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ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW AND PLANNING 
(APR&P) 
 

 
PLANNING EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Division of Academic Affairs began revising the process for conducting institution-wide 
academic program review, as mandated for reaffirmation of institutional accreditation by the 
Higher Learning Commission, in the spring semester of 2013. The goal was to align what was a 
stepped-process of selected department reviews across colleges, to a more integrated planning and 
comprehensive analysis of all academic programs that would align with the 2012-2015 University 
Strategic Plan.  The process began with research and direction from the Provost Council; 
procedures and materials were further developed by a faculty Project Management Team, resulting 
in Beta testing by selected department chairs and faculty; and, finally implemented by a faculty 
Oversight Committee facilitated by the Office of Institutional Effectiveness. The 12-month APR&P 
process incorporated two phases: program review, and planning. 

Phase One: Program Review was intended to provide a mission-driven, data-informed, and 
participatory process for continuous quality review. Each program within a department/school 
prepared a self-study report responding to the 11 APR&P criteria. The report was submitted to the 
department chair/school director and University APR&P Committee through a uniform template. 
The program report provided evidence based on University data and program evidence that served 
as the basis for observation of the APR&P criteria. 

The APR&P Committee, made up of faculty from all colleges, was charged with providing review 
observations for each program using the APR&P criteria. The APR&P Committee reviewed the 
program self-studies using the established observation consideration rubric established by the 
Project Management Team. The committee then provided a summary observation of program 
strengths and areas needing development. To that end, each observation report included an 
observation of EE – Exceeds Expectations, ME – Meets Expectations, ND – Needs Development, or IR 
– Insufficient Response for each criterion, along with relevant feedback to the program faculty and 
administration for planning purposes.  The APR&P observation reports of department/school 
programs were then sent to the provost for initiation of Phase Two: Program Planning.   
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Phase Two: Program Planning began with the provost forwarding the department cohort of 
program self-study reports with Department Chair or School Director Summary Observations and 
APR&P report to the academic deans, dean of the Graduate College, dean of the Lee Honors College, 
and associate provost for Extended University Programs for college-wide planning. Academic deans 
and department chairs/school directors reviewed the material, added college-wide planning 
observations, and placed programs in one of five categories for the purpose of strategic planning: 
Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI); Remediation (REM); Growth (GRW); Program 
Restructuring (PR); or Elimination (ELIM). The provost considered the program self-study, the 
APR&P Committee report observations, and dean’s planning report, then made a recommendation 
about the direction for each program’s future planning.  

Programs for the Academic Program Review and Planning process were defined as majors, minors, 
specialist programs, masters programs, doctoral programs, graduate certificate programs, and 
concentrations with unique program codes in the Banner Student Information System. The Office of 
Institutional Research (IR), under the direction of the APR&P Oversight Committee, identified 541 
academic programs for review.  A total of 474 of the programs submitted self-studies by the 
December 17, 2014 deadline to an APR&P public SharePointTM site. This repository site was then 
maintained and utilized throughout the remainder of the review and planning process. 

ARP&P PLANNING DIRECTIVES  
APR&P Provost Recommendations for All WMU Academic Programs 
 

(n=474) 

 
*Data as of 9-9-2015 

APR&P PROVOST SUMMARY  
In addition to providing the planning directives and comments for each academic program, the 
provost also generated a list of summary findings that apply across all programs based on some 
central themes that emerged from his review. The summary list was an attempt to highlight and 
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summarize themes common to multiple degree programs across colleges that would advance 
Academic Affairs.  

1. Target methods to improve assessment of student learning for quality improvement. 
2. Fully engage in campus wide initiatives that will to expand global learning opportunities 

and integrate global content across the curriculum. 
3. Continue to implement institutional initiatives on diversity and multiculturalism. 
4. Explore how experiential- and service-learning affects program outcomes, and expand 

programs using best practices. 
5. Fully integrate the needs of graduate students in planning commensurate with graduate 

education at a Carnegie High-Research University. 
6. Discuss the relationship between funding doctoral graduate students and enrollment. 
7. Improvement graduate student recruitment. 
8. Examine the factors impacting degree completion for doctoral students. 
9. Identify a useful process for determining enrollment capacity. 
10. Manage enrollment growth from program capacity data, data analytics, and appropriate 

forecast models. 
11. Review specificity of undergraduate major degree requirements. 
12. Recommend ways to utilize scare resources while maintaining a robust set of minor 

programs. 
13. Determine if there is both differentiation and depth of human resources to support program 

offerings.  
14. Provide ongoing training and access to institutional data sources for decision-making. 
15. Interdisciplinary programs must plan, provide, and evaluate linkages across disciplines 

espoused by the program description to enhance curricula. 
16. Implement an enhanced integration of content and pedagogy for secondary education 

programs. 

PHASE I APR&P PROCESS OUTCOMES 
The Curricular Manager anticipates that a number of curriculum changes will result from the 
APR&P process as faculty, chairs, and deans look at the data and plan for the future. It is worth 
noting that 11 programs have been deleted in two colleges (CEAS and HCoB) as a direct result of the 
APR&P process, as reported by faculty in curriculum change proposals. In other words, the 
discussion of APR&P criteria was enough to motivate academic units to finalize some earlier 
curricular decisions that had been delayed. 

The Office of Assessment and Undergraduate Studies and the associate deans of the colleges 
discussed the possibility of using the information regarding assessment within the self-studies to 
make significant strides in advancing assessment of student learning on-campus. The Office of 
Assessment and Undergraduate Studies will work with the associated deans to examine the 
assessment responses in the self-studies to identify ways in which the University can help 
departments advance their assessment of student learning. The Office of Assessment and 
Undergraduate Studies is also excited about the possibility of working with the University 
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Assessment Steering Committee to use the data to advance assessment of student learning by 
targeting assessment resources to those departments that need them the most.  

The Office of Institutional Research is utilizing APR&P self-studies to explore how program 
capacity has been determined by the various academic units. An in-depth analysis has been 
conducted utilizing self-study responses for all 474 submitted programs. Data include both the 
rationale for determining program capacity and how it relates to target enrollment numbers. 
Information will be used in enrollment management projections. 

Enrollment Management is utilizing self-study report information to gather a comprehensive 
overview of program peers and how WMU stands in comparison to the competition. Information on 
market trends and projected new enrollment target audiences is also being collected. 

SUMMARY 
Reaction and feedback to the provost summary findings should lead to campus-wide actions via 
charges to the Faculty Senate councils, conversations and discussions between faculty and 
administrators of groups of programs, discussions within units about their programs, and from 
some administrative actions. Overall, these comments should prompt changes that will enhance our 
academic programs and will provide a rich, relevant, and rigorous array of academic programs. 
Upon graduation, our students will be better prepared for success in their lives and careers. 

As a learner-centered institution, the Academic Program Review and Planning Process was an 
opportunity to engage in deliberate data gathering, evaluating, and learning about our academic 
programs.  It provided, at various levels, the opportunity for an overview of our academic program 
key strengths, innovative offerings, competitiveness, points of distinction, and significant outcomes. 
The review process is also providing the impetus for discussion and action so we may proactively 
understand the challenges and issues that must be addressed in our academic portfolio.  It provides 
an opportunity for the academic community as a whole to continue the conversation about what we 
do well and where we can improve.  We also will continue the conversation and assessment of the 
planning process and modifications we would like to make in the future. The outcomes are shared 
so that we can continue in the planning phase. 

The overall reaction to the implementation of the newly developed APR&P was genuinely positive, 
with noted skepticism that the investment in time and energy will not have been in vein.  The 
development of the procedures and documents was labor-intensive for a significant group of faculty 
and staff, and equally so in the writing and observations of self-studies. Even with the 
acknowledgement of the extra effort needed in any first-time endeavor, participants are looking to 
see if the time intensive process leads to meaningful decision-making and quality improvement. 
The link between findings and budgeting is still very indirect in the current budget allocation 
process, however there is a significant increase in the dialogue of reallocation of resources based on 
the improved understanding of variables impacting program/department economy. 

There are a number of ways the APR&P process itself may become more efficient and meaningful in 
reaching its intended ends, many of which rely on improvements in University data collection and 
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reporting technology. There are also a number of recommendations that will improve the process 
through standardization of planning concepts such as determining program capacity, refined 
Banner-code practices for interdisciplinary programs and concentrations, and clear expectations 
for assessment of student learning. Planning and implementation of recommended changes should 
begin now to allow for appropriate data sources in five years. 

There needs to be careful evaluation of the value added to the quality of academic programs from 
this APR&P process.  Whether the planning directives lead to improved curricular offerings is yet to 
be determined.  The University may want to consider a formal evaluation process to gauge success 
over the ensuing years, and inform the next iteration in 2020.  There was a strong voice to the 
notion that the APR&P process is not a one-and-done event. Academic units should be monitoring 
and using information in self-studies for planning and improvement.  
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INTRODUCTION 
STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 
A comprehensive review of academic programs should align effective assessment with campus-
wide continuous improvement, and provide meaningful data-driven information to assist with 
strategic planning.  The academic review process should provide direction in planning for creating, 
sustaining, growing, merging, or eliminating academic programs in order to maintain program 
relevancy for both students and the community. It is critical that the process and criteria be fully 
transparent, fully vetted by faculty, and meet the stated intended ends for continuous quality 
improvement of WMU’s curricular portfolio as required by the Higher Learning Commission and 
consistent with the WMU Strategic Plan. 

Intended Outcomes 
1. Direction to enhance current and new programs as part of continuous quality improvement. 
2. A distinguished suite of undergraduate and graduate programs that allow graduates of 

these programs to be productive in society and their careers. 
3. Provide indications as to where the Division of Academic Affairs should reallocate resources 

to meet the needs and demand of the next generation of graduates. 
4. Further integrate assessment of learning outcomes and budgetary decisions. 

Program Review and Planning are essential elements in: 
• Meeting the institutional obligation for reaffirmation of accreditation with the Higher 

Learning Commission;  
• Fulfilling the goals of the University Strategic Plan (USP) to promote innovative learning, 

discovery, and service using assessment leading to campus-wide continuous improvement; 
and 

• Fulfilling the goals of the Academic Affairs Strategic Plan to use a consultative and 
integrated program review process for creating, sustaining, growing, and eliminating 
academic programs.  

