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Aligned Program Review Committee 

Friday 10/23/20 9:30am 

 

Meeting called to order and recording started at 9:36am  

 

I. Adoption of the agenda (M. Roussat; A. Feest). Agenda approved. 

 

II. New additions to the committee: Updated membership list distributed prior to meeting  

 

III. Approval of the minutes from 10-2-20 (S. Topping; L. Grant Washington). Minutes amended to 

include additional detail regarding discussion of elected vs. non-elected committee members. Minutes 

approved as amended. 

 

IV. Questions/Discussion of the guidelines & templates (document distributed for the last meeting) 

 

• Question regarding articulation agreements for transfer programs. This information is included 

within the program template 

• After review and approval of aligned curriculum, can programs make subsequent changes? Yes 

• Question regarding programs having minimum GPA requirements for graduation. Graduation 

requirements are set the by the Board of Regents. 

• BOR policy is also that grades of C- transfer in for credit, yet some courses still indicate a 

minimum grade higher than this as a pre-requisite. This is problematic. 

• How does Guided Pathways fit in? In their initial charge, alignment groups were asked to 

consider a set of Guided Pathways guidelines as they aligned their programs and courses. In 

practice, however, that has not happened. The primary task of aligning curriculum has been 

challenging and time-consuming and it was too burdensome for most to attempt to address the 

alignment and guided pathways goals at the same time. We hope that after this initial phase of 

aligning the curriculum, faculty will be in a better position to look at their aligned curriculum 

through a guided pathways lens. 

 

V. Review of draft rubric (attached) 

• Is there a rationale for having specific courses listed on the template? This could be a lot of 

courses for some programs. Can just the subject codes be listed?   

o Rubric: edit to allow for this option 

• Is there a set of criteria that people doing this work have been provided to assist them in making 

decisions about what courses are included in their programs?  

o Not to date. This has been left to the discretion and expertise of the faculty. But would be 

helpful, particularly in some programs like General Studies, for faculty to have such 

criteria 

o Important that keep the student experience in mind. For example, students may not know 

what the different course codes mean. We should link any course names/numbers and 

subject codes to catalog. Will need software to support this. 

o We should define categories as broadly as possible to give students multiple avenues to 

fulfill a requirement. 

o Would also be helpful to have discussions with core program faculty to determine the soft 

skills they want students to have and then match those to discipline courses  

• Need to be mindful of hidden pre-requisites –  

o List all pre-req courses that do not appear on the plan of study 

• There appears to be a lot of work involved here; could be overwhelming to faculty and to us. 
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• How will we operate when we review proposals? Will program coordinators and discipline 

faculty be present to speak to their proposals or will we review proposals in their absence? 

• Send our rubric out to faculty ahead of time so that they understand how templates will be 

evaluated 

• Are faculty aware that CCS 101 needs to be included in all programs? 

o Notifications about the CCS 101 policy were added to Teams pages for all faculty 

alignment groups 

o Program templates were updated with approved general education core and CCS 101 

requirement, posted to website, and added to the Teams pages 

o Singular programs update: pre-filled templates and sent to PC’s for review and updating 

to include CCS 101 and new gen ed 

o So, we have notified all faculty already at work and we include this information as we 

reach out to faculty new to the process. But, would not assume everyone is aware and still 

need to do more outreach. 

o The CCS 101 policy is available on the ct.edu website. Some programs have been able to 

easily include the course in their programs because the common gen ed core for CT State 

is only 21 credits and their local gen ed requirements were significantly greater than that. 

Other programs are struggling to fit the course in. Credit normalization policy does allow 

for exceptions for student success courses. 

o Another question has been about substituting program courses for CCS 101. We can 

cohort sections of CCS 101 for particular programs, but the course must be CCS 101.  

o There remains a lack of awareness about CCS 101 as well as the new common general 

education core and there is also a lot of misinformation out there. The members of this 

committee are an important source of accurate information for their colleagues. 

