Meeting Minutes: Committee on Academic Affairs

March 28, 2000
Macon State College
Rehearsal Hall - Fine Arts (M) Building

MINUTES

The Administrative Committee on Academic Affairs held its spring meeting on March 28, 2000 on the cam pus of
Macon State College. Chairperson Thomas Jones called the meeting to order at 10:00 a.m. Dr Jones welc omed
the Chief Academic Ofbcers and introduced President David Bell, Macon State College. President Bell provided
opening remarks and welcomed the institutional guests to the campus. The following designated institu tional
representatives and guests attended the meeting: Dr. Bill Hill, Kennesaw State University; Dr. Tim Go odman, East
Georgia College; Dr. Kathy Rozmus, Georgia Southwestern State University; Dr. Mollie Brown, Albany State
University; Dr. Jeanne Clerc, Georgia Perimeter College; Dr. Mary Moak, MGT of America; Dr. Madlyn Haynes,
Ofbce of the Chancellor; and Dr. Martin Okafor, Faculty Associate in the Ofbce of Academic Affairs.

The minutes of November 16, 1999 were approved as distributed.

i. Report of the Senior Vice Chancellor
Chairperson Jones introduced Interim Senior Vice Chancellor Beheruz N. Sethna. Dr. Sethna proceeded to
discuss the following topics and activities that have systemwide impacts.

a. Benchmarking Project
Dr. Sethna explained that the Benchmarking Project was moving forward quickly and with much
progress. The Benchmarking Project is being managed by a management audit team comprised of
the following individuals: Madlyn Hanes, Lindsay Desrochers, Beheruz Sethna and three individuals
from the Ofpce of Planning and Budget and related state agencies. Dr. Sethna emphasized that the
Project is comprised of three scopes: 1) the Benchmarking Study; 2) Management Review of the
Central Ofbce and Select Institutional Business Practices (Best Practices of the Central Ofpce); ard 3)
Data Similarity and Transferability.

Dr. Sethna introduced Dr. Madlyn Hanes, Special Assistant to Chancellor Portch, who further
delineated the progress of the program. Dr. Hanes indicated that activities associated with the proje ct
are on schedule. Each system institutional representative received a packet of information describing
the benchmarking process and indicators for the selection of peer or comparator institutions. Dr.
Haynes introduced Dr. Mary Moak, Project Manager/Senior Level Consultant for MGT America.

Dr. Moak explained the methodology behind the selection of peer institutions. Due to inherent time

constraints, Dr. Moak requested that each institution complete their survey forms within two weeks in
order to tabulate information concerning performance indicators for the system. Dr. Moak explained
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that the methodology associated with the selection of peer institutions is based upon mission related
variables. Other variables to be used in the selection of peer institutions include IPEDS data, Carne gie
classibcations, location, number and percent of staff, and number and percent of degrees awarded.
The following were identified as the three key steps in the process:

Step 1: Take all public universities and look at the Carnegie classibcations of the institutions.

Step 2: Identify mission related variables.

Step 3: Based on mission related variable only (not performance variables), single out comparator
institutions. Complete a factor analysis and normalize the variation between variables. With the
resultant distance score, how far an institution is from other institutions on the comparator list,

identify those institutions that are closely linked to a majority of the campuses within a specibed
sector. For example, a distance sore of zero indicates that an institution is looking at itself; wher eas a
distance score of 1 indicates that an institution is similar to your campus in mission. Dr. Moak
suggested that each institution try to Pnd a minimum of four comparator institutions in addition to
those recommended by the University System. This will allow each institution to compile a list of
comparator and aspirational institutions.

Dr. Moak further emphasized that an Executive Committee meeting would be held to brainstorm



placed on the web per institutional response. University System institutions were also encouraged to
complete individual benchmarking studies that include provisions for determining related variables,
the number of performance indicators, and mission relatedness of the variables used in the study.

Technology Masterplanning

Dr. Sethna explained that the Central Ofbce had contracted with Arthur Andersen to complete the
technology masterplan. The completion date is scheduled for June 1, 2000. [Note: The Regents
received the Technology Master Plan for the System at the June 2000 Board meeting.] The
steering committee consists of three individuals from each sector of the University System. The
membership on the Committee represents a diverse mix of individuals from various parts of the
campuses (i.e., Vice Presidents, Faculty Members, Librarians, Continuing Education, Information
Technology, and members of the Student Body.

