generative AI will be driven underground if the course policy does not 

permit it. Underground use can result in inequities among how students are accessing generative 

AI and how they are being treated as a result of its use; students with a more established use of 

language or who are more savvy with use of generative AI tools are more likely to be undetected. 

The current option, “No use of generative AI tools is permitted” projects an erroneous message 

that it is possible to prohibit generative AI use and that it is enforceable. The proposed changes 

were discussed with the Academic AI Taskforce. If the proposed language is adopted, the adjacent 

Faculty Considerations for Syllabus Statement Customization would be updated as well. A 

discussion ensued. Key points were: 

●​ We want students to be able to use generative AI in an ethical way 

●​ Students may be unaware that they are using a generative AI tool 

●​ Students could be involved in the making of the policy and this would allow them to 

think critically about its use 

●​ It is confusing if the statements include that the instructor will set guidelines for each 

assignment 
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●​ The authors of the statements considered using “limited” rather than “prohibited.” 

However, there was a feeling that, “prohibited” was still needed for those instructors who 

do not want to permit any use of generative AI tools in their courses; the statements 

therefore have a double purpose to educate the instructor and to provide template 

language 

○​ We cannot tell instructors what to do in their classes. Instructors are the ones 

who have to establish their relationships with students 

●​ Faculty need more education about use of generative AI tools (i.e., ideas for assignments) 

○​ University-wide training would be helpful 

○​ Professional development opportunities are needed 

○​ A list of generative AI tools might be helpful  

■​ The Faculty Considerations for Syllabus Statement Customization 

could be expanded to include this 

●​ The job market demands the use of AI and AI-capability skills; we need to ask the faculty 

and the students to embrace AI instead of run from it 

●​ We want to be accountable to all users and across our audience with broad perspectives. 

However, the developments over the years and in the future might affect that approach 

●​ We should be championing the good use of generative AI while addressing issues of 

academic integrity and issues of inequality 

●​ Include in the revision the metacognitive points brought here today (i.e., how this 

particular policy will enhance learning); include learning outcomes 

●​ Language to address inequalities can be added to the instructor-facing paragraph 

●​ Clarify “...the use of generative AI tools is only permitted within the parameters provided 

by the instructor, specific to each assignment, with appropriate attribution”  

​ Guest Ballard will bring a new version of the proposed language to a subsequent 

JUCC meeting for review. 

 

VI.​ Closing and Action Items (5 min) 

The Co-Chairs officially closed the meeting. 
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