APR&P TIMELINE 
Time period Action 
Spring 2013 • Provost Council approves new APR&P format to an integrated 

planning model aligned with the University Strategic Plan 
• Data Resource Team is formed to develop data sources to support 

APR&P 
Summer 2013 • Project Management Team formed to advise on procedures and 

materials 
Fall 2013 • Eight departments are selected to participate in a Beta review for 

developing APR&P procedures and materials 
• Office of Institutional Technology is enlisted to provide technical 

support of a platform to report APR&P information 
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Spring 2014 • Project Management Team analyzes Beta program results, and 
continues revisions of APR&P procedures and materials 

• Office Institutional Research provides training programs on how to 
access COGNOS data prepared for APR&P 

• Brown Bad lunches are held across campus to inform departments’ 
leadership and faculty of proposed APR&P procedures and materials 

Summer 2014 • Project Management Team finalizes APR&P procedures and materials  
Fall 2014 • APR&P is launched for campus-wide implementation 

• Departments conduct self-study reports - due December 17 
• Observation Team is formed and participates in two training sessions. 

Spring 2015 • Observation Team conducts reviews for 474 programs 
• Program self-studies are posted for public viewing in January 
• Observation Team completes reviews and posts results in March 

Late spring 2015 • Deans begin Phase II: Planning 
• Comments and planning directives are posted and shared with the 

provost in May 
Summer 2015 • Provost conducts reviews and provides planning recommendations 
Fall 2015 • Academic units are notified of planning directives, and begin to 

implement action plans, as directed 
• Programs slated for restructuring or program elimination are 

submitted to Faculty Senate for consideration and recommendations 
Spring 2016 • Office of Institutional Effectiveness conducts follow-up on progress of 

planning directives and actions plans 

APR&P PROCESS 
Programs Reviewed 
During summer II 2014, the Office of Institutional Research (IR), under the direction of the APR&P 
Oversight Committee, identified 541 academic programs for review. According to the APR&P 2014-
15 Self-Study Guide: 

“Programs for the Academic Program Review and Planning process are defined as 
majors, minors, specialist programs, masters programs, doctoral programs, 
graduate certificate programs, and concentrations with unique program codes in the 
Banner Student Information System. All other groupings of general education 
courses, or courses offered to support degree programs outside of the program 
being reviewed, are considered one unit termed ‘general education/service courses.’ 
This includes courses that serve as elective or required courses for programs within 
the department, and in the general education program and/or service 
responsibilities of the department” (Institutional Effectiveness, 2014, p.1). 

The APR&P process utilized a standardized template format and centralized data distribution that 
facilitated review of all academic programs during the same cycle.  A total of 482 of the programs 
identified by the Office of Institutional Research were submitted by the December 17, 2014 
deadline. Three additional self-study reports, that were not previously identified, were submitted 
for general education/service courses (i.e., ADA 2250, courses in the gerontology program, and 
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interdisciplinary arts and sciences general education), bringing the total pool of submitted self-
study reports to 485. 

Prior to review by the APR&P Observation Teams, a total of nine programs were withdrawn by 
their respective colleges for the following reasons: the decision to eliminate three engineering 
concentrations effective fall of 2015; the decision to eliminate two business programs effective fall 
2016; only one self-study was submitted for the Integrated Ph.D. in Evaluation, which is shared by 
four colleges; and, the roll-up of History: Social Studies Secondary Education (HSSN) and Political 
Science: Social Studies Secondary Education (PSSN) minors into the B.S. in Social Studies: 
Secondary Education (SLSJ) report. This brought the total number of reviewed self-study reports to 
476. 

Two of the APR&P Observation Team reviews (i.e., CTCM Career and Technical Education: Certified, 
RCMJ Recreation: Recreation Management) were removed at the provost’s review level when it was 
discovered that the APR&P Observation Team and dean’s directive reports stated only that no self-
study report had been submitted. Therefore, the final total of programs submitted and reviewed 
was 474. 

Program Review and Procedures 
The 12-month APR&P process incorporated two phases: program review, and planning.  

Phase One: Program Review is intended to provide a mission-driven, data-informed, and 
participatory process for continuous quality review. Each program within a department/school will 
prepare a self-study report responding to the APR&P criteria. The report will be submitted to the 
department chair/school director and University APR&P Committee through a uniform template. 
The program report, with the exception of new programs, will provide evidence that will serve as 
the basis for observation of the APR&P criteria. Programs identified as “new” or “transitioning” will 
have APR&P Committee observations added to their program start-up plans and distributed to the 
provost for dissemination in Phase Two: Program Planning. 

Observation Categories 
The observation process provides a way to analyze a criterion variable that, in consideration with 
all other criterion variables, will provide meaningful information to assist with future planning of 
the academic program. To that end, each observation report includes an observation of EE – 
Exceeds Expectations, ME – Meets Expectations, ND – Needs Development, or IR – Insufficient 
Response for each criterion, along with relevant feedback to the program faculty and 
administration for planning purposes.  Observations were guided by criterion specific rubrics 
established by the Project Management Team (see Appendix C: APR&P Observation Rubric Report 
Templates). While each criterion has contextually specific expectations, there was a general 
agreement as to what the four observation notations suggest for future planning. 

EE – Exceeds Expectations suggests program excellence in this specific criterion. 
There is something special, uniquely advantageous, or of unusually high-quality 
about the program characteristic described in the provided data and narrative. 
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ME – Meets Expectations suggests a reasonable level of quality in the program, 
relative to these criteria, consistent with their stated purpose, mission, and goals. 
The program is sufficient and comparable to college or University standards.  

ND – Needs Development suggests that this program characteristic appears to not be 
meeting the expected level of quality consistent with program, college or University 
goals. It is also possible that this program characteristic has yet to be fully 
developed, is in-progress, or has a stated a plan to address a noted deficiency. In 
rare cases, the program may simply say they do not have data to support a response 
at this time, but will work to develop a means for data collection in the future. 

IR – Insufficient response indicates the data and narrative provided does not address 
the criterion, or may not provide sufficient data/evidence to support the given 
narrative. There is no explanation for the missing data or narrative. 

Phase Two: Program Planning is intended to utilize information and observations contained in 
the program review for the purpose of integrated strategic planning. The program self-study report 
with Department Chair or School Director Summary Observation and full APR&P report is 
distributed to the academic deans, dean of the Graduate College, dean of the Lee Honors College, 
and associate provost for Extended University Programs for college-wide planning. College 
planning observations are added to the report and forwarded to the provost for review.   

Planning Directives 
1. Continuous Quality Improvement (CQI): Programs should prepare plans for advancement 

and enhancement that address ways to enhance current quality or demonstrate increasing 
program distinctiveness through annual strategic planning and assessment reports.  

2. Remediation (REM): Programs should implement plans that address identified challenges 
raised by the review, and identify discernible improvements as priorities in annual strategic 
plans and department/school assessment reports. 

3. Growth (GRW): Programs will utilize APR&P reports in continued planning under the 
guidelines included in their New Program Development Plan or Program Modification Plan. 
New or transitioning programs will be expected to meet established benchmarks and 
resume standard program review criteria in the next APR&P cycle. 

4. Program Restructuring (PR): Programs will be required to provide a summary of program 
restructuring or curricular improvement strategies and outcomes in a Program 
Modification Plan that will include appropriate WMU curricular revision forms.  

5. Elimination (ELIM): Programs will be required to submit a plan for disinvestment and/or 
elimination including a potential teach-out plan to the offices of Institutional Effectiveness 
and the Provost/Vice President for Academic Affairs. Existing appropriate WMU curricular 
revision forms and policies will be used in implementation of the plan.  
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APR&P PROCEDURES 
Phase One: Program Review Procedures 

Step (1): Institutional data by program- or department-level is collected and made available 
through the Office of Institutional Research to form the basis of the program self-study. 

Step (2): Each program will prepare a self-study report using the standardized report 
template containing the APR&P criteria. The document may identify supporting data but 
must provide descriptive accounts of the origin of data and summary results for follow-up 
in planning.  

Step (3): The self-study reports of an academic unit will be authorized by the department 
chair/school director who will provide a data summary to accompany the cohort of self-
study reports. The cohort of self-study reports and data summary is then forwarded to the 
University APR&P Committee. 

Step (4): The APR&P Committee will be charged with providing review observations for 
each program using the APR&P criteria. The APR&P Committee will review the program 
self-study using the established observation consideration rubric. The committee will 
provide a summary observation of program strengths and areas needing development.   

Step (5): The APR&P observation report of department/school programs will then be sent 
to the provost for initiation of Phase Two: Program Planning. All reports will also be made 
available for review by department and school personnel. 

Phase Two: Program Planning Procedures 
Step (6): The provost will forward the department cohort of program self-study reports 
with Department Chair or School Director Summary Observations and APR&P report to the 
academic deans, dean of the Graduate College, dean of the Lee Honors College, and associate 
provost for Extended University Programs for college-wide planning. Academic deans and 
department chairs/school directors will review the material, add college-wide planning 
observations, and place programs in one of five categories for the purpose of strategic 
planning. The college planning report will then be forwarded to the provost. 

Step (7): The provost will consider the program self-study, the APR&P Committee report 
observations, and dean’s planning report, and then make a recommendation about the 
direction for each program’s future planning. The provost and respective program’s 
department chair or school director and dean will request strategic planning in one of the 
five directions: 

Step (8): A recommendation for program merger or restructuring will be forwarded to the 
Faculty Senate Executive Board along with a summary of all program review and planning 
reports. The Program Modification Plan will be given to the appropriate dean who will 
accept the plan or ask for revisions. Program Modification Plans requiring program mergers 
would then be forwarded to the Faculty Senate for review of indications and 
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contraindications. All other Program Modification Plans would follow established curricular 
revision policies and procedures. The Faculty Senate Executive Board will provide the 
provost with its recommendations based on the previously approved “Indications and 
Contraindications Criteria” outlined in the Faculty Senate’s Policy for Organizational 
Changes of Academic Units (May 5, 2011). The Faculty Senate’s recommendations are 
forwarded to the provost for consideration, and then to the Board of Trustees for approval 
to implement. Updates will be reviewed on an annual basis through ongoing strategic 
planning and department assessment reports. Progress on the plan will be examined during 
a third-year focused review by the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and the APR&P 
Committee. 

