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October 4, 2013 
Curriculum Central Campus Administrators 
Transition to Kuali Meeting 3 
 
The meeting’s objectives appear to have been met: Participants	  	  

1. acquired	  information	  about	  Kuali	  Curriculum	  Management	  (KCM)	  of	  
sufficient	  detail	  to	  share	  with	  others—in	  print,	  digitally,	  and	  verbally.	  

2. discussed	  a	  prioritized	  list	  of	  enhancements	  to	  KCM	  that	  will	  enable	  it	  to	  
meet	  UH	  system	  and	  campus	  needs	  in	  curriculum	  management.	  
	  

Topics covered: 
• Introductions. Guest presenter Michelle Appel is the Product Manager for KCM and 

led the U Maryland’s KCM functional implementation team. She is also Director, 
Enrollment Policy and Planning in the Office of Institutional Research, Planning, and 
Assessment at the University of Maryland College Park, and has served on many site 
teams for the Middle Atlantic States regional accreditation commission with special 
expertise in student learning assessment. 

 
• Structure of the transition project: Steven Smith, Interim UH VP for Information 

Technology/Chief Information Officer and Joanne Itano, UH Associate VP for 
Academic Affairs; Manager of System Services (ITS) Cara Kawano, technical lead 
for transition; April Scazzola, functional lead; Lane Fukuda, ITS project manager; 
Curriculum Central campus administrators and other campus representatives, Banner 
Central staff, and ITS staff. 
 

• Overview of KCM by Michelle: its development, adopters, and plans for continuing 
evolution.  She also provided, throughout the afternoon, specific instances of how the 
University of Maryland College Park has used KCM, with very little configuration or 
customization, for 18 months. 
 

• Update on progress of transition: Progress reports have been shared with the Council 
of Chief Academic Officers and Banner Central staff, and the All Campus Council of 
Faculty Senate Chairs will be brought up to date on the transition at their October 18 
meeting. Michelle has met with Steven Smith; Joanne Itano; Cara Kawano; 
Curriculum Central system administrator Thanh Giang; Director of Academic 
Technology Services Hae Okimoto; Banner Central staff, and  ITS staff.  
An RFP will go out by the end of October to organizations with experience working 
with KCM, inviting bids on customization and configuration of KCM for UH system 
and campuses (Objective 2 for this meeting). 

 
Review of priority configurations/customizations of Kuali. It has been established 
that Kuali Curriculum Management comes with most of the features UH system 
campuses will need to conduct course and program creation, modification, and 
review. However, adaptations will be needed, in large part because KCM was 
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designed for single campuses and for the UH system, it must be expanded to serve a 
diverse group of ten campuses.  
 
The focus of the discussion was item (f), assessment documentation, led by Kapiolani 
CC, because of the centrality of assessment and documentation of assessment to 
institutional success and to accreditation, including ACCJC and WASC. Items (a) 
through (e) are clearly essential to a system-wide curriculum management system that 
accommodates campus diversity, and there were no substantive questions from the 
participants about these. 

 
a. Two-‐way	  transfer	  of	  course	  and	  program	  information	  between	  Kuali	  CM	  and	  

Banner,	  with	  a	  minimum	  of	  human	  intervention	  	  
b. Rollover	  of	  data	  from	  Curriculum	  Central	  to	  Kuali	  
c. Single-‐campus	  system	  vs.	  multi-‐campus	  system	  

o Articulation/comparison	  of	  courses	  across	  campuses	  
o Multi-‐campus	  sets	  of	  programs	  and	  program	  requirements,	  PLOs,	  
accrediting	  agencies	  
o Multi-‐campus	  sets	  of	  approval	  processes	  
o Distinctive	  subsets	  of	  questions/options	  for	  community	  colleges,	  
baccalaureate	  and	  graduate	  campuses	  

d. Reports	  of	  the	  same	  types	  as	  available	  in	  Curriculum	  Central	  
e. Internal	  communications:	  emails,	  announcements,	  discussion	  boards	  
f. Assessment	  documentation	  

	  
See the attached “Minimum Required Functionalities” and “Desirable Features” that 
resulted from the discussion and that will evolve into sections of the October RFP. 
(Red-font comments are FYI and will not appear in the RFP.)  A much more detailed 
technical description of these will be attached to the RFP. 

 
Resources	  on	  Google	  Drive:	  	  

October	  4	  Handouts	  folder:	  (also	  distributed	  in	  print	  at	  meeting)	  Meeting	  
agenda,	  Draft	  core	  items	  UH	  Kuali	  Banner;	  Summary	  of	  What	  Kuali	  
Does/Can/Must	  Do;	  Kapiolani	  Kuali	  Reqs	  for	  Assessment	  	  	  	  	  

October	  4	  View	  on	  Drive	  folder:	  PowerPoint	  for	  transitioning	  meeting	  3;	  Can	  
Kuali	  Do	  This	  with	  Answers	  9-‐27	  reorganized;	  Kuali	  program	  
management	  Leeward,	  Hilo,	  Kapiolani;	  screenshots	  of	  representative	  
Kuali	  Program	  Management	  pages.	  