Dr. Sethna explained that the Technology Masterplan is comprised of two phases.

Phase 1: System Level Issues

Phase 1 involves the analysis of system level planning for technological needs. Although it does not
involve a detailed facilities master plan, the objective of this phase is to develop a sector templat e for
institutional master planning that includes technology. The University System will, in turn, look at the
outputs of the master plan and develop a limited scope study on the use of technology in

instructional delivery, research, and general operations.

Phase 2: Revision of University System Level Strategies

Phase 2 involves the revision of existing university system level strategies. For example, one of the
issues to be reviewed is the impact of Peachnet on technological needs at USG institutions. Should
Peachnet be outsourced or be strategically aligned with other functions within the University System?
Another example involves the organization of the Ofpce of Information and Instructional Technology
(OIIT). The faculty development group is now part of Academic Affairs. Dr. Sethna indicated that a
survey concerning the links between information technology and academic affairs should be
completed within a week in order to provide feedback to the Chancellor.



Amount
1.5 million
3.5 million
33 million

50 million

Activity
GLOBE
Eminent Scholars (7)
Management of the State Public Library System

Management of the DOE Accountability System

2.6 million Assistance for Historically Black Colleges & Universities (HBCUS)

Dr. Sethna further explained that the System was able to collect $24 million in saved revenue through
the deletion of expenditures and conservative Pnancial management practices. Surplus funds are not
returned in the base budget; instead they are geared toward specibc areas such as health premiums.



Dr. Sethna explained the Tenure on Appointment procedures to the Chief Academic Ofbcers because






following e-mail address: rhaney@gasou.edu.

. Council on General Education

Dr. Joan Lord, Chair of the Council on General Education, explained that she was now Chair of the
E-core Advisory Committee. President James Burran will serve as Chair of the Council on General
Education starting in July 2000. The following issues were discussed with the group:

1. Area D and optional courses for students majoring in Math The Prst topic to be discussed
during the fall meeting of the ACAA Committee on Science will be the following: "Should all
students be allowed to choose between calculus and statistics or should this be a choice made
by discipline."

2. The E-core Subcommittee and the Components of E-core

The E-Core Subcommittee was formed (i.e., J. Lord, C. Beadle, L. Benjamin, and B. Carpenter)
and six courses are under consideration to be included in this delivery. The courses are the
following: two English, two Mathematics, two Political Science, and one American History. The
brst offering of an e-core course will be fall semester 2000. A portal will be open for viewing the
delivery by April 1. Nine additional courses will enter the development stage during the fall. The
E-core's progress will be measured by student learning outcomes, especially those benchmarks
developed by the General Education Council for RACIE.

The following is the delineation of the course array for E-Core.

The course array for Area A consists of the following: English | and Il, Math Modeling, College
Algebra, Pre-calculus, and Calculus.

The course array for Area B consists of the following: Interpersonal Public Communications and
Electronic Teaching in the Educational Environment.

The course array for Area C consists of the following: one literature (World Literature |, Il or
American Literature I, 1l), one humanities (Philosophy, Spanish or French 1001, 1002, 2001, and
2002, or introduction to Fine Arts.

The course array for Area D consists of the following for non-Math or Science majors: two of the
following - Biology I, Geology I, or Integrated Science; one of the following: Computer Science,
Statistics, and an additional math or science. It is important to offer three science courses,
especially if a student has a CPC debciency.

The course array for Area D Math/Science majors consists of the following: Calculus, Chemistry,
or Physics sequence.

The course array for Area E consists of the following: Political Science; one World Literature 1, II;
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one American Literature I, II; and one Psychology or Sociology.

The following is the Pnancial structure for E-core:

= $300.00 per course, no fees

= Home institution receives 20% of the revenue.

m Offering institution receives 60% of the revenue.

m RCO - Advanced Learning Technologies Unit/GLOBE receives 20% of the revenue.
Dr. Lord explained that a $25.00 technology fee was built into every course offered. The
availability of E-core does not supplant any labs associated with specibc courses.