Step (9): Programs slated for closure will be required to submit a plan for disinvestment 
and/or elimination including a potential teach-out plan to the Office of Institutional 
Effectiveness and the provost. The accepted plan would then be forwarded to the Faculty 
Senate for review of indications and contraindications. The Faculty Senate Executive Board 
will provide the provost with its recommendations based on the previously approved 
“Indications and Contraindications Criteria” outlined in the Faculty Senate’s Policy for 
Organizational Changes of Academic Units (May 5, 2011). The Faculty Senate 
recommendations are forwarded to the provost for consideration, and then to the Board of 
Trustees for approval to implement. A planning report will also need to be submitted to the 
provost if the unit intends to maintain any resources that may be saved by the closure. In 
this case, the plan must explain how the savings will be used. 

Step (10): The department or school, and subsequent program faculty, will be notified of the 
provost’s and Faculty Senate’s findings. The APR&P Committee and appropriate deans will 
also be notified of findings.  

Step (11): Once advised of the provost’s decision, the faculty and unit chairs/directors will 
incorporate the findings into annual strategic planning and assessment documents or a 
separate Program Modification Plan as warranted. 

Self-Study Templates 
There are three self-study templates for use in the APR&P process, Major Program, Minor Program, 
and General Education/Service Courses. Major programs of study (both graduate and 
undergraduate), major program concentrations identified by a unique program code in the Banner 
Student Information System, and graduate certificate programs were to use the Major Program self-
study template. Minor programs of study, in which there is a great deal of overlap with a major 
program of study, were encouraged to use the Minor Program self-study template, highlighting the 
unique aspects of the minor that differentiate it from the major. In cases where the minor program 
is large and/or more independent of any major program, either the Major Program or Minor 
Program self-study template may have been used. The General Education/Service Courses self-
study template is unique to the grouping of general education and service courses. This template is 
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slightly abbreviated from the Major Program template, and has one or more unique items pertinent 
to general education. 

The information contained in self-study responses must have been based on institutional data, 
where available; credible department-generated data; or other appropriately cited sources. The 
self-study should have indicated what data source was used for the tables and narrative. Cognos 
reports have a specified number, and institutional data sources were provided in the APR&P 
SharePointTM resources files.  If the program included department or other self-generated data, 
there should have been an explanation of how and where data were collected. All data narratives 
should have included the basic descriptive statistics that, along with the data table, provided 
enough context for the reader to make an observation. 

APR&P PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
The APR&P Project Management Team was a separate standing committee charged by the provost 
to further develop and finalize the procedures and criteria for an effective and efficient academic 
program review and planning process. The team consisted of 25 faculty and department chairs, 
along with nine additional department chairs who participated in the Beta-Year activity. This 
broad-base participation was essential to assuring the process and criteria were fully vetted with 
faculty, met the stated intended ends of administration, and created a culture of transparency. The 
expectations of the APR&P Project Management Team consisted of a two-year commitment with 
expected attendance at monthly meetings. The main duties would be to review materials and 
provide feedback for ongoing development of the process. Each team member was encouraged to 
think critically and ask questions, communicate with colleagues the progress being made, and 
collect questions for the team to address. While the significant outcomes were shared with the 
campus community, each member was asked to respect the confidentiality of discussions held at 
meetings to allow for honest and open sharing of ideas. 

The APR&P Project Management Team converted to the APR&P Oversight Committee once the 
implementation of the 2014-15 process began. At this point, department chairs were no longer part 
of the committee structure. The APR&P Oversight Committee met to review implementation of the 
established process, in accordance with established procedures, and to provide evaluation. 

APR&P OBSERVATION TEAM 
The APR&P Observation Team will be a separate standing committee charged by the provost to 
carry out the implementation of the APR&P Phase I review process. The provost shall appoint 
members of the APR&P Observation Team upon recommendation from the deans, directors, and 
faculty nomination at-large. Only tenured faculty and master faculty specialists were eligible for 
nomination to the APR&P Committee. The APR&P Committee shall consist of a faculty chair 
appointed by the provost who will facilitate implementation of the review process with the 
associate provost for institutional effectiveness.  

Observation teams were constituted from University faculty from all academic areas. A total of 12 
teams, each with three members, conducted two rounds of review on groupings of 50 self-study 
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reports from academic units outside of their affiliation. During Round 1, each team member 
individually reviewed all reports within the assignment group. During Round 2, team members 
came together to discuss their individual reviews in order to come to consensus on the final team 
review that would go forward to deans. 

Materials were developed to assist the Observation Team in the process of completing the academic 
program review of self-study templates. Operational definitions, observation guidelines or 
suggestions, and response examples were provided. The goal was to provide clarity and consistency 
in the interpretation of criteria for the purposes of a fair and meaningful review. It was expected 
that criteria and respective variables are subject to interpretation within the context of the specific 
academic program area, and that the specific self-study and review should afford the opportunity 
for unique program characteristics to be considered. The observations to be made by reviewers 
should be interpreted through the application of the criterion rubrics for each variable within the 
context of the program mission and academic unit. The self-study process and subsequent 
observation process should provide a way to analyze a criterion variable that, in consideration with 
all other criterion variables, will provide meaningful information to assist with future planning of 
the academic program. 

EARLY OUTCOMES OF PHASE I APR&P PROCESS  
The Curricular Manager anticipates that a number of curriculum changes will result from the 
APR&P process as faculty, chairs, and deans look at the data and plan for the future. It is worth 
noting that eleven programs have been deleted in two colleges (CEAS and HCoB) as a direct result 
of the APR&P process, as reported by faculty in curriculum change proposals. In other words, the 
discussion of APR&P criteria were enough to motivate academic units to finalize some earlier 
curricular decisions that had been delayed. 

The Office of Assessment and Undergraduate Studies and the associate deans of the colleges 
discussed the possibility of using the information regarding assessment within the self-studies to 
make significant strides in advancing assessment of student learning on-campus. The Office of 
Assessment and Undergraduate Studies will work with the associated deans to examine the 
assessment responses in the self-studies to identify ways in which the University can help 
departments advance their assessment of student learning. The Office of Assessment and 
Undergraduate Studies is also excited about the possibility of working with the University 
Assessment Steering Committee to use the data to advance assessment of student learning by 
targeting assessment resources to those departments that need them the most.  

The Office of Institutional Research is utilizing APR&P self-studies to explore how program 
capacity has been determined by the various academic units. An in-depth analysis has been 
conducted utilizing self-study responses for all 474 submitted programs. Data included both the 
rationale for determining program capacity and how it relates to target enrollment numbers. 
Information will be used in enrollment management projections. 
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1. The Business Intelligence Team in IR utilized the data to be collected as part of the APR&P 
process as the design standard for organizing the census data in the operational data store 
(ODS).  The first reports based on census data made available in Cognos were to support the 
APR&P process.  These reports not only support the planning and review process, but also 
any need for trend data related to academic programs. Making these reports available in 
Cognos supports the strategic goals of IR by providing data and information in a format 
readily accessible rather than requesting from the IR staff. 

2. Organizing and identifying data to be used in the review process highlighted the need to 
provide a unified definition of an interdisciplinary program.  With a unified definition, the 
ability to identify the appropriate data regarding resources and outcomes for these 
programs will be the next focus in order to support program directors and chairs in 
strategic planning. 

3. During the process of identifying the programs, many departments indicated they had 
undocumented concentrations for programs while others said the concentrations that 
existed were not much different than the main program.  This prompted the curriculum 
manager and his team to develop definitions that can be used commonly across the 
University.  In addition, those programs with undocumented concentrations should go 
through the process to identify them and associate students with them in Banner. 

4. Many of the data identified to be used in the review process required that student data be 
integrated with human resource and financial data.  Integration of these data is made 
difficult and cumbersome due to the fact that there is no ODS for the human resource and 
financial data.  Thus, to integrate, transactional data from these systems must be joined to 
data store schema.  A need was identified to pursue solutions to make this integration more 
seamless and to organize and identify data consistently between systems. 

5. The IR office has been analyzing the responses to enrollment capacity and targets trying to 
learn more about commonality of the identified constraints and bottlenecks.  The hope is to 
create a common language across campus on how to assist departments and program 
directors in reaching their capacity. 

6. Chairs and program directors are now more educated in appropriate trend data to use since 
a great deal of the data used was made available in Cognos.  There has been a significant 
increase in the Cognos user-base. 

7. More than anything, the review process drove common dialog about factors that are 
important to decision-making surrounding budget and resources. 

8. The Data Resource Team developed a system for approximating cost and revenue for 
programs that didn't exist prior to the process.  This was the first time that this kind of data 
was available at the program level.  While still imperfect, the data is consistent across all 
programs and can be used within its limitations to make decisions.  The Data Resource 
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Team plans to start addressing some of the limitations in order to provide even better data 
during the next review round. 

Enrollment Management is utilizing self-study report information to gather a comprehensive 
overview of program peers and how WMU stands in comparison to the competition. Information on 
market trends and projected new enrollment target audiences is also being collected. 

APR&P PHASE II PLANNING 
DEANS’ REVIEW 
During April 2015, academic deans and the associate provost for Extended University Programs 
completed their review of self-studies and subsequent APR&P Observation Team Reports for all 
submitted programs within their areas. In order to provide their recommendations to the provost 
about the direction for each program’s future strategic planning, deans and the associate provost 
for Extended University Programs provided comments in support of their selection of one of the 
five planning directions. 

Table 4 provides an account of the number of programs under each of the aforementioned 
recommendation by college. 

