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Academic Assessment 
(Accountability and Improvement) 

Approval Process for  
New, Changed, Discontinued Programs 

(discussed at September meeting) 

Assessment of  
Student Learning 

(discussed at February meeting) 

Regional and Specialized 
Accreditation 

(discussed at October meeting) 

Academic Program 
Review 

(today’s discussion) 



Policy Questions 

1.  What is the role of academic program review in 
meeting the University’s accountability 
requirements? 

2.  How can the University ensure that academic 
program review improves teaching, learning, 
and research productivity? 



Purpose of Program Review 
To evaluate quality and aid planning  

 
Primary outcomes: 
•  an objective assessment of the health and vitality of our academic programs; 
•  recommendations that lead to programmatic improvement, from maintaining 

strengths to remedying weaknesses; 
•  alignment with institutional priorities and values.   
 
Additional potential benefits provided by program review: 
•  opportunities for our faculty and staff to engage with and learn about programs 

outside their unit, leading to an increase in cross-collegiate and cross-disciplinary 
collaborations; 

•  opportunities for outside constituents to learn about the strengths of our programs, 
leading to enhanced external visibility and reputation of the University of Minnesota. 



Structure of Program Review 
Scope 
•  What do we mean by “program”? A degree? A department? 

A disciplinary cluster? 

•  What aspects of the program are reviewed? 
 

Timing 
•  How often should reviews be conducted? 
 

Coordination with other review activities 
•  Assessment of Student Learning 
•  Specialized Accreditation 
•  Graduate Review and Improvement Process 
•  Curriculum Committee Work 
•  Collegiate Compact Process 
 



Components of Program Review 

1.  Review initiated, review team selected. 

2.  Program faculty prepare a self-study report. 

3.  Reviewers examine self-study, may conduct 
site visit. 

4.  Reviewers prepare report with commentary 
and recommendations. 

5.  Final review and determination of outcomes. 
 



Criteria of Program Review 
Components for undergraduate program review: 
 

1.  Brief history of the program 

2.  Curriculum and Advising 

•  Characteristics of current degree program(s), 
requirements, and sample plans 
Ø PCAS data 

•  Curriculum, courses offered, including 
offerings in LE curriculum, including WI 
Ø Data and descriptions from ECAS  



Criteria of Program Review 
Components for undergraduate program review: 
 

•  Writing in the major, WEC, WI courses 
 

•  Who teaches – philosophy/narrative 
Ø  4 years of class schedule data    

and instructor of record 

•  Role of SLOs and specific SLOs 
designed for the major 

 

•  Internship opportunities 

•  Advising and career counseling 

  



Criteria of Program Review 
Components for undergraduate program review: 
 

3.  Students 

•  Retention and graduation rates for students in the 
major 

•  Profile of students in the major 
§  Freshman characteristics 
§  Data from scholarship databases, student financials 
§  Transfer student characteristics 
§  Study abroad participation 
§  Student employment 
§  Experiential learning / internships 
§  Awards and recognitions 
§  Student organizations 



CBS Assessment 

Skills evaluated in a course which emphasizes this outcome: 
Communicates effectively in 

writing, speech, & visual 
presentations 

Understands roles of teamwork & 
individual effort  in scientific 

endeavors 

Critically & independently 
evaluates current theory, 

knowledge, & issues 

Coordinating CBS Outcome: 

Effective communication and conduct within a scientific context 

Student Learning Outcome: 

The ability to communicate effectively 



Criteria of Program Review 
Key data sources for undergraduate programs: 

  
4.  Resources 

•  Space and facilities, labs, 
specialized facilities 

•  Budgetary information 
 

5.  Data Sources 
•  Student credit hours 
•  # majors 
•  SERU data 
•  Placement 
•  Graduate school  
•  Grade data 
•  Time to degree 
•  Double majors 
•  Minors accompanying this major/

minor 

 



Criteria of Program Review 
Future Plans / challenges 
  
•  Who are seen as peers? Competitors? 

•  Points of pride   

•  Challenges and opportunities 

•  Future goals and directions 
  
 

 
 



Core Questions for All (Graduate) Programs 
•  What is the purpose of the program?   

–  What are the desired outcomes? 
 

•  What is the rationale and educational purpose of each 
element of the program?   

–  Which elements of the program should be retained and affirmed?  
–  Which elements could usefully be changed or eliminated? 