3. Telecourse Initiatives Dr. Lord indicated that negotiations had taken place with bve institutions
to use the televised services of the Public Broadcasting Service (PBS). GLOBE has negotiated a
contract with PBS for telecourse availability. Telecourses will adopted for the core curriculum.
The telecourse initiative works on the same principle as the E-core; however, the format for this
medium is video-based.

Dr. Lord further indicated that the following was the agenda for the upcoming activities of the
E-Core Subcommittee:

m Develop Academic Policies to Regulate E-core
= Grade Appeals

= Academic Honesty

m Course Development Phase-In

m Course Review Procedure

m |dentibcation of Transfer Courses

m Testing Procedures

It was announced that the following institutions will participate in the telecourse initiative: Floyd
College, Clayton College & State University, Valdosta State University, Georgia Perimeter
College, and Albany State University. If any other institutions were interested in participating in
the telecourse initiative, it was requested that the Chief Academic Ofbcer contact Dr. Blaine
Carpenter at Clayton College & State University.

iii. Academic Committee Recommendations

a. Academic Committee on English
The following recommendations were approved unanimously.

Regents' Test: That the appropriate agents of the BOR should be urged to implement computerized
administration and scoring of the Regents' Test as soon as possible.

ACAA Executive Committee Recommendation: The Executive Committee supports this
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recommendation and requests that the BOR Central Ofpbce staff initiates the necessary studies to
determine the feasibility of computerized administration of the Regents' test.

Academic Committee on English

eCore

1. That the University System of Georgia sponsors a System-wide interdisciplinary forum to
discuss not only eCore implementation but also issues pertinent to online instruction.

2. That comprehensive ecore policies, procedures, and course descriptions be developed adn
disseminated to all System institutions before registration for the prst semester of eCore
courses.

3. That at least one major assignment in each eCore English course be proctored to ensure that
student cheating and plagiarism be minimized.

4. That students systematically be advised about the unique demands of online learning, and
particularly of the demands of the types of instruction and interaction required for effective
learning in English Composition. Advisement strategies designed to optimize retention should
be developed, possibly including a requirement that all students who register for online classes
attend an orientation session of an appropriate type.

5. That, given the time demands not only effective paper-grading but of managing online
instructional logistics in general, strong consideration be given to limiting each section to a
maximum of 20 students per eCore section of English 1101 or English 1102. In no case,
however, should enroliments in sections of ecore English 1101 or 1102 exceed those permitted
in conventional sections of those courses.

6. That screening and admissions standards for enrollment into eCore English 1101 and English
1102 should not only maintain consistency with existing System and host-institution admission
criteria but should also incorporate any further measures to helpt ensure that the students who
enroll in English 1101 and English 1102 stand the greatest chances of persisting and
succeeding in those courses.

7. That eCore instructors be provided with adequate technical support during both the design and
the teaching phases of their work.

b. Academic Committee on Learning Support
The following recommendation was approved with one opposed vote.

eCore: Although the Committee understands that there are currently no plans to accept students who
need Learning Support remediation, our major concern is that non-traditional students are one of the
target audiences, and that the decision may have implications for both the Admissions Initiative and
Learning Support. The Committee approved unanimously the following position statement.

When eCore is implemented, it is important

m that all non-traditional students be screened for placement in accordance with Admission
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Initiative,

m that the screening be done by the CPE or COMPASS proctored on a campus in the University
System of Georgia (Given the fact that a System school is not accessible to all students who will
apply for eCore, students should be allowed to except screening for placement if they can
present SAT scores that meet at least the System minima),

» that required remediation be done on a campus in the University System of Georgia, and

m that the Academic Committee on Learning Support be presented on any committee that may
eventually design Learning Support courses to be offered electronically.

ACAA Executive Committee Recommendation: It is the understanding of the Executive Committee
that no students requiring learning support will be admitted to eCore courses. However, if
circumstances should change, the Committee recommends that the above recommendations be
forwarded to the eCore Advisory Committee. In the meantime, the eCore Subcommittee will be asked
to consider the prst two recommendations concerning screening for Learning Support exemption.