Table 4. Deans and associate provost recommendations by college. 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
CAS 181 4 26  5 216 
CEAS 42 3    45 
CEHD 34 41 4 3  82 
CFA 17 5 13 6 1 42 
CHHS 25  14   39 
CoA 4 1 3   8 
EUP 2     2 
HCoB 28 3 9   40 
Total 333 57 69 9 6 474 

Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Dean’s Assessment forms for all submitted programs 

PROVOST REVIEW 
A preliminary team was convened to consider program self-studies, APR&P Observation Team 
reports, and dean’s planning directives in order to further clarify information and make preliminary 
recommendations to the provost. In addition, the dean of the Graduate College conducted a 
separate graduate-level review of all submitted graduate programs. Once completed, the provost 
added his recommendations for strategic planning using one of the five aforementioned directives. 
Table 5 provides a comparison between provost and deans/associate provost recommendations by 
college. 
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Table 5. Comparison between provost and deans/associate provost recommendations by college. 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
 Dean Provost Dean Provost Dean Provost Dean Provost Dean Provost Dean Provost 

CAS 181 134 4 9 26 61  4 5 8 216 216 
CEAS 42 27 3 5  10  3   45 45 
CEHD 34 44 41 11 4 18 3 6  3 82 82 
CFA 17 17 5 6 13 14 6 4 1 1 42 42 
CHHS 25 22  5 14 12     39 39 
CoA 4 2 1  3 6     8 8 
EUP 2 1  1       2 2 
HCoB 28 20 3 5 9 14  1   40 40 

Grand Total 333 267 57 42 69 135 9 18 6 12 474 474 

Source: APR&P – Dean’s Planning Directives and Provost’s Assessment forms for submitted programs 

Tables 6 through 13 provide an account of the number of programs under each of the provost’s 
recommendations by college and department. 

Table 6. Provost recommendations for the College of Arts and Sciences 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
ANTH 4     4 
BIOS 7  2   9 
CHEM 5 3 1   9 
COM 9  3   12 
ECON 5  3   8 
ENGL 12  1 1  14 
ENVS 3  1  1 5 
GEOG 4  4  2 10 
GEOS 5 1 7   13 
GWS 3     3 
HIST 8  3   11 
INTA 4  1 2 1 8 
MATH 5 1 8  1 15 
PHIL 3  2 1  6 
PHYS 5  3  1 9 
PSCI 6 3 4   13 
PSY 9     9 
REL 3  2   5 
SCI 2  1   3 
SOC 9     9 
SPAA 3     3 
SPAN 6  1   7 
STAT 3  5   8 
WLL 11 1 9  2 23 

CAS Total 134 9 61 4 8 216 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CAS submitted programs 
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Table 7. Provost recommendations for the College of Aviation 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
AVS 2  6   8 
CoA Total 2  6   8 

Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CoA submitted programs 

Table 8. Provost recommendations for the College of Education and Human Development 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
CECP 8     8 
ELRT 12 1 3   16 
FCS 10 1 4 4 2 21 
HPHE 9 3 5 2 1 20 
INDD 1 1    2 
SPLS 3 1 3   7 
TLES 1 4 3   8 

CEHD Total 44 11 18 6 3 82 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CEHD submitted programs 

Table 9. Provost recommendations for the College of Engineering and Applied Sciences 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
CCE 3     3 
CPE 3 3 4   10 
CS 3 1 1   5 
ECE 3  2   5 
EDMM 5  1 3  9 
IEM 5  1   6 
INDE 1  1   2 
MAE 4 1    5 

CEAS Total 27 5 10 3  45 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CEAS submitted programs 

Table 10. Provost recommendations for the College of Fine Arts 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
ART 4 1 4  1 10 
DANC 3 1    4 
MUS 6 3 8 4  21 
THEA 4 1 2   7 

CFA Total 17 6 14 4 1 42 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CFA submitted programs 
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Table 11. Provost recommendations for the College of Health and Human Services 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
BLS 5 1 1   7 
BSoN 1  2   3 
INDH 6  6   12 
OT 3     3 
PA 1     1 
SPPA 3 1 3   7 
SWRK 3 3    6 

CHHS Total 22 5 12   39 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all CHHS submitted programs 

Table 12. Provost recommendations for the Haworth College of Business 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
ACTY 3     3 
BIS 2  3   5 
FCL 1 2 2 1  6 
INDB 5 3 7   15 
MGMT 2  2   4 
MKTG 6     6 
MSL 1     1 

HCoB Total 20 5 14 1  40 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all HCoB submitted programs 

Table 13. Provost recommendations for Extended University Programs 

Dept CQI REM GRW PR ELIM TOTAL 
INDX 1 1    2 

EUP Total 1 1    2 
Source: Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment forms for all EUP submitted programs 

The provost then met with each program’s department chair/school director and college 
dean/associate provost to discuss those recommendations, and to discuss any errors in information 
that may be relevant regarding those planning recommendations. Subsequent strategic planning, 
resulting from the APR&P process, will follow established program and curricular assessment 
and/or revision policies. 

The following summary report was discussed during the Academic Affairs Fall Retreat, and 
published to the WMU community through the public APR&P SharePointTM site 
(https://wsp.it.wmich.edu/sites/aprp). 

  

https://wsp.it.wmich.edu/sites/aprp
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2014/15 ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW AND PLANNING SUMMARY FINDINGS 
T. GREENE 

rev. 9.3.2015 

The Academic Program Review process considered 474 majors, minors, general education courses 
within a unit, masters, doctoral, specialist degrees and certificate programs. The provost’s review is 
the only level of the review process that included all programs. From this global review, some 
central themes began to emerge. This document highlights and summarizes themes common to 
multiple degree programs across colleges. Please note that these are general comments, and that 
not all comments are pertinent to every program. 

Reaction and feedback to these comments is expected to lead to campus-wide actions including 
charges to Faculty Senate Councils, conversations and discussions between faculty and 
administrators, and discussions within units about their programs, resulting in curricular and 
administrative actions. Overall, these comments should prompt changes that will enhance our 
academic programs and will produce a rich, relevant, and rigorous array of academic programs. 

Upon graduation, our students will be better prepared for success in their lives and careers. 

Please note that the order of these findings does not indicate a ranking or value of importance. 

1. Assessment for Quality Improvement: Assessment towards continuous quality 
improvement and improving student learning is highly variable across programs. In some 
cases learning outcomes have been clearly established, student learning is measured and 
analyzed, changes are made to improve learning based on the analysis, and learning 
outcomes are reevaluated after the changes are implemented. Unfortunately, there were 
few programs reporting use of this type of assessment cycle. Many departments have 
measured student learning, but have not yet used the data to make changes to improve 
student learning. Other programs appear to be struggling to measure student learning, or 
have not established clear learning outcomes. Some units report changes to programs, but it 
is not clear how these changes are intended to improve student learning, or if the changes 
were made in response to assessment of student learning. 

Action: Departments that need to improve on assessment processes will be directed to 
utilize resources currently available through the University Assessment Steering Committee 
(UASC) and the Office of Assessment and Undergraduate Studies. Where applicable, it is 
recommended that departments, if they have not yet done so, work to shift from overall 
departmental learning outcomes to specific program level assessment. The UASC will be 
charged with monitoring outcomes in this area. In addition, units needing to improve 
assessment may be assigned an assessment mentor, faculty with excellent records in 
assessment who will mentor chairs, directors, or faculty from groups of programs over a 
semester or two to assist a in improving assessment capabilities. 
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2. Global Competencies: While a few programs are explicitly addressing global competency 
in their learning outcomes, and include global experiential learning in their curricula, many 
have not made this a priority. The mere presence of international students does not make 
learners globally competent, just as the availability of study abroad programs alone does 
not advance global learning if only a relatively few students participate. We need to make a 
stronger effort to embed meaningful global learning components in our academic programs. 
The University Library, in conjunction with the International Education Council of the 
Faculty Senate, has compiled an excellent collection of resources on integrating global 
content across the curriculum (www.wmich.edu/globalengagement). 

Action: I am asking the Faculty Senate International Education Council and the Haenicke 
Institute for Global Education to continue the efforts they have already started and to serve 
as partners and resources for programs that wish to expand their global learning 
opportunities. 

3. Diversity and Multiculturalism of Our Student Population: Diversity in our student 
population is important for the overall learning of our students and is aligned with the goals 
of both the University and Academic Affairs Strategic Plans. With support from ACT and The 
College Board, the Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) released 
the report Knocking at the College Door: Projections of High School Graduates in 2012 that 
provided the following projections regarding national trends impacting the numbers of high 
school graduates in the U.S., or the demographic we commonly refer to as the “traditional” 
college student: 

Our projections indicate that the U.S. is seeing the first overall decline in the 
number of its high school graduates in more than a decade…Data indicate 
the contraction in the national supply of high school graduates began with 
the class of 2012. After that, even returns to growth will be minor and 
temporary. The graduating classes between 2018 and 2023 will see only 
small increases…Demand for postsecondary education is driven only in 
part by the number of graduates emerging from the nation’s high schools. 
Those institutions that have not already turned greater attention to 
nontraditional enrollments may be compelled to do so – and they are likely 
to find greater demand among older adults, as the jobs of the future will 
require more education and skills mastery. (WICHE, 2012) 

To ensure that we are offering educational experiences and opportunities that will help our 
students to successfully transition into an increasingly competitive job market, we will need 
to continue to explore and expand our offering of course modalities. Multiple generations of 
learners have different needs and expectations for the outcome of their student 

http://www.wmich.edu/globalengagement
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experiences. We will need to continue to discuss how our course modalities will best meet 
the diverse needs of our changing student population. 

In addition, a number of programs received provost comments regarding the need to 
develop an enrollment management (recruiting and retention) plan that will increase the 
diversity of students who wish to pursue degrees. In developing and implementing the 
enrollment management plan, units should be mindful of the goals outlined in the 
University’s Strategic Plan, as well as the numerous aspects described in the University’s 
Diversity and Multiculturalism Plan (DMAP), available from the Office of Diversity and 
Inclusion: 

wmich.edu/diversity 

wmich.edu/sites/default/files/attachments/u5/2013/Approved%20DMAP%204-19-
06.pdf 

The parameters of the University’s non-discrimination policy, and federal and state law 
regarding prohibited discrimination and preferential treatment (such as Article I, Section 26 
of the Michigan Constitution) must also be accounted for in actions to promote diversity. 
Units should consult with the WMU Office of Legal Affairs and General Counsel regarding 
recruitment efforts to impact program diversity. 

Action: The University community needs to continue to follow the University Strategic Plan 
as approved by the WMU Board of Trustees in 2011, the DMAP as approved by the WMU 
Board of Trustees in 2006, and continue to embrace diversity, multiculturalism, and 
inclusion in all forms, while adhering to University policies and applicable law. 

