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Assessment Reporting and Peer Review: Fall 2022 Curricular 
The purpose of this report is to provide campus stakeholders with aggregate information about UMD curricular programs’ 
student learning assessment reporting and peer review procedures completed for the 2021-22 academic year1. The campus 
assessment office prepared the report with Assessment Subcommittee input, and the Subcommittee endorsed the final 
version on February 10, 2023. 
 
Key Take-Aways: 

• Curricular programs are consistently conducting and reporting program assessment. PALs are to be commended for 
their continued commitment to completing Annual Program Assessment (APA) Reports and for participating in peer 
review.  

• Administrators are encouraged to take note of recommendations informed by program assessment and provide 
feedback to programs regarding information in their Reports. 

• The campus assessment office, in consultation with the Assessment Subcommittee, will identify opportunities for 
potential workshops and other ways to support and assist programs for improvement of their assessment practices. 

  
Assessment Report Submissions and Peer Review Participants 

 Undergraduate Curricular Graduate 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Programs expected to 
report for the year 

52 50 63 53 23 23 23 23 

Annual Program 
Assessment (APA) 
Reports received 

52 49 65 53 
 

20 22 23 22 

Programs that 
participated in peer 
review 

49 48 63 53 20 22 23 21 

Peer review rating 
forms submitted* 

48 48 60 49 19  22 21 19 

* PALs representing two programs may review both programs on the same Peer Review Rating Form, if appropriate. 
 
The following programs were scheduled to complete assessment reporting and peer review fall 2022 but did not complete 
one or more items: 

• Undergraduate  
o Interdisciplinary Studies: submitted the APA Report; participated in peer review; did not submit the Peer 

Review Rating Form 

• Graduate 
o Earth Science MS: the program only had one student during the assessment period and due to PAL 

unavailability, the rubric procedure was not administered. The program did not submit the APA Report or 
participate in the process.  

o Music MM: submitted the APA Report; since the program is being discontinued participation in the peer 
review process was not necessary, so the program did not participate in this process  

o Master of Professional Studies MPS: submitted the APA report; participated in peer review; did not 
submit the Peer Review Rating Form 

 
Part 1: AY 2021-22 Program Reporting 

For each academic year programs are scheduled to report, their Program Assessment Liaisons (PALs) are to complete an 
Annual Program Assessment (APA) Report and then submit the aggregate program data from the Report early in the 
following fall semester using the Campus Assessment Data Form.  
 
Review: First, the table above shows the number of programs expected to report in recent years. The number of 
undergraduate programs reporting varies from year to year because some programs report their PLO assessment data in 

 
1 In 2022-23, the campus assessment office coordinated reporting and peer review for curricular programs during fall term 
and for cocurricular programs during spring term. A separate campus report will be provided to summarize cocurricular 
reporting and peer review.  
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one or two years of the campus’s standard three-year cycle rather than all three years. The number of graduate programs is 
consistent each year unless new programs are added because the graduate programs have the same three-year reporting 
cycle. Notably, fall 2019 was the previous cycle for the programs reporting fall 2022. Compared to the previous cycle, the 
number of undergraduate programs reporting increased by one and the number of graduate programs reporting remained 
the same.   
 
Second, based on descriptive information provided within the ‘overall summary and action plan’ item from APA Reports, 
programs generally tend to express meaningful assessment for reflecting upon and improving student learning. The campus 
assessment office acknowledges that the descriptions provided appear to fully reflect appropriate inferences based on 
student learning assessment. In previous years, reports may have included summary or action plan information that was 
not necessarily related to student learning assessment. 
 
Of the programs outlining action plans for 2022-23 based on student learning assessment, improvements include: 

• Updates to assessment plans (14) 

• Enhancements to ways students reflect on their learning (9) and the involvement of external stakeholders (1) 

• Reviews/revisions to measures (9) and evaluation tools such as rubrics (7) 

• Enhancements to ways faculty are involved in program assessment, including the recognition of the involvement of 
new full-time and/or part-time faculty (9)2 

• Revisions to curriculum (4)  
 
Recommendations: 

• Campus Assessment: 
o To maintain levels of Report completion, campus assessment will continue to communicate and work with PALs, 

department heads, and directors of graduate studies to ensure their programs conduct and report assessment 
when expected.  

o Campus assessment will contact PALs for the programs stating assessment plans will be updated so that the 
revised versions will be posted on the campus assessment website. 

o Campus assessment will consult with the Assessment Subcommittee to determine potential needs/wants for 
professional development to support action plan achievement. 