¢. Academic Committee on Educator Preparation
The following recommendation was approved unanimously.

Academic Committee on Educator Preparation: To be admitted into an undergraduate educator
preparation program within the University System of Georgia:

1. Students must earn a minimum cumulative GPA of 2.5 on all attempted hours in the System
core curriculum in areas A-F, as required for teacher preparation.

2. Students must have a passing score on the Regents' Test.

3. Students must have a pasing score on PRAXIS I.

4. Receiving institutions may establish higher admission requirements.

These requirements should be included in catalogs of two-year colleges and universities that prepare
teachers. For purposes of reporting to the Board on progress in meeting this principle, 1997 will be
used as a baseline. This recommendation is intended to replace the section on Admission
Requirements into Educator Preparation Programs, on page 7 of the November 1998 Guidelines for
the Preparation of Educators for the Schools.

ACAA Executive Committee Recommendation: The Executive Committee recommends the adoption
of these changes.

iv. Open Discussion
a. Interpreting and Reporting Faculty Sick Leave
Dr. Jones asked for an open discussion on interpreting and reporting faculty sick leave. Chief

Academic Ofpbcers expressed concern about the morale issues and how leave is reported for faculty
versus staff. Other members of the group were concerned about procedures to regulate faculty
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compensation and responsibilities without severely impacting the teaching loads of other faculty
members or requiring the support of hiring an additional person mid-way through the academic year.
Additional discussion centered around audit reports and how to interpret sick leave under different
situations (i.e., parents of children who are sick versus individual sickness). Discussion ensued aft er it
was pointed out that distance technology mediums further require that institutions debne the faculty
functions. Dr. Jones suggested that a small workgroup comprised of Chief Academic Ofpcers, human
resources representatives, and legal personnel be established to develop recommendations and
guidelines that are equitable, valid, reliable, and can withstand interpretation for a variety of
circumstances. The group suggested that a key faculty voice could be found in the role of the faculty
associate.

Motion and Approval: The Committee decided unanimously to ask Dr. Sethna to form a
committee that represents academic affairs, faculty, human resources, and legal personnel
interests in the development of guidelines for the interpretation and reporting of faculty sick
leave. The motion was approved unanimously.

b. Timing and Procedures of Reporting Part-time Faculty Each Semester and Late-hired Full-Time
Faculty
Dr. Jones opened the discussion with a questions concerning whether approval is necessary for
part-time faculty members. Chief Academic Ofpbcers expressed frustration with the timing of part-time
faculty approvals and the resultant violations of policy if an institution is unable to send faculty
information to the system six weeks before the December deadline. Additional concerns were
expressed about the lead time associated with notifying the Central Ofbce about part-time
appointments. In some cases, delays in system processing require that a faculty member wait two
months before being paid for services rendered. Several members of the group asked if an
emergency policy could be enacted for administrative personnel appointments.

Dr. Jones suggested that the Chief Academic Ofbcers send any concerns about this topic to Dr. John
Wolfe.

Motion and Approval: Dr. Wolfe will address the issues with the new administrators of the
Faculty Information System and provide a report to the Chief Academic Ofbcers during the
Summer meeting concerning viable options to the current approach.

v. General Announcements

a. Survey on Post-Tenure Review
Dr. Dorothy Zinsmeister, Senior Associate, informed the Chief Academic Ofbcers that the survey on
post-tenure review was discussed during the Executive Committee session. Dr. Zinsmeister informed
the group that the survey would expand the amount of information collected. A response will be
required in two to three weeks.

b. Summer ACAA Conference Dr. Jones informed the group that the summer meeting of the Academic
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Committee on Academic Affairs will be held July 16 through 18 at Callaway Gardens. Dr. Ron
Simpson, University of Georgia Institute of Higher Education, will be assisting the System in plannin g
and implementing the conference. "Student Persistence” is one of the themes of the meeting. The
agenda and theme are still under development.

¢. Upcoming Institutional SACS Visits  Dr. Robert Haney announced that several institutions would
soon be involved in SACS visits in either May or June. Dr. Haney requested that those Chief
Academic Ofpcers contact him for information concerning institutional effectiveness and responding
to recommendations as soon as possible.