4. Experiential and Service Learning: It is clear that experiential learning is a hallmark of 
WMU undergraduate and graduate learning. The number of programs that include hands-
on, applied learning is tremendous. While these experiences vary in type and scope, they 
include and are not limited to studios, clinics, teaching internships, practica, laboratories, 
laboratory research, cooperative education, and capstone experiences. Service learning, 
which is a subset of experiential learning, is seeing a rebirth on our campus. WMU now has 
a small office for service learning that has helped faculty to develop programs with local 
entities. However, the program reviews indicated that service learning is an effort driven by 
individual faculty teaching specific courses rather than as part of campus-wide discussions 
and strategic planning focused on improved teaching and learning. The program review 
validates that experiential learning and service learning are hallmarks of WMU. It is 
incumbent on us to support and expand these efforts in every program through campus-
wide, college, and unit level discussions. 

Action: I will ask the Faculty Senate to lead the discussion through appropriate venues to 
better determine how experiential and service learning affect our program outcomes as 
well as to facilitate sharing of best practices across all academic programs. 
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5. The Role of Graduate Education at a Carnegie High Research University: Graduate 
education is central to the core mission of a Carnegie High Research Institution such as 
WMU. Further, graduate education supports the learner centered, discovery driven and 
globally engaged pillars outlined in the university strategic plan by helping to establish a 
high degree of academic excellence, enhancing our university undergraduate offerings, 
bringing top quality faculty and scholars to campus, enhancing the reputation of the 
university both nationally and internationally, and facilitating state of the art programming, 
research and scholarship. However, few units tied the academic program review and 
planning of graduate education to the discovery driven university pillar. As an example, few 
units indicated how resources for graduate students, such as graduate assistantships, are 
used in support of their research mission, or the planning goals of the department, 
Academic Affairs, or University Strategic plans. 

Action: A concerted effort must be made by departments to fully integrate the needs of 
graduate students into program missions and goals. These efforts should be reflected in 
strategic planning and allocation of resources. The Faculty Senate Graduate Studies 
Committee and the Dean of the Graduate College are asked to work together to provide 
direction and assistance to units with graduate programs to address this concern. 

6. Funding of Doctoral Graduate Students: One of the fundamental questions we must 
address is whether or not our doctoral program enrollment is driven solely by the available 
number of university funded graduate doctoral assistantships (DA). Many doctoral program 
reviews indicated that enrollment was based on available DA funding. However, few 
programs detailed faculty efforts to increase DA funding through external grants/contracts, 
seeking fellowships for their students or seeking to recruit local professionals who are in a 
position to support themselves. As an example, this University submits few, if any, annual 
NSF fellowship nominations. Many programs will not admit a student unless s/he is funded 
through a DA, and may not inquire if a student would come to WMU without funding. 

Action: We need to discuss the relationship between graduate student funding and 
enrollment, as our current available funds are insufficient to fully support students in all 
current doctoral and masters programs. We either need to 1) redirect funds to increase the 
number of DAs maybe by hiring fewer part-time and term faculty, 2) increase external 
funding, 3) close some under enrolled graduate programs, 4) consider other approaches, or 
5) a combination of 1, 2, 3 and 4. The Faculty Senate Graduate Studies Council and the Dean 
of the Graduate College will be asked to engage in this discussion and develop a plan to 
move forward. 

7. Actively Recruiting Accepted Graduate Students: The program reviews suggest that 
many units (but not all) have adopted a relatively passive stance with respect to graduate 
enrollment including recruitment. Coordinated, clear efforts to advertise programs and 
recruit graduate students appear to be lacking in many cases. In addition, many programs 
appear to simply accept all students who meet a particular quality threshold, and then do 
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little to encourage accepted students to enroll in the program. Although some programs 
articulated concerns with respect to GA/DA stipend availability or amounts, few programs 
described any strategies to overcome these barriers (i.e. providing students with grant-
funded fellowships) or described these barriers in the ‘opportunity analysis’ section of the 
program review. In contrast, some graduate programs have adopted an aggressive stance 
and strategies to recruit doctoral and masters students. These strategies need to be 
emulated by all graduate programs, or we will lose ground to national and international 
institutions that are adopting such strategies. Without these, the quality of entering 
graduate students and graduate enrollments will suffer. 

Action: The graduate program directors along with unit chairs and directors need to work 
closely with each other and with the Dean of the Graduate College to develop and 
implement specific strategies to improve graduate student recruitment. 

8. Doctoral Program Enrollments: Many of our doctoral programs have experienced robust 
enrollments for years. However, some programs have one or more of a common set of 
issues: 1) very low enrollment, 2) a high attrition rate, and/or 3) a long time to degree 
completion. These issues cause the rate at which degrees are granted to be very low as 
compared to our capacity and actual enrollments. 

Action: The Dean of the Graduate College will be asked to work with the college deans, unit 
chairs and directors, and graduate program directors to examine the factors impacting 
these three issues. There may be policies and procedures involving curricula, research 
expectations, and degree milestone attainment that we can put in place through the 
academic colleges or the Graduate College to help monitor and improve time to degree 
completion. I will also ask the Dean of the Graduate College in conjunction with the deans of 
the colleges, unit chairs and directors, and graduate program directors to develop and 
implement policies and procedures to assure timely completion of degrees. It is imperative 
that we not only have a robust set of doctoral programs but those programs graduate a 
robust number of outstanding students. 

9. Determining Enrollment Capacity: The methods by which units determine program 
and/or unit enrollment capacity vary considerably. Some units use the maximum 
enrollment in a capstone course or a specific bottleneck course to set capacity, while others 
use historical maximum enrollment as the determining factor. Still other units use total 
enrollment across a group of programs (major, minors and general education offerings) as a 
capacity indicator and assign a portion of the capacity to each program. In some graduate 
programs, capacity is set by the availability of graduate faculty to advise the student in their 
thesis or dissertation work. It is recognized that there is not one universally appropriate 
method to determine capacity. However, a set of recognized and accepted methods need to 
be developed and applied to all programs or sets of programs so we can clearly define our 
overall enrollment capacity. This process will identify bottlenecks or lack of resources that 
limit capacity. With a known capacity in each program we can 1) market programs 
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appropriately to grow overall enrollment without having programs over capacity, 2) 
reallocate resources to programs that are currently at capacity with demand for additional 
enrollment, and 3) provide additional financial aid to students in programs where there is 
additional capacity. This will allow us to take full advantage of existing demand and capacity 
by leveraging current resources and maximizing net tuition revenue. 

Action: The Dean of the Graduate College working with the college deans will be tasked 
with developing methods to determine graduate program capacity with a capacity 
determined for each program before the end of the 2015-16 AY. The Associate Provost for 
Enrollment Management working with the college deans will be tasked to do the same for 
undergraduate programs by the end of the 2015-16 AY. 

10. Managing Enrollment Growth: Even without careful capacity determinations, the program 
reviews indicate that we have capacity for enrollment growth in many programs. It does 
appear that some programs are beyond capacity and enrollment restrictions need to be 
imposed until the deans can shift resources to these programs from areas that are under 
capacity. 

Action: Once the aforementioned capacity analysis is completed we will focus our 
marketing and recruiting efforts to support the programs with growth potential utilizing 
resources from Enrollment Management, Admissions, Graduate College, individual colleges, 
Lee Honors College, EUP, HIGE, University Relations, and university websites. We need to 
coordinate and marshal our resources so that we can encourage students to consider those 
programs that have available capacity and can grow enrollment with little or no additional 
resources. As we do this, we need to do a better job managing enrollment in some programs 
that are clearly over capacity. As faculty lines and other resources become available, I 
expect deans to shift resources from under enrolled programs or units to programs or units 
that are over capacity and/or have the potential to grow enrollment if additional resources 
are made available. 

11. Specificity of Undergraduate Major Degree Requirements: There is a great deal of 
variation in the specificity of majors. Some majors have a very large percentage of the 
curriculum set (88 of 122 hours, not including the remainder of general electives), and 
some have a very low percentage of required hours (6 hours plus one year of a world 
language, a minor of the student’s choosing, and general education requirements). This 
point is raised to highlight the extremes and pose the question, should there be guiding 
principles as to best practices with required curricula? Would the University be better able 
to recruit, market, and manage enrollment with some degree of standardization in each 
curricular category? 

Action: I will ask the Faculty Senate Councils and College Curriculum Committees to 
consider these questions and related issues and offer recommendations. 
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12. Multiple Available Minors with Ample Capacity: The program review indicates a 
proliferation of minors across the University with an associated abundance of capacity, but 
did not indicate intentional planning within some programs that have added minors. It also 
did not indicate planning within colleges and across academic affairs. We need to examine 
the capacity of minor programs as a complete set to accommodate the students in programs 
that require a minor. We should consider the number of minors currently offered, and 
whether the number of offerings should be reduced. In some cases, it may be better overall 
for a unit to offer more capacity in the major, especially where there is demand, and restrict 
the number of students pursuing the complementary minor. In addition, it is not clear if 
students are advised about the benefits of pairing specific minors that complement or 
supplement specific majors. It appears from the program reviews that few students are 
advised to complete specific beneficial, complementary minors. 

Action: I will ask the deans to work within their colleges and as a group across the colleges 
to recommend ways to utilize our scarce resources while still supporting a robust set of 
minor programs. 

13. Ratio of Faculty to Programs: A number of units that have increased their program 
offerings to include many, if not all, possible program offerings in a given field. In doing so 
we have created a breadth of individual degree programs supported by only a few (and 
sometimes only one) faculty, rather than offering fewer degree programs with more depth 
in concentration areas and more faculty support. Furthermore, in some programs there is 
little differentiation in the course requirements/offerings for different degree programs. 
There are multiple instances of programs that are so similar a student could earn one of two 
different degrees while taking the same courses. A portion of this problem is the 
university’s method of identifying degrees on diplomas and on transcripts and the desire to 
track concentrations with individual codes. It appears that our procedures and the desire to 
indicate specific concentrations on diplomas have driven us to, at least in the system, create 
many unneeded degree programs. 