 
Graduate Programs Committee: 

o The Committee should discuss student learning assessment practices to determine if and how the DGSs can 
support and learn from one another in ways other than the peer review process since peer review is limited to 
small groups. Graduate PALs could identify potential assessment workshop ideas for which the trainer(s) can 
receive professional development funds. 
 

• Administrators: 
o College and campus administrators should read the APA Reports for their respective programs to learn about their 

assessment activities and to recognize and support programs striving for improvements to student learning. They 
should also provide feedback to PALs to ensure the information they would like to see on the APA Reports is 
included. 

 

Part 2: AY 2020-21 Peer Review  
Groups of two to four PALs or other program representatives met during several scheduled peer review sessions. Group 
members read the APA Reports filed by the programs and listened to descriptions of the programs’ assessment practices. 
Groups were instructed to come to a consensus on the ratings and provide feedback.  
 
The number of programs participating in peer review fall 2022 increased from the previous cycle in fall 2019. For 
undergraduate programs, 100 percent of those that reported also participated in peer review during fall 2022. The only 
graduate program that did not participate in the peer review process during fall 2022 did not have assessment data for the 
current cycle so the process was not applicable for them.  

 
2 The campus assessment office recognizes the Math/Stats undergraduate program’s efforts to substantially modify its 
organizational structure for program assessment, which will involve an assessment committee and subgroups of faculty 
who teach particular courses. This is a practice that many departments have implemented to facilitate their assessment 
activities. 
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The Assessment Subcommittee revised the Peer Review Rating Form for fall 2021 implementation so fall 2022 was the 
second use of the updated form. The Rating Form includes 11 items (instead of 12) across 4 categories: 1) program learning 
outcome (PLO) statements [1 item], 2) measurement of program learning outcomes [4 items], 3) program development and 
reporting [3 items], and 4) stakeholder involvement [3 items]. Ratings are “not included” (formerly N/A and missing), 
“developing practice,” and “meets expectations,” and the objective is to attain “meets” ratings. When the Rating Form is 
submitted, the participant receives a digital copy of the completed form to take back to their respective program for 
consideration of potential assessment improvements using feedback provided by peers from the group review. The overall 
review and recommendations from the peer review process are provided next and are followed by the aggregate. Rating 
Form data. 
 
Review:  

• Category 1 - PLOs: Overall programs continue to do relatively well communicating PLOs to students on program websites 
and other methods. Follow-up is be warranted with the programs that marked “not included” for this item to make sure 
that PLOs are provided on their program websites.    
 

• Category 2 - Measurement: Overall programs continue to hold steady regarding their measures in terms of validity, 
reliability, quantity, quality, and reducing the potential for bias. This year, all of the programs that do not meet 
expectations indicate they are in the process of developing their measures. This outcome suggests programs may be 
thinking more critically about their measures to make appropriate inferences about student learning and documenting 
the information on their Reports. 
 

• Category 3 – Program Development and Reporting: Overall, programs improved upon including clear statements of 
recommendations in their Reports from last year (3.I.) and justification of recommendations using assessment evidence 
remained steady (3.II.). Additionally, graduate programs show improvement in how they report closing the loop of 
recommendations made from the previous reporting cycle (3.III.). However, the number undergraduate programs not 
including (2) and needing improvement (7) on closing the loop reporting was almost double the number that meet 
expectations (5) for this reporting practice.   
 

• Category 4 – Stakeholder Development: The inclusion of faculty and staff who deliver the program is essential for 
meeting expectations for stakeholder involvement, and the involving students and external stakeholders is 
recommended. Overall programs continue to do relatively well involving faculty and staff who deliver the program in 
reviewing results and making program recommendations, and the percentages of programs involving students and 
external stakeholders were about half.  

 
Recommendations: 
• Program Assessment Liaisons: 

o PALs should continue to double-check that their PLOs are posted on program websites and are easy for students to 
find. A good time to check is when assessment Reports are submitted. If websites are found to not be current 
during peer review, then programs should update their websites as soon as possible. 

