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 As part of our internal governance process and in response to our institutional accreditor’s 

(SACSCOC) standards, the Academic Program Review Committee (APRC) formally reviews 

each undergraduate and graduate program on a 5- year cycle.  We also review how we do 

academic program assessments and try to improve the process and its utility.   

Last year the APRC examined the review process and developed a modified model. To set the 

stage for the revised APRC process, a subgroup of the APRC met over the summer 2014 and 

reviewed best practices followed by other campuses, got feedback from the upper administration, 

and settled on some foundational principles.  These being: 

 What is the purpose of Academic Program Review? 

1.       Critical assessment (including external contexts) in order to articulate future direction and to 

identify existing and potential paths toward excellence. 

2.       Provide evidence that the program is meeting goals established by faculty based on 

university, state, societal, disciplinary needs and goals. 

3.       Measure and analyze overall productivity and quality of performance (teaching, research and 

scholarship, service, patient care, etc.).  

4.       Guide decisions regarding program funding, continuation. 

 

Rules of Engagement:   

 

Academic Program Review will: 

1.       Be forward looking.   

2.       Be participatory--- meaningful to faculty. 

3.       Include external contexts (the discipline; benchmarking; peer review).  

4.       Be feasible, manageable, efficient (e.g., not duplicative).  

5.       Contribute to decision-making: result in actionable recommendations. 

a.       Could include a New Budget Initiative for pursuing program excellence. 

6.       Integrate assessment/evaluation, strategic planning and budget planning processes. 

The Process 

The revised process maintains many elements of the previous process but differs from the past 

practice in a couple of significant ways.  

 Programs that undergo national disciplinary accreditation will use a modified version of the 

Academic Program Review template.  So as not to be duplicative, accredited programs, rather 

than complete the full program review template, will refer the APRC to the page or the link of 

their accreditation self-study/report where the APRC can locate the relevant information.  If the 

accreditation report is silent on an item in the template, the program will provide the relevant 

information to the Committee. The rationale behind this change is to allow for a comparative 

assessment of programs, both accredited and unaccredited, based on the same metrics.  If the 



program review process is to be used in recommending resource increases or reductions, a 

comparative program by program analysis is necessary.  

Those programs without national accreditation in addition to completing the template will be 

given the opportunity and provided resources from the Provost’s Office to bring in an external 

disciplinary peer to review their programs as part of their program review. The rationale behind 

this recommendation is that, since accredited programs are expected to have external reviewers 

as part of their processes, unaccredited programs should have the same opportunity.  Second, an 

external peer may provide new insights and approaches that may make a program better. The 

standard way these peers are identified is for the program/chair/dean to forward three to five 

names to the Provost who selects from that list.  

Sections 1 – 5 of the template are essentially the same from the previous template. Section 3 asks 

programs to respond to data provided by the Office of Institutional Research as is current 

practice and Section 4 relies on data developed in conjunction with the Office of Assessment and 

is current practice. One addition to Section 4 asks programs to report on what they are doing to 

assist students in courses with relatively high D, W and F rates compared to other courses in that 

program.  

The major changes to this process compared to the previous process are the elements of strategic 

forward thinking and explicit resource requests.  Section 6 is added to allow programs to 

explicitly state what their facilities and resource needs are since the former template did not have 

that element. Sections 7 and 8 ask the departments to do an environmental scan of their 

disciplines and think about how they might respond to those emerging disciplinary issues and 

developments.   

The APRC presented a draft program review template to the Faculty Senate Executive 

Committee in May 2015 and established a web page to receive input from the faculty at-large 

regarding the revised template.  Several excellent recommendations were received over the 

summer of 2015 from the faculty and these were incorporated into the template by the APRC in 

October 2015.  A suggestion to remove student learning outcome assessment from the program 

review process was not accepted by the Committee for two reasons: 1) nationally, it is best 

practice to include student learning outcome assessment as part of program review; and, 2) our 

regional accreditor (SACSCOC) expects student learning outcome assessment to be incorporated 

into program review. 

On October 29, 2015, the APRC voted unanimously to approve the Program Review Template 

for the 2016-20 academic cycle.  The Committee believes it has met the charge of providing an 

instrument that is easier to complete than previous instruments, assesses all programs on the 

same metrics, requires programs to respond to the disciplinary environments within which they 

operate, and allows programs to make external bodies aware of resource needs and constraints. 

 