Action: Throughout the review process programs supported by few faculty and or with 
little differentiation from one another were flagged. I will ask the deans to lead discussions 
about whether these programs should be combined and how programs will be more clearly 
differentiated from one another. We also need to consider how we represent concentrations 
on transcripts and diplomas and how we track students in concentrations. The latter is a 
procedural matter that will need to involve the units, Faculty Senate, Registrar and 
Institutional Research. 

14. Data Based Decision Making: The program review process reflects that some academic 
units do not use official University data sufficiently in the planning and administration of 
their academic programs. In many units there was little evidence that longitudinal trends 
are tracked or that there are responses to fluctuations, especially in program specific 
enrollment and graduation rates. One benefit of completing the academic program review is 
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a greater awareness of available data and how it can be used for both long-term and short-
term planning. It is our expectation that data provided by the University will be used to 
make evidence-based decisions. The University will continue to refine the available data so 
that units can use it in an efficient and useful manner. 

Action: Institutional Research will be asked to provide ongoing training and assistance in 
accessing and using data for these purposes. In addition we will continue to refine how we 
present data to allow for easier decision-making. We will be expected to use data whenever 
possible in decision making. 

15. Interdisciplinary Programs: True interdisciplinary programs give rise to the integration 
of two or more disciplinary fields as they examine diverse and interrelated issues that 
cannot be adequately addressed by a single traditional field of study. As examples, patient 
health care, the plight of women in Third World countries, ethnicity and poverty in the U.S., 
global monastic movements, and issues of wetland protection, are too complex to be 
understood through a single disciplinary perspective. A multiplicity of lenses is required to 
fully understand interdisciplinary questions. While some interdisciplinary programs do this 
very well, the program reviews indicate that some of our interdisciplinary programs are 
comprised of little more than an established set of courses from different disciplines, which 
are put together with the hope that a student will see the interfaces between the two. Some 
of these programs lack faculty oversight. The program reviews indicate a lack of planning, 
co-teaching, or application of complementary methodologies to enable students to achieve a 
comprehensive understanding of complex issues. 

Action: Interdisciplinary programs must regularly re-examine their curricula, and those 
espousing linkages across traditional departmental boundaries should meet regularly with 
representatives of those departments to discuss what is truly meant by interdisciplinary, 
integrative study and how it can be best implemented through the curricula. I will ask the 
Faculty Senate to consider this issue and lead a broad discussion regarding how WMU can 
achieve truly interdisciplinary education. 

16. Integration of Content and Pedagogy for Secondary Education Programs: We offer 
many secondary education degree programs with pedagogy primarily taught in the College 
of Education and Human Development (CoEHD), and content offered through the Colleges 
of Arts and Sciences, Health and Human Services, and Fine Arts. The program reviews 
suggest that there is very little interaction or cooperation between the content departments 
and the pedagogical educators in the CoEHD. This is not the case in all programs, but it is a 
concern for many of our program offerings. It appears that there is little integration of 
teaching methods and content into a single or set of courses. In many cases content courses 
and teaching methods courses are not taken concurrently. 

Action: As a path forward, I am asking the deans of the respective colleges to bring together 
faculty from content departments and faculty from the CoEHD to determine how to better 
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integrate teaching our secondary education programs. The university has created an 
organizational structure that should be used to facilitate this discussion, the Educator 
Preparation Governing Council (EPGC), http://www.wmich.edu/education/about/ 
committees/epgc. We have some excellent examples of programs with faculty who have 
successfully collaborated across colleges that can serve as models to replicate across the 
University. 

Summary: As a learner centered institution, WMU used the Academic Program Review and 
Planning Process as an opportunity to engage in deliberate data gathering, evaluating and learning 
about our academic programs. It provided the opportunity for faculty, review teams, 
chairs/directors, deans and the provost to provide an overview of the key strengths, innovative 
offerings, competitiveness, points of distinction, and significant outcomes of every academic 
program. The review process has also provided an impetus for discussion and action so we may 
proactively understand the challenges and issues that must be addressed in our academic portfolio. 
It has provided an opportunity for the academic community as a whole to continue the 
conversation about what we do well and where we can improve. This conversation will continue as 
we assess the planning process and consider modifications that should be made to this process in 
the future. The summary is shared with the goal of continuing the conversation into the next phase 
in the academic planning process. The program review process demonstrates that while there are 
areas in which we can continue to improve, we also have much to be proud of with respect to the 
richness and quality of our academic programs. 

Note in most of the action items above due dates were not set. Rather, as an academic community 
we will need to discuss and prioritize the actions and then set realistic due dates to accomplish the 
actions. 

Continuing Phase Two APR&P and Next Steps: As we continue through the program planning 
process, please reference the established APR&P Procedures document available from the resource 
file at the following link: https://wsp.it.wmich.edu/sites/aprp/_layouts/15/start.aspx# 

Planning directives provide information regarding programs for faculty, department chairs and 
directors to address in their unit strategic planning. Directives may include a specified timeframe to 
initiate planning actions, or recommendations for ongoing planning to take place through the 
period leading up to the next comprehensive APR&P scheduled for 2021. The Office for Institutional 
Effectiveness will maintain the record of planning directives, tracking timeframe for actions, and 
reporting successful implementation of recommendations. 

As part of the APR&P review process, I have set actions for groups of programs to work 
collaboratively to address some common issues. In some instances, programs will be required to 
develop enrollment growth plans. In these instances, Academic Affairs will provide assistance 
through the colleges, the Graduate College, and Enrollment Management. 

 

http://www.wmich.edu/education/about/%20committees/epgc
http://www.wmich.edu/education/about/%20committees/epgc
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EVALUATION OF THE APR&P PROCESS 
Both formative and summative evaluation occurred for the APR&P process. The use of a Beta Year 
testing of materials and procedures provided invaluable insight in the development and refinement 
of the APR&P process. The coordinated efforts of the APR&P Project Management Team and Beta 
Chair participants provided numerous opportunities to clarify language in self-study templates and 
preparation guides, better align data sources to templates and unit needs, and develop rubrics from 
which to conduct the observation reviews. While there was a moratorium on revisions to 
procedural documents once the implementation process began in September 2014, a log of 
recommended revisions were kept as they were submitted by stakeholders engaged in the APR&P 
process.  

BETA PARTICIPANTS, ACADEMIC FORUM, AND APR&P OBSERVATION TEAM REVIEW AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
All three groups were given the opportunity to respond to a nine-item, open-ended-question 
survey, and specific editing of the self-study template. The APR&P Observation Team evaluation 
was distributed through a SurveyMonkey® tool at the end of the observation period. Of the 34 
expected participants, 22 responded (r=64.7%). There were very few completed surveys from Beta 
participants, or from unit chairs and directors who were asked to participate during Academic 
Forum. The following summary of all the submitted survey responses provided useful feedback for 
further implementation of revisions in 2020. 

Q1 On average how long did you spend conducting a single review? 

 Results indicated that, on average, an observer would spend 60 minutes on each 
program review, ranging from 20 minutes to two hours depending on the program 
format. Majors took longer to review than minors, and programs that appeared very 
similar to others in the academic unit took less time once the first review was 
conducted. Most observers also commented on a learning curve as the process became 
more efficient as they moved through their assigned programs. While the original 
assignments did not seem overwhelming at first, at the end of the process most 
reviewers thought the assignment of 50 was not reasonable.  Reviewers felt the six 
weeks to complete their individual reviews and two additional weekend work sessions 
to construct summary reports was enough time, but experienced burnout at the end. All 
reported this was a significant service to the University, and needed to reduce time 
spent on other duties to accomplish the tasks. The modest honorarium given to 
Observation Team members, if mentioned at all, did not seem to be enough for the time 
spent. 

Q2 How many self-studies did you review? 

 The assignments for each sub-team were set at a maximum of 50 programs. All of the 
programs within an academic unit were assigned to the same sub-team so the final 
assignments ranges from 30 to 50. Some academic units chose not to submit a self-study 
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for a program slated to be eliminated, or incorrectly conducted one self-study for 
multiple programs thus reducing the final number of programs for any of the sub-teams. 
Interdisciplinary programs and secondary education programs presented a unique 
challenge in assignments as they were included in the degree-granting units but not the 
content areas, so some programs may have been included in the assignments for two 
sub-teams. As a result, the original assignments were corrected so that only one sub-
team reviewed any one program. Some observers felt rushed to understand the criteria 
and data sources prior to beginning their reviews. 

Q3 What was the most difficult part about conducting the observation reviews?  

 Without a doubt the difficult part about the observation process was navigating the 
SharePointTM software setup. The limitations posed by the SharePointTM responses, 
redundancy in code-entry, and very rigid computer specifications made the startup 
especially difficult. 

 Another difficulty was trying to understand data quickly, when the self-study authors 
did not provide all the necessary information or did not provide an analysis of the data 
that was provided. It was not possible to sensibly answer a question involving tuition 
revenue, total revenue, program capacity, and target enrollment (excluding general 
education/servicecourses), when the self-study author did not provide the context that 
would have enabled the observers to effectively evaluate responses. “Context is 
everything; this is especially true for revenue/enrollment questions.” Observers often 
commented on global education, experiential education, and the “development” 
question in the overall strengths and needs section, because these items were fairly 
concrete. It was much more difficult for observers to make sense of and comment on the 
much “more complex questions” in the enrollment-by-revenue-by-capacity-by-
historical-trend questions.  

 Another point of difficulty was trying to understand how the self-study authors 
interpreted the questions. There was an attempt to glean understanding of the criterion 
even if the response took an indirect approach to the criterion. In some cases, responses 
to previous criterion provided a better response to the indirect information in another 
question. Sometimes, vital information appeared only in Criterion E: Impact and 
Opportunity. It was also noted that data tables were difficult to interpret, and some 
units did not report on what they were asked to provide or left tables blank. 

 Observers were very concerned about a being fair and realistic about applying the 
rubric for observation considerations.  It was clear that the University benchmarks 
would not apply to every program, and assessing what constituted “meeting 
expectations” so that it would be fair to the programs was challenging. The demarcation 
between ND-Needs Development and IR-Insufficient Response also complicated this 
issue. This was especially true for assessing program economy and cost recovery 
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relative to capacity/target specifications, which for many programs was not well-
defined. A few of the observers felt a need for additional observation categories as the 
response did not seem to fit EE, ME, etc. 