• Action Item: Check website to make sure updated templates are available 

• Rubric: adjust rubric to address the fact that CCS 101 can be in gen ed or on program side 

• Rubric: note TAP programs must include framework30 

• Common gen ed core is a subset of the framework30 

• How do we make sure that courses that currently meet a particular framework30 category (or gen 

ed core category) will do so in the future? 

o PC’s should identify any such courses in their templates 

o Currently, gen ed work group developing process to transition existing courses to CT 

State. This will address at least those courses within the 7 gen ed core categories 

o Will need to collaborate with FIRC to develop a similar process for those framework30 

categories not represented in the gen ed core 

o FIRC coordinating revision of all framework30 category outcomes 

o We will need to take some things on faith for now until these groups finish their work; 

and then potentially revisit once the work is completed 

• Rubric: add pathway shared with TAP workgroup item 

• Action item: Fran will revise based on discussion and send to group for review 

• How do we know if identified criteria are met? 

o We are not approving new curriculum. All the programs and certificates have already 

been approved by the board and all courses approved through their local governance 

processes. All programs, certificates, courses we are reviewing have already gone 

through a vetting process to assure these criteria have been met. The goal for the 

alignment work is to synthesize the multiple approved versions into a single version.  

o The groups are focused on completing the templates and not all of the information in the 

guidelines is represented in the templates. We may need to ask for verbal verification, 

consider removing from rubric, or update the templates. We may need to experiment with 

a few programs to see how this plays out. Did we ask for the correct information on the 
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template based on what we said was required in the guidelines? How do we gather this 

information if not on the rubric? 

• What if significant action is necessary? What are the next steps? 

o The APRC has the authority to send items back to the work groups. However, we need to 

be clear about what the issues are and how the issues can be addressed.  

o Curriculum alignment managers may help to mitigate this possibility by helping faculty 

address issues beforehand.  

o Sharing our rubric or a checklist with faculty will also potentially help reduce the level of 

action required. 

o Templates were developed over two years ago and represented an ideal state. This group 

can decide how to weight the various criteria. How much do we demand evidence for 

these criteria versus how much do we trust, and maybe verbally verify, the program 

coordinators and faculty have done their due diligence? 

• Rubric: add external accreditation standards 

• Action Item: We will need to develop a course rubric and a rubric for certificates 

 

VI. Other operating procedures: Procedures by which this committee should operate 

• Thinking about logistics, how will we operate as a committee?  

• How will we manage the workload? Will everyone review all templates? Will we divide and 

conquer? How will we compile feedback from our individual reviews?  

• Should we review program and just a few courses first? This may help avoid situations in which 

all courses need to fix a similar error. 

• We should know in advance how many courses will be coming forward for each 

program/discipline. 

• What level of scrutiny do we need to give to courses, especially long-standing courses that are 

coming forward without any major changes? 

• The alignment work we are currently doing is building on the TAP work done previously. 

• When do programs and courses come to the APRC? This is at the discretion of the faculty and the 

alignment manager. Not all items need to come to the APRC simultaneously. Ideally, a program 

would come for review before the courses do, but there could be reasonable exceptions to this. 

And there will be courses that come forward that do not have an associated program. 

• Need to develop a timeline for our work 

• Need to decide how to structure our work going forward. This semester, we scheduled just a few 

long meetings. Should we have more frequent but shorter meetings in the spring? How much of 

our work can be completed off-line?  

 

VII. Update on curriculum alignment work 

 

• We are still working primarily with faculty who volunteered this summer (most received funding, 

but not all) 

• Most of these groups are at the stage of the process where their work is being reviewed by other 

discipline faculty and group are using various strategies to solicit feedback on their work 

• Website: www.ct.edu/curriculum 

• Should have some materials to review for November to test out our rubrics and procedures 

 

VIII. Open discussion: any additional comments or questions? 

 

• Problematic to suggest that all committee members are elected when they are not because it 

suggests a level of buy-in that does not exist.  

http://www.ct.edu/curriculum
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• Members of the committee who are not elected should not be burdened with being represented as 

such. 

• How do we publicly acknowledge this? 

• There is no public or private list of all faculty involved in the work. We have lists of those 

formally serving on the committees, but we do not have a record of all faculty involved in the 

alignment work. 

• Motion (A. Feest; J. Wilkinson): SF ASA CC should amend the charge of the APRC to 

acknowledge that not all members have been elected to the committee. 

• Motion passed by a majority (8 in favor; 1 opposed; 0 abstentions) 

 

Adjournment: 12:18pm 

 

Members Present: M. Bryant, A. Feest, J. Flanigan, L. Grant Washington, C. Kelly (alt), F. Rosselli (non-

voting), W. Reyes-Dawes (alt), R. Rist Brown (alt), M. Roussat, J. Rushbrook, S. Topping, J. Vincent, J. 

Wilkinson, R.  

 

Guest: S. Barzottini, D. Clokey, M. Rooke, K. Sorrentino, M. Stefanowicz,  

 