The meeting was adjourned at 3:00 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Marci M. Middleton, MBA, MS

Director, Academic Program Coordination
USsG

© Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia

270 Washington Street, S.W., Atlanta, GA 30334
U.S.A.
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Draft B March 22, 2000

Introduction and Background

The USG Comprehensive Plan

Although comprehensive program review is not a new concept to University System of Georgia
institutions, it received fresh impetus from the USG Comprehensive Planning process. The 1996-
1997 Comprehensive Plan established new roles in program planning and review for the Central
Office of the Board of Regents. Specifically, the Plan charged the Central Office to monitor
academic program goals in relation to both state workforce needs and degree productivity.

In response to that charge, a sub-committee of the Board of Regents Administrative Committee
on Academic Affairs developed a report on the comprehensive review of academic programs.

That report emphasizes the program review role of the institutions and serves as a valuable
resource for institutions seeking to implement or improve a program review process. At the same
time, there have been new pressures on the BOR to establish System guidelines for program
review and to ensure that institutions systematically review programs.

External Accountability

In 1997-1998, the Georgia Department of Audits conducted a performance review of OAcademic
ProgrammingQ in the University System of Georgia. The audit focused on the processes and
procedures employed by the Central Office to ensure that USG and its institutions develop and
maintain high quality programs and monitor the efficiency of academic program offerings.

Prominent themes in the State AuditorOs report were institutional accountability to the Central
Office, greater efficiency through program consolidation and discontinuation, and the relationship
of academic program planning to workforce development. The Department of Audits reports its
findings to the Budgetary Responsibility Oversight Committee (BROC), a committee of the
General Assembly with a focus on accountability.

New legislation proposed by Governor Roy Barnes and passed by the General Assembly creates
an office of Educational Accountability designed to monitor the operational and academic
performance of public education in Georgia. Also in 2000, the University System embarked on

its first Systemwide benchmarking project, and the Board of Regents is among the first state
agencies to undergo an independent management audit under a plan initiated by Governor Barnes.

The USG Response

USG must respond emphatically to these growing demands for more centralized oversight of
institutional processes to improve academic program quality. The System reinforces the principle
that effective academic program review must be faculty driven and must focus on program
improvement. At the same time, it is imperative that the Board of Regents meets expectations of
effective oversight by the statewide community it serves. ldeally, the USG approach to
comprehensive program review will ensure academic integrity as well as provide a record of
responsibility and good practice to show our funding partners. Both the institutionsO and the
Central OfficeOs roles are essential to achieving that goal.

As part of the SystemOs response, the Senior Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs charged the
Regents Administrative Committee on Institutional Effectiveness (RACIE) to make
recommendations concerning the role of the Central Office in the comprehensive program review



process. In November 1999, a RACIE report outlining that role was presented to the Senior Vice
Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

The following Comprehensive Program Review model is an outgrowth of the two preceding USG
reports. It reaffirms that USG is accountable to the people ando the



Quality B measures of excellence. Quality indicators may include, but are not limited to,



Program Review Process
Nothing in the following guidelines precludes independent reviews of specific academic
programs by the University System or any of its institutions.

Central Office

A. The Central Office will monitor the following indicators and will initiate the
steps described below in section OBO if all indicators fall below minimum
standards. If fewer than (four?) indicators show cause for concern,
the Central Office will determine whether a special review is warranted.
Wherever possible, data already reported by the institutions to the System should
be used to construct the indicators.

1. Undergraduate and graduate enrollment
a.  The three-year change in undergraduate and graduate
full-time equivalent students show a decline greater than 10 percent.
b.  Undergraduate enroliment in the major (average over the past three
years) is less than 15.
C. Graduate enrollment in the major (average over the past three years)
is less than 10.

2. Degrees awarded
a. The three-year change in degrees awarded decreases more than 10
percent.
b.  Undergraduate degrees awarded in the major (average over the pas
three years) is less than 10.
C. Graduate degrees awarded in the major (average over the past three
years) is less than 5.