Q4 What do you believe worked well in conducting the observation reviews?  

 The Observation Team members enjoyed the interaction with colleagues across the 
campus during the observation process. Gentle reminders from the Observation Team 
chair were encouraging, and communicated the “team” approach to this difficult work. 
The structure of reviews in the two-tiered process worked well. Team process was an 
opportunity to clarify individual assessment. Learning what other programs were doing 
was seen as a bonus to the daunting task of completing the observations.   

 There was concern over whether the comments made in the observations would be 
useful to unit leadership or the provost, as they would already have such information. 
Generally, the criteria seemed well thought-out, but possibly less important for some 
programs. There was a general need for more up-front training for observers on shared 
meaning of rubric items and how to interpret data. People felt prepared until they got 
into it. 

Q5 Please identify one or two programs that submitted exceptionally good self-studies. 
(We will ask the program to use these as models for next time.)  

 There was 30 programs identified as well-written and a possible model for others. A 
review of the programs mentioned indicated that all colleges were represented, with 
noted advantage in writing such studies going to programs that submit annual reports 
to accreditation or other external agencies. There were several non-accredited 
programs mentioned that used the APR&P process to structure information from 
understanding the criteria, and so were a better match than those trying to cut and 
paste from an accreditation self-study. 

Q6 What APR&P criteria items in the self-studies did you find most meaningful or 
useful for understanding the strengths of a program?  

 Interestingly, there were equal number of responses that the quantitative data claimed 
(e.g., enrolled students, graduation rate, time to graduate, number of faculty vs. graduate 
students, indirect cost recovery vs. grants) as there was for the qualitative narratives. 
Observers felt the last section on Impact and Opportunity was very useful in 
understanding the full program, as were sections on external demand, comparison with 
peers, and instructional faculty. The program’s own analysis of challenges and 
opportunities was often telling, as they had buried important information elsewhere. 
There was repeated mention that target, capacity, and actual enrollment should have 
been displayed more clearly as they were vital in understanding many responses. 
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Seeing if and how programs advanced departmental mission and vision was also seen as 
important.  

 By looking at what was not mentioned in the observers’ responses to what is important, 
the following items may be interpreted as less important.  

o A1.c & d program goals and how to measure progress on those goals. 
o B2.d academic profile for graduate programs 
o B2.e demographic profile for all programs 
o B3.b degree to which program is in demand by other programs 
o B3.c is program associated with other university collaboratives 
o C5.b scholarship and professional recognition of faculty 
o D8.3 program costs (non-personnel) 
o Program economy items as the break out to specific programs within an academic 

unit lost its meaning. Comparison data within a department seemed more relevant.  

 Q7 What do you believe was the value of having faculty participating in the observation 
process?  

Observation Teams felt that having faculty involved was critical in heading off claims that 
this process was top-down and not “sensitive” to issues of shared governance. The iterative 
nature of the development process for this review was critical, and helped create trust in 
the process as a whole. Having faculty engaged with administration at all levels was wise. In 
several cases, observers were able to assure colleagues in their own departments that the 
review process had merit. 

While many observers felt they learned a lot about other programs, they also indicated they 
were not as knowledgeable about other disciplines or how things work in other colleges. 
This may have weakened their observation capabilities. The number-crunching could have 
been done more efficiently by non-faculty. Some observers felt the self-studies did not 
provide sufficient opportunities for the numbers to be put into context.  There was a 
constant tension between evaluating some aspect of a program and evaluating the adequacy 
of a response. 

Observers commented that faculty may now perceive the wastefulness of having programs 
(only in name) with next-to-no enrollment history over a period of time; starting a program 
only two years before, and claiming inadequacy now; and, how general education/service 
courses are considered as cash cows, etc. If faculty take the right decision forward in their 
own action in the respective departments, we may see more responsible curriculum/ 
program development in future, defining for once who we are instead of being a catch-all. 
This will allow WMU to become more nimble as well as thrifty – in short, flexible and at the 
same time efficient. Also, having been a member of an earlier review team, the 
understanding that develops between individual faculty members of a group (across 
colleges) is a strong plus. 
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A few observers indicated some degree of cynicism, suggesting the process might give 
administration a way to pass the buck, so to speak. One observer had very strong feelings 
that are reflected here. “I'm not really sure??? It seems that the administration could have 
bypassed this exercise and evaluated the programs in a two-step process. 1. Each unit write 
up its responses to the questions. 2. Be given the evaluation sheets and then made their 
evaluative response on the form sheets. The answers are self-evident. The process could be 
monitored by the administration directly. The only other reason for asking the faculty to 
evaluate programs would be to take the onus of giving a poor evaluation from themselves, 
(the administration), and giving that duty to the faculty. This makes the faculty culpable for 
any negative blowback that might occur to a weak program. This metric also exhibits the 
administration's financial priorities. Those in the administration who make the financial 
decisions allow some programs to languish and dry up while giving major support to their 
pet programs. Major Universities in the USA do not manage internal funding in such an 
indifferent, unprofessional and at times disgraceful way. So...I believe this exercise is as 
much an evaluation of Upper Administration as it is an evaluation of its Academic Programs. 
When it’s all said and done, I don't know what to make of this whole idea.” 

Q8 What suggestions do you have for improving the overall APR&P observation process? 

Many of the suggestions dealt with improving the alignment between the self-study 
template and observation consideration rubric. In many places, the self-study report writers 
did answer the question based on their interpretation, but the question appeared to not be 
answered fully or well if observers focused on the observation rubric. Suggestions were 
made to return the reports for a re-write, if they do not provide data to support platitudes 
or gut-felt statements. Encourage programs to take the self-studies more seriously. Some 
authors seemed to put little effort into the document. 

Clarity of data sources was another noted improvement. Suggestions were made to provide 
clear template instructions in preparing enrollment/capacity analysis, resource 
consumption per student/faculty, and output production (SCH or dollars) per faculty/FTE. 
It was also suggested that the central data should be preloaded to the self-study reports. 
The review reports were very fuzzy toward many indicators. A number of data may not be 
available, and connection between parameters may not be clearly defined. However, there 
is a need for some guideline to justify whether a program should be considered too small or 
too large. Program chairs need to do a better job of defining capacity/targets. Self-study 
authors need to be directed to use the self-study guide and other resource material to better 
utilize examples and instructions. Possible variation in the self-study template and 
observation rubric, specific to each type of program, would avoid the missing responses and 
uncertainty of whether or not an item was required. 

There were suggestions as to what level of analysis was needed in understanding programs. 
It was also suggested to not review programs which have not been in existence at least for 
three years. Ask each department to submit a report for one major, one minor, one Masters, 
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one Ph.D., and one general education/service course. If they have more concentrations 
within those degrees, ask them to justify their existence with numbers, research grant, SCH, 
etc. 

In retrospect, a number of observers were concerned about the time and number of 
observations. There was sentiment they would have liked to have been able to complete a 
department or at least sample major, minor, general education/service course, or graduate 
programs and talk them through with our team members early in the process (there was a 
training period using a hypothetical case study, but no opportunity to work with established 
subcommittees).  Doing so would have made it easier to make individual observations, and 
observers may have figured out how to streamline their teamwork earlier in the process. 

An interesting suggestion was raised in a number of conversations regarding self-
evaluation. One observer stated “I think the people who draft the self-studies should go one 
step further and actually self-rate each of their responses (i.e., EE, ME, ND, and IR). These 
self-ratings would initially be hidden from the observation team. Then, TWO observers 
would go through each self-study and independently assign their own ratings to each 
response. Ideally, this would be done through a “pop-up” menu for each item on the self-
study document, so we wouldn't have to work from two different screens. After all of the 
ratings are completed, the next step would involve the two-person observation teams 
getting together and looking to see where they were in agreement with each other and with 
the self-ratings from the departments. If all three ratings are in agreement, then we would 
consider that to be a valid observation, and quickly move on. In instances where all three 
ratings are not in agreement, then the two-member observation teams would take a closer 
look at that particular item in order to determine which rating was best supported by the 
evidence. Differences would be resolved through dialogue. With this kind of a system in 
place, I think the process of assigning the ratings would go much faster, and we would end 
up with more valid observations. In addition, since there would only be TWO people in each 
group (instead of THREE), there could be 33% more teams. This would significantly reduce 
the workload for each team.” 

Some observers made comparisons with the previous academic program review process. 
Having the chance as reviewers to ask questions and discuss findings with the departments 
seemed to be important and not possible in this procedure. Further, some felt the whole 
process, this time around, would have been more helpful to all involved if it had included a 
focus on units as a whole rather than programs in isolation. 

Q9 Other: Anything else you wish to share about your participation in the APR&P process?  

In addition to the aforementioned comments, observers were concerned that the work they 
did would not be useful and meaningful in helping the University move forward. If the goal 
was to identify what are the strong vs. weak programs, that may not have been 
accomplished. There is general apprehension as to where all this work would lead. The 
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process of getting from observation reports to the dean and especially provost-level 
reviews needs to be clearly linked, specifying the nature of the use of these observation 
reports. It should not be just a matter of the provost's review having the opportunity to use 
these reports so that the provost cannot use peer reviews to justify his own pre-determined 
agenda. 

Other comments reflected how the APR&P process was as much about central 
administration and support services as specific programs. How are decisions being made? 
People clearly saw the necessity for the program review and hoped the departments will 
not react defensively, but take a hard look at their programs and work to improve them or, 
in a few cases, phase them out. Questions were raised about the rigor of programs, and 
whether minors really add to student success or serve only as a means to manage 
enrollment. 

In general, observers were not happy about the great deal of boilerplate answers given, 
particularly across the major and minor or between concentrations. That made the process 
more simplified but less specific to each program. There was a great deal of cutting and 
pasting of the same responses.  

Finally, there were multiple technical issues that arose that observers thought should have 
been caught during Beta testing. Observers would have appreciated knowing in advance 
there was a strict limit on how long comments could be. The work on the Observation Team 
could have been far more systematic and consistent if the large group had gone row-by-row 
through a single self-study and discussed how to write an observation report. Instead, the 
only training session focused on how to create team reports without answering questions 
about how to interpret items. The difficulties seemed to center around the creation of the 
individual observation report; the creation of the team report was far simpler by 
comparison. 