 

• Campus Assessment: 
o During calendar year 2023 the campus assessment office will follow up with programs marking “not included” for 

any of the categories as well as programs marking “developing” in Category 1.  
o The campus Assessment Subcommittee will determine appropriate ways to provide information and ideas to PALs 

on topics where improvement is warranted for measures (particularly reliability and quality/quantity of measures) 
and how to report on closing the loop. 

o Based on PAL discussions of item 3.III. during peer review as observed by campus assessment staff, the staff will 
revise the item to make the question easier for PALs to answer during peer review while also maintaining the 
information necessary to understand how well programs report on closing the loop. The revised item will be shared 
with the Assessment Subcommittee for review and endorsement prior to fall 2023 peer review. 
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Peer Review Rating Form Data 
Category 1: Program Learning Outcomes Results (*updated form) 

Item Ratings 
Undergraduate Curricular Graduate Total Meets 

2020 2021* 2022* 2020 2021* 2022* 2020 
N=70 

2021* 
N=81 

2022* 
N=68 

1.I. Program learning 
outcomes were easy to find 
on the program website, 
and the program includes 
PLOs on their course syllabi 
and other materials as 
appropriate 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets 

0 
 

-- 
 

5 
43 

-- 
 

1 
 

10 
49 

-- 
 

1 
 

9 
39 

3 
 

-- 
 

6 
13 

-- 
 

2 
 

3 
16 

-- 
 

1 
 

2 
16 

56 
 

80% 
 
 

 

65 
 

80.2% 
 
 
 

55 
 

80.9% 

 
 
 
Category 2: Measurement (*updated form) 

Item Ratings 
Undergraduate Curricular Graduate Total Meets 

2020 2021* 2022* 2020 2021* 2022* 2020 
N=70 

2021* 
N=81 

2022* 
N=68 

2.I. The assessment 
measures and the 
evaluation tools produced 
valid inferences about the 
PLOs 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets  

0 
 

-- 
 

9 
39 

-- 
 

0 
 

14 
46 

-- 
 

0 
 

8 
41 

0 
 

-- 
 

3 
19 

-- 
 

0 
 

5 
16 

-- 
 

0 
 

5 
14 

58 
 

82.9% 
 
 
 

62 
 

76.5% 
 
 
 

55 
 

80.9% 

2.II. The assessment 
measures and evaluation 
tools demonstrated 
acceptable levels of 
reliability (e.g., inter-rater 
reliability, internal 
reliability) 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets  

1 
 

-- 
 

13 
34 

-- 
 

2 
 

15 
43 

-- 
 

0 
 

10 
39 

0 
 

-- 
 

8 
14 

-- 
 

0 
 

5 
16 

-- 
 

0 
 

7 
12 

48 
 

68.6% 

59 
 

72.8% 
 
 

51 
 

75.0% 

2.III. The language and 
requirements of the 
assessment measures and 
evaluation tools did not 
disadvantage any 
subgroup 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets 

3 
 

-- 
 

2 
43 

-- 
 

3 
 

4 
53 

-- 
 

0 
 

6 
43 

1 
 

-- 
 

5 
16 

-- 
 

0 
 

3 
18 

-- 
 

0 
 

2 
17 

59 
 

84.2% 
 
 
 

71 
 

87.7% 
 

60 
 

88.2% 

2.IV. The measures were 
sufficient in terms of 
quantity and quality to 
assess the PLOs 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets 

0 
 

-- 
 

11 
37 

-- 
 

0 
 

15 
45 

-- 
 

0 
 

13 
36 

0 
 

-- 
 

8 
14 

-- 
 

0 
 

4 
17 

-- 
 

0 
 

5 
14 

51 
 

72.9% 
 
 

62 
 

76.5% 
 
 
 

50 
 

73.5% 
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Category 3: Program Development and Reporting (*updated form)      

Item Ratings 
Undergraduate Curricular Graduate Total Meets 

2020 2021* 2022* 2020 2021* 2022* 2020 
N=70 

2021* 
N=81 

2022* 
N=68 

3.I. The program 
recommendations were 
clearly stated on the 
annual assessment report 
(even if no changes were 
recommended) 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets 

0 
 

-- 
 

4 
44 

-- 
 

2 
 

5 
53 

-- 
 

1 
 

2 
46 

0 
 

-- 
 

2 
20 

-- 
 

0 
 

3 
18 

-- 
 

0 
 

2 
17 

64 
 

91.4% 

71 
 

87.7% 
 

63 
 

92.6% 

3.II. The program 
recommendations were 
justified by the assessment 
evidence 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

# developing 
# meets 

0 
 

-- 
 

4 
44 

-- 
 

2 
 

4 
54 

-- 
 

1 
 

4 
44 

1 
 

-- 
 

4 
17 

-- 
 

0 
 

3 
18 

-- 
 

0 
 

2 
17 

61 
 

87.1% 
 

72 
 

88.9% 
 
 

61 
 

89.7% 

3.III. The program’s changes 
since the previously 
submitted assessment 
report and the effects of the 
changes on student learning 
were evaluated on the 
current report (N/A if no 
changes were previously 
identified)*** 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