 
Attachment:    Draft RFP sections: 2.5 Minimum Required Functionalities and 2.6 

Desirable Features 
 
 
 
Submitted by 
April Scazzola, 10/11/13 
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ATTACHMENT TO 10/4/13 MEETING NOTES 
 
10/11/13 Draft RFP sections: 2.5 Minimum Required Functionalities and 2.6 
Desirable Features 
 

2.5    MINIMUM REQUIRED FUNCTIONALITY 
 

   The University requires a curriculum management system to provide the 
following functions, in addition to those features that are already provided in 
Kuali Course Management :  

 
2.5.1    Management of Courses and Program Offerings 

 
a.  The curriculum management system must accept data from Banner and 

must transfer data to Banner with perfect accuracy and with minimum 
human intervention on a schedule to be determined.  

b. The new system must accept data from Curriculum Central as specified 
by individual campuses. Note: Maryland can share Oracle tables for the 
data exchange] 

c. The system must be able to compare courses across all entities in terms 
of course alpha, number, title, description; to identify courses across all 
entities that serve as prerequisites, co-requisites, or cross-listings; to 
identify programs across all entities that require or refer to particular 
courses. [These functions are built into KCM and need to be customized 
for the multi-campus environment.] 

d. The system must be able to link campus program learning outcomes to 
campus course learning outcomes ; and to link UH system and campus-
specific General Education certification and outcomes to courses and to 
course learning outcomes [add-on available from Kuali associate, must 
function in the multi-campus environment]  

e. KCM must accommodate both the distinctive offerings of each campus 
and also courses and programs that share common characteristics 
across campuses. 
• On user login, only campus-appropriate screens are accessible.  
• On user login, the user can enter data into the courses and programs 

for only that campus 
o User can access only creation/modification items selected by 

user’s campus.    
o Only campus courses should appear as options for 

prerequisites, corequisites, recommended preparation for 
courses. 

o Only campus-relevant institutional and program learning 
outcomes and LO types/categories should appear in Learning 
Outcomes. 

o Courses are linked only to campus-specific programs, not 
programs on other campuses. 
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• All Banner-relevant course information for courses on different 
campuses with same alpha/number/title but somewhat different 
course descriptions and CLOs and PLOs for different campuses, 
must display for articulation with home campus designations 

 
f.            For item linking credit hours and associated course 
format/activities: Kuali should display a matrix. [Important for accreditation 
review; UMD has code for this customization.]   

g. Provide the ability to record, for each course, the following items: 
course content, learning outcomes assessment, assessment 
activities/methods, persons responsible for assessment, and schedule of 
assessment; some assessment documentation may be provided in 
attachments to each course.  [Configuration; important for campus 
tracking of assessment and for accreditation review] 

 
h. Develop a set of standard, widely used reports (including data 

displays) of course and program data.   
• Among the most commonly used in the current curriculum 

management system:  Approval status of all in-process course and 
program proposals, all courses/programs approved by calendar 
year, display any proposed/approved/archived course or program, 
display comments/approval history of any c/p; display outline 
summary of any course; display outlines by effective terms/end 
date, experimental date by calendar year; display fast-tracked 
courses by calendar year; display archived/deleted courses by 
calendar year; summary of course/program actions; display 
program learning outcomes; all courses across system with a 
particular alpha with links to course information.	   

• Additional reports should be easily constructed, such as tabular 
display of assessment reports submitted for course/program (for 
specified period of time), display of courses and programs not fully 
assessed (all outcomes over specified period of time). 	  [All KCM 
data will be in Rice] 

 
i. Add Hawaiian diacritics to the data dictionary for course titles and 

descriptions, for both storage  (configuration) and search (customization). 
 
j. Ensure that diverse approval sequences can be established and  

maintained in the multiple campuses and that proposals are properly 
routed and transparently tracked.  

 
2.5.2 Write customizations in KRAD for easy upgradeability to KCM 3.0 
 
2.5.3 Training  

• Provide UH system training coordinator with an overview of the 
system as configured, review training materials the trainer 
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assembles, and be available to answer questions from the training 
coordinator 

• Provide UH technical staff with appropriate training in the software 
and review with the staff the procedures documentation that will be 
developed for operations.   

       
 
2.6    DESIRED FEATURES 
 

2.6.1.  Some campuses want items in KCM that will direct a course 
proposal for General Education review. (On other campuses, GE 
certification is conducted by a different committee than those responsible 
for course approval.) 
 
2.6.2. For those campuses using GE features in their KCM course data, 
KCM must display campus-specific GE course sets (courses on each 
campus that have been certified for GE). 
 
2.6.3 Each campus is able to set its own rules for the approval process: 
e.g, only the proposer can revise proposals, whether revised proposal is 
returned only to approver who requested revision. 
 
2.6.3. Enable campuses wishing to display campus-specific 
announcements on login page to do so. 
 
2.6.4. Some campuses want to be able to block actions from occurring 
after set deadlines: e.g., course proposals will not be permitted to move 
into the approval workflow after a particular date; deadlines are built into 
the approval sequence so that approvers must take action on time. 

 
 