3. Student credit hour production
The three-year change in student credit hours generated by FTE
faculty shows a decline greater than 15 percent. 9NOTE: This cannot be
calculated at System level. The System CIR identifies hours by course, but
the courses are not grouped into programs. The System FIS attaches a
faculty member to a department, not to a degree program. While credit
hours generated in service hours are important, these are functions of
departments and are not measures of program quality.) We need
suggestions for a different indicator here. For example: The three-year
average section size in upper level courses is at least

(107?).

4.  Graduation Rates
Suggested indicators: The three-year change in programOs graduates per
FTE faculty member reflects a decrease greater than 10 percent. (This is
similar to degrees conferred. An FTE faculty member cannot currently be
identified at the System level. The System FIS can provide the number of
full-time and part-time faculty teaching in a department in any given term,
but it cannot attach a faculty member, or a proportion of a faculty
memberQs time, to a program.)



The program graduation rate is less than . These benchmarks
would need to be defined by program type. For example, a bachelorOs
degree program graduation rate might be defined as the ratio of all program
graduates after three years to all students admitted to the program.

B.  When indicators for academic programs fall below the minimum standards,
the following will occur:

1. The Chief Academic Officer of the home institution will be notified
and asked to respond to the specific indications that the program is not
performing at an acceptable level.

2. The Central Office will review and follow-up on the institutionOs
response. The institution may be required to add that program to the
current or next yearOs schedule of programs it will review, thus altering
the institutionOs overall plan for the review cycle.

3. If afull review of such targeted program is conducted, a separate report
on the results of that program review will be submitted to the Senior
Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.

C. The annual review of key indicators by the Central Office may also reveal
questions about program effectiveness in one or more discipline areas
across institutions and programs. When general questions about a degree
and major in a particular discipline arise, the following will occur:

1. A general review of the degree programs in that specific discipline at
all USG institutions may be requested.

2. A separate report from each institution on the results of the targeted
program review may be requested by the Senior Vice Chancellor for
Academic Affairs.

D. Inthe event that either Section OBO or OCO has been invoked, the
institutionOs schedule of programs to be reviewed that year will include the
program specified by the Central Office in addition to those scheduled by
the institution.

E. The Central Office will review and approve the program review schedule
for the current year and the report on programs reviewed the previous year.
The Central Office will repot to the Board of Regents as appropriate.

INSTITUTIONAL PROCESS

A. Each institution will submit an initial report (one-time submission, updated as needed) to the
University System Central Office. The report will list the date of the last program review, if a
review has been conducted, and the accrediting body for the program, if applicable. If the
program must be reviewed by an outside entity for accreditation, the review cycle and other
descriptive information should be provided.



The initial report will summarize the academic program review plan and process adopted by
the institution, outlining the procedures and methods to be used. An initial list of the program
to be reviewed during the institutionOs full program review cycle will be provided.

B. The program under review will conduct a self-study. This self-study should include relevant
data on such issues as program admissions, student credit hours, number and percentage of
graduates, cost/student credit hours, and resources committed to the program. The self-study
should include defined expectations and a measurement of these expectations relative to
internal standards and external benchmarks.

C. Appropriate input and evaluative elements of an academic program review include:

Mission B program mission, relation to institution mission, relation to University System
mission, needs of students, and demand for graduates.

Teaching and Learning, Research and Scholarship, and Service - evaluation of these
program functions should include, but may not be limited to, the following kinds of elements:

Students - percent and number of majors and graduates, percent and number of graduates
passing professional and qualifying examinations, diversity, selectivity, skills at entry, service
course enrollments, credit-hour generation, and student learning, satisfaction and evidence of
success in meeting student needs and learning outcomes.

Faculty and Staff B numbers (part B and full-time), costs, student-faculty ratio, average class
size, faculty productivity, diversity, credentials, and professional development.

Facilities - space (adequacy and condition), cost, technology labs, equipment, library, and
other indicators of adequacy of campus infrastructure to support the program.

Curriculum D coherence, currency, relevance to program learning outcomes and student
needs, course sequencing or frequency of course offerings, and enroliment patterns.

Other Learning and Service Activitiesb advising, tutoring, internships, service-learning
practica, study abroad, and career planning and placement.