 

•  How do you know?   
–  What evidence aids in answering those questions?   
–  What evidence can be collected to determine whether changes serve the 

desired outcomes?  

Source: “The Challenges of Doctoral Program Assessment:  
Lessons from the Carnegie Initiative on the Doctorate,”  

Chris M. Golde, Laura Jones, Andrea Conklin Bueschel, George E. Walker 



Criteria of Program Review 
Key metrics for graduate programs: 
 

-  time to degree, completion and attrition rate and pattern 

-  level of student funding support 

-  student research and scholarly productivity: student 
publications, exhibitions, presentations, and 
performances 

-  graduate profile: job placements, continued 
contributions to the field 

  



Current Academic Program 
Review Activities 

Such as those in: 
•  College of Biological Sciences 
•  College of Science and Engineering 
•  College of Design 



Accredited Programs 

•  The University also has numerous academic programs that 
are accredited or licensed by a specialized or professional 
association, including the following: 

 

–  Architecture 
–  Education 
–  Engineering 
–  Interior Design 
–  Journalism 
–  Nursing 
–  Nutrition 



Future Directions for 
Academic Program Review  
on the Twin Cities Campus 



Characteristics of Successful  
Academic Program Review  

Collaborative 
Comprehensive 
Developmental 

Value-added 
Sustainable 

Culturally sensitive 
Adaptive 

 
 
 



Collaborative 
•  Program reviews are conducted through a partnership between 

the Provost’s Office and the colleges, and involve the provost, 
vice provosts, college dean and associate dean(s), program 
faculty and students, and relevant staff.  

•  Program reviews should be guided by a central University policy 
and set of procedures that allow colleges a high degree of 
flexibility.  

•  The process may be tailored to fit individual program needs, but 
must also include a core set of system-wide, discipline-
independent criteria and questions that indicate the value and 
purpose of the program to the broader institution. 



Comprehensive 

•  Program reviews should include all of a unit’s academic 
programs, both undergraduate and graduate or professional.  

 

•  Reviews should also consider all aspects of the unit that 
contribute to or have an impact on its programs, including 
organizational structure, budget, facilities, and affiliated centers 
or institutes. 

 
 
 



Developmental 

•  The reviews must indicate how programs can improve as well 
as how they contribute to the overall strategic goals of the 
University.  

•  The process must therefore provide a safe space for faculty to 
examine areas where improvement is needed while also 
providing information needed for administrative decisions.  

•  Program reviews should be seen as part of a continuous 
improvement process, and it should be clearly stated when 
program review results may also inform resource allocation or 
program closure/merger decisions. 

 
 



Value-added 

•  The reviews must be neither so superficial as to be meaningless 
nor so demanding as to be disruptive to the academic programs. 

•  The process cannot be perceived to be “homework” assigned by 
administration to faculty and staff of programs under review; it 
must be considered useful by producing valuable outcomes and 

actionable recommendations.  
 
 



Sustainable 

•  All academic programs must be reviewed; however, the review 
cycle may vary by college and should depend in part on 
collegiate and institutional priorities.  

•  The review cycle schedule must not be so frequent as to over-
evaluate programs nor so infrequent as to risk programs 
becoming outdated or of lower quality.  

 

•  The process must respect faculty and staff time by leveraging 
existing processes (e.g., curriculum committee work, specialized 
accreditations) and providing central sources of key data. 

 
 



Culturally Sensitive 

•  The review process must be sensitive to the culture and history 
of the department.   

•  The focus on a science-based department’s review 
(laboratories, grants, more linear curriculum) might be quite 
different than the review of an art department or humanities 
department.   

•  Reviews will need to accommodate the different epistemologies 
and methodologies used, yet still provide a somewhat 
standardized approach for comparative purposes. 

 
 
 



Adaptive 

•  The review process itself must include opportunities to reflect on 
the effectiveness of the process and to identify areas for 
improvement. 



Major Presentation Points 
1.  Academic program review is one component 

of academic assessment. 
2.  The goal of academic program review is to 

evaluate quality and to aid planning. 
3.  Academic program review is not a one-size-

fits-all process. 

4.  Academic program reviews are conducted 
through a partnership between the Provost’s 
Office and the colleges. 



Policy Questions 

1.  What is the role of academic program review in 
meeting the University’s accountability 
requirements? 

2.  How can the University ensure that academic 
program review improves teaching, learning, 
and research productivity? 