DEAN REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Deans were given the opportunity to share their recommendations for improvement in the APR&P 
process through structured interviews conducted after submitting their planning recommendations 
to the provost. Interviews, conducted by the associate provost for institutional effectiveness, 
consisted of six questions, and are summarized here. 

1. Please share your role in the development and submission of the program self-studies. 

Most of the deans responded that their involvement in self-studies was limited to helping 
coordinate some of the data management processes, and to receive updates of progress 
from senior leadership in the college. There was general reliance on associate deans, chairs, 
and directors to oversee the completion of self-studies by all units. The dean’s role seemed 
to be one of facilitator and problem-solver. In one college, the dean’s office reviewed self-
studies prior to submission.  
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2. What approach did you take to complete the dean’s review and planning reports? 

In most cases, the dean read the observation team reports; wrote comments and planning 
directives; and, conferred with department chairs to confirm findings prior to submission to 
the provost. Those colleges with a large number of programs also enlisted associate deans 
in the review process. Deans were especially interested in wording of composite planning 
directives so that wording of the outcomes was not be misinterpreted in accreditation 
reports. There was also attention given to data accuracy and interpretation for continuous 
quality improvement, especially in those areas marked “Needs Development” (ND) or 
“Insufficient Response” (IR). In some cases, deans presented information that was missing 
in the self-study as part of their comments. 

3. What are your plans for follow-up on planning directives offered in either the dean’s 
planning report or the provost recommendations? 

In all cases, the deans were eager to utilize the information and dialogue created through 
the APR&P process in ongoing strategic planning. Many deans identified college-wide 
initiatives while others focused on unit specific action plans, noting it will be important to 
follow-up with unit chairs on how they plan to take action on recommendations. Most deans 
will meet with faculty and ask for prioritization and a timeline for completion.  Deans also 
commented that they want to convey the message that this is a shared process going 
forward.  

4. What do you feel are the most beneficial aspects of the APR&P process? 

While each dean saw unique benefits for their college, there was a shared feeling that the 
formal APR&P process allowed for new discussions with faculty on challenges facing the 
college, and allowed faculty to look beyond their specific program to the total impact of 
financial and human resources. The process encouraged each faculty to learn about the 
other programs in the college, consider why they are there (e.g., what is the mission and 
purpose in department), and become more a part of the strategic planning. Deans felt they 
learned a great deal from the process, and believe it also helped chairs and directors engage 
in discussions about program management they may not have had before; so new skills 
were developed. Those who took the APR&P serious are better positioned for the dean’s 
office to facilitate resources needed for change. Because the ARP&P process was formal and 
public, there was a growing sense of importance and commitment to outcomes. Everyone 
should be motivated to act toward improvement.  

5. What do you feel were the most challenging characteristics of the ARP&P process? 

Clearly, there where many challenges in the implementation of this new comprehensive 
process for program review.  Notably the most frequently mentioned items dealt with 
interpretation of Cognos data, what exactly was a program, terminology, and technology. 
Deans found it difficult to separate some criteria to the program level, and suggested a 
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possible department data section would be useful. There was also a question of what we 
want to know about “capacity” (e.g., underutilization, under-resourced, etc.). The 
technology was burdensome, and seemed to limit the opportunity for dean’s to provide a 
full response to program strengths or planning recommendations. There needed to be 
greater clarity on what the planning directives mean, so deans would utilize the same 
measures to inform the provost. Almost all deans noted the APR&P process took time away 
from working on established projects, creating a lot of stress and fatigue in the faculty 
ranks.  If the goal is to be more streamlined in reporting, there is work to do to narrow 
discussion and sharing of data to those most critical elements. Data gathering and 
interpretation were the most troublesome. Some self-studies provided much more rich 
information in responses that made the external reviews more meaningful, but is it 
necessary for planning. Lack of rich observation comments by review teams was 
troublesome. 

6. What changes in the APR&P criterion would you recommend? Most meaningful or less than 
useful? 

The Project Management Team was reluctant to weigh any of the criteria more than others 
but the Deans expressed a strong need to identify the most important criteria and weigh 
values or eliminate those that are not critical. Also while all criteria seem relevant, there 
was a need to generate a way for the context of department to be included with the program 
specific information (i.e., on one document some data trends by programs side-by-side). 
Generate a way for data to be inserted in to the forms for the departments and, if possible, 
pop-up examples or explanations. Also a need to improve data sources to more accurately 
reflect the nature of programs (i.e., low yield reflects high-degree of selectivity not lack of 
interest; how many majors when students are in large general “pre-programs,” etc.). In 
many cases there was too much qualitative narrative and not enough data. Codes used for 
observation were not clearly understood, e.g. Insufficient Response (IR) simply was too 
negative and did not reflect lack of data available or applicable. 

The time spent in this first APR&P process on all programs at the most discrete level 
seemed important as a baseline approach to program review. It may not be necessary to 
spend time on minors or concentrations as the process is refined. Where it seemed most 
useful was in understanding large minors that may not have parent major or when minors 
were interdisciplinary in nature. Special templates are suggested for new programs with 
only a few questions pertinent, maybe pair with curriculum proposal. Interdisciplinary 
programs need review by all colleges involved, not just degree-granting host. 

EVALUATION OF THE TECHNOLOGY 
After much research into selecting an appropriate media for the WMU community to 
participate in the APR&P process, SharePointTM was chosen. The Office of Information 
Technology hired TEKsystems, based in Hollywood, to develop a method of using MS Word 
in a workflow process, where each observation document (beginning with those of 
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individual Observation Team members) would generate the next document in the process 
that would include comments from the former (see Appendix C: APR&P Observation Rubric 
Report Templates). 

The selected solution provided the benefits of fitting into an existing system established at 
WMU. For the most part, stakeholders were comfortable using SharePointTM as a document 
repository solution. Documents could indeed be uploaded and downloaded in a familiar MS 
Word document format. The SharePointTM website format also allowed for materials to be 
organized by folders with opportunities for updates, announcements, and calendar options. 
All of this facilitated the ongoing development, implementation, and distribution of reports 
in the APR&P process. 

During the APR&P process itself, this system proved to be restrictive and burdensome to 
those responsible for reporting to the next level. Although documents were housed on and 
made accessible to reviewers through the SharePointTM site, they could not be completed 
online. Instead, they had to be downloaded, completed, re-uploaded, and saved, at each 
stage of the process, in order to generate the next-level reviewer forms. Further, due to 
inherent SharePointTM restrictions, comment areas were limited to 255 characters 
(including spaces and punctuation). In most cases, if the character limit was exceeded, the 
system truncated comments when uploading into the next form in the series. In a few cases, 
the next form had to be manually generated, lengthening the time it took for reviewers to 
complete their work. 

In addition to the problems with SharePointTM, undetected programmer-error caused 
additional workload for reviewers and members of the APR&P support team. In the initial 
form, used by the individual APR&P Observation Team members, “Replace this text” (or for 
one criterion, “Add comments here”) was programmed in as a “placeholder.” It was the 
programmer’s intention that this be overwritten during review. However, in the instance 
where reviewers did not make comments, placeholder text was uploaded into each of the 
subsequent forms. Coding errors were also discovered in the Dean’s Report templates, 
where team comments were to be uploaded from previous forms. Uploading code caused 
team comment areas for B.4.b, E.10.b, and E.11.b to repeat B.4.a, E.10.a, and E.11.a, 
respectively. Since the code could not be disabled or removed from templates, at each 
reviewer stage, these faults had to be manually corrected during the PDF conversion 
process for publishing. Within each of the MS Word documents, “find/replace” was used to 
remove placeholder text in all except criterion A.1.d where the code was edit-locked. Once 
converted to PDF, comments for sections B.4.b, E.10.b, and E.11.b were copied/pasted from 
the actual team reports, resulting in 2,844 incidents of copy/paste. 

Finally, the SharePointTM system did not permit an appropriate method for analysis of 
findings. For each subsequent interest point (e.g., how well did WMU programs respond to 
criteria B.4. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes, etc.), a report could 
only be generated by cutting and pasting findings from each individual observation report 
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into an aggregate report. If there was a desire to only look at variables such as graduate 
programs, or programs slated for remediation, all planning directives and comments had to 
be cut and pasted from the provost’s planning reports. This was finally accomplished by 
creating a master Excel file with appropriate tabs for program selection. The limitations 
prevented any refined analysis across criteria or program areas. 

 

OVERALL RECOMMENDATIONS: 
The Faculty Observation reviews were perceived by chairs not to be especially useful, but 
deans thought the comments were on the mark. Faculty appreciated having a faculty review 
as part of the process. Better training may be needed or different arrangement of 
membership to improve the responses. 

Timing for deans to conduct reviews in late spring is a problem, too many other things 
going on. Needed more time at the end of process to really discuss with chairs and directors, 
possible simultaneous reviews by observation team and deans. In hindsight the Deans 
would have liked to have read over the self-study reports before they left the college. Some 
missing items could have been entered. Would have had some common understanding with 
all the chairs/directors prior to writing (e.g., how to interpret data, what is definition of 
capacity, etc.). All data needs to be vetted by central office in college for accuracy and 
consistency in application (e.g., student-faculty ratio). 

There were a number of suggestions on what to do with the findings of the APR&P process. 
Such as encourage the University to absorb the information and plan accordingly, not to 
have knee-jerk reactions that will over- or under-react to process. Include all levels in any 
final decisions regarding program change. Clearly there is a need to identify how the APR&P 
process is aligned with budget allocations. Faculty and chairs really want this to mean 
something, tie to decision-making. Process and outcomes must be tied to financial and 
human resource allocations. Strong voice given that the APR&P is not a one and done event. 
Academic units should be monitoring and using information in self-studies for planning and 
improvement. 

A few suggestions were given to have the Oversight Committee meet in an evaluation role. 
First, to carry out some of the summary report writing, editing of documents, and listing of 
recommendations from lessons learned from this review cycle; second, to review the 
Provost Recommendations and plan for longitudinal monitoring of planning directives and 
facilitating use of APR&P information for strategic planning and decision making. 
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Academic Program Review and Planning Procedure 
2014-2015 

 
Statement