Research and Scholarship B faculty and student involvement, productivity, reputation, level
of financial support, mentoring and development opportunities for new faculty.

ServiceD projects completed and outcomes (program, division/school/college, institution,
community and/or region levels) and contributions to mission.

D. The program review process must provide for an analysis of the self-study and of the program
by a study group of external faculty and outside evaluators, if appropriate and possible.

! In support of this requirement, the University System will prepare a database of qualified external
reviewers for employment by the institutions in conduct of their academic program reviews. External
reviewers should be a part of the academic program review in every cycle, unless the unit has been the
subject of a review for another purpose, which resulted in a competent and thorough external review of the
program during the current cycle. In developing this database, the System Central Office will solicit
recommendations of external reviewers from throughout the System and, as necessary, will provide training
to these qualified external reviewers. In addition, institutions may recommend external reviewers for



internal reviewers are used, every attempt must be made to ensure that he review is as
objective as possible. As appropriate, academic programs which are professionally
accredited may use the self-study and external review processes of reaffirmation to satisfy the
academic program review requirements, provided these guidelines are followed.

The program review process must provide for input and analysis of the review by the faculty
governance and administrative bodies.

The program review process must include a commitment by faculty of the program and
appropriate administrators to act upon the findings and recommendations of the review. Each
campus will regularly report on unit progress in implementing review recommendations.

. The following performance indicators will be addressed in all program reviews.

Dedicated Resources (Human, physical, fiscal)

Faculty Qualifications.The program meets all regional accreditation requirements for
faculty qualifications. It is suggested that he program meet discipline-based accreditation
requirements, whether or not special accreditation is sought.

Faculty/student ratio The program reports the faculty/student ratio and demonstrates that it
is adequate and efficient for its mission. (Suggested: The faculty/student ratio meets the
standard recommended by accrediting organizations.)

Instructional technology.The program demonstrates that its physical facilities and non-
iew process must inm meet discipline-ba



Community service and outreacfihe programOs activity in community service and outreach
is appropriate to the mission of the program and institution.

Retention rates.The program demonstrates that retention rates are appropriate for the
program and the student population.

Student learning outcomes&raduates of the program demonstrate that the knowledge, skills,
attitudes, and behaviors of general education have been maintained and advanced. Graduates
of the program exhibit mastery of their discipline.

Processes
Design of learning experiencdsearning experiences are designed to reinforce the general
attributes of a college graduate through recognized good practices such as the following:
High expectations of students
Coherence in learning
Synthesizing experiences
Integrating education and experience
Active learning
Ongoing practice of learned skills
Prompt feedback to students
Collaborative learning
Significant time on task
Respect for diverse talents and way of learning

Curriculum review. The program demonstrates that periodic review of the curriculum is
carried out, based on assessment of learning outcomes and other types of feedback, such as
practice in the field.

Attrition rates. The program monitors attrition rates in light of similar rates for comparator
institutions, with particular attention to sub-populations of the student body. The program
demonstrates that it has a process in place to monitor and promote student progress.

Each program review plan must adhere to these Guidelines. In addition, institutional program
review plans must meet the requirements of the Commission o Colleges of the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools Criteria, Section 3.1 (in part):

The institution must develop guidelines and procedures to evaluate educational
effectiveness, including the quality of student learning and of research and service.
This evaluation must encompass educational goals at all academic levels and research
service functions of the institution. The evaluation of academic programs should
involve gathering and analyzing both quantitative and qualitative data that

demonstrate student achievement.

Measures to evaluate academic programs and general education may include the
following: evaluation of instructional delivery; adequacy of facilities and equipment;
standardized tests; analysis of theses, portfolios, and recitals; completion rates;
results of admissions tests for students applying to graduate or licensing
examinations; evaluations by employers; follow-up studies of alumni; and
performance student transfers at receiving institutions. The institution must evaluate
its success with respect to student achievement in relation to purpose, including as



appropriate, consideration of course completion, state licensing examinations, and
job placement rates.

|.  Each institution will submit an annual report on program reviews as outlined in Section OEO
of the program review policy.