 
#N/A(2021-forward) 

# not included 
(2021-forward) 

 
# developing 

# meets  
 
 

29 
 
 

-- 
-- 

 
 

5 
14 

-- 
 
 

43 
2 
 
 

6 
9 

 
 
 

34 
2 
 
 

7 
5 

8 
 
 

-- 
-- 

 
 

3 
11 

-- 
 
 

13 
3 
 
 

2 
3 

 
 
 

11 
0 
 
 

3 
5 

25 
 

75.8% 
(N/A scores 

are excluded) 
 
 

12 
 

48% 
(N/A scores 

are 
excluded) 

 
 

10 
 

45.5% 
(N/A scores 

are 
excluded) 

 

 
 

 
***3.III. Responses from the Updated Review Form used 2021 and 2022 

Undergraduate curricular Graduate 

2021 2022 2021 2022 

The PLO (or PLOs) was not previously reported (N/A)  25 17 5 3 

The PLO (or PLOs) was previously reported and no changes were recommended on the previous report; the 
program did not implement changes since the previous report (N/A) 

18 17 8 8 

The PLO (or PLOs) was previously reported and the program implemented changes since the previous report 
related to the PLO - the current report does not reference the changes implemented nor the effects of the 
changes on student learning since the previous report (not included)  

2 2 3 0 

The PLO (or PLOs) was previously reported and the program implemented changes since the previous report 
related to the PLO - the current report does not reference the changes implemented but does evaluate the effects 
of the changes on student learning since the previous report (developing practice).  

0 3 1 1 

The PLO (or PLOs) was previously reported and the program implemented changes since the previous report 
related to the PLO - the current report references the changes implemented but does not evaluate the effects of 
the changes on student learning since the previous report (developing practice).  

6 4 1 2 

The PLO (or PLOs) was previously reported and the program implemented changes since the previous report 
related to the PLO - the current report references the changes implemented and evaluates the effects of the 
changes on student learning since the previous report (meets expectations)  

9 5 3 5 
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Category 4: Stakeholder Involvement (*updated form)      

Item Ratings 
Undergraduate Curricular Graduate Total Meets 

2020 2021* 2022* 2020 2021* 2022* 2020 
N=70 

2021* 
N=81 

2022* 
N=68 

4.I. The faculty and/or staff 
responsible for the program 
reviewed the assessment 
results for this reporting 
year and collaborated in 
meaningful ways to develop 
program recommendations 
as stated on the APA Report 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021) 

# developing 
# meets  

2 
 

-- 
 

7 
39 

-- 
 

2 
 

8 
50 

 
 

 

-- 
 

1 
 

10 
38 

1 
 

-- 
 

6 
15 

-- 
 

0 
 

5 
16 

-- 
 

0 
 

4 
15 

54 
 

77.1% 
 

66 
 

81.5% 
 
 

 

53 
 

77.9% 

4.II. The program involved 
students in assessment 
processes this reporting 
year in meaningful ways 
(e.g., conversations about 
learning outcomes and 
student learning, input in 
rubric development, self-
assessment, peer-
assessment, interpretation 
of results, etc. There is no 
expectation students review 
and give input on the APA 
Report.) 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021) 

# developing 
# meets 

6 
 

-- 
 

15 
27 

-- 
 

12 
 

12 
36 

-- 
 

11 
 

20 
24 

7 
 

-- 
 

6 
9 

-- 
 

5 
 

8 
8 

-- 
 

3 
 

7 
9 

36 
 

51.4% 
 
 

44 
 

54.3% 

33 
 

48.5% 

4.III. The program sought 
information or input from 
sources outside of the 
program regarding student 
learning and/or assessment 
processes for this reporting 
year (e.g., national 
standardized test score 
comparisons, advisory board 
feedback, interdisciplinary 
discussions within or across 
departments, professional 
association assessment 
benchmarks, etc. There is no 
expectation any source 
outside the program reviews 
and gives input on the APA 
Report, though this may be 
appropriate for some 
programs.) 

# N/A & missing 
(2020) 

# not included 
(2021) 

# developing 
# meets 

13 
 

-- 
 

6 
29 

-- 
 

7 
 

14 
39 

-- 
 

11 
 

15 
23 

6 
 

-- 
 

4 
12 

-- 
 

2 
 

7 
12 

-- 
 

4 
 

2 
13 

41 
 

58.6% 
 
 
 

51 
 

63.0% 
 
 
 

36 
 

52.9% 

 
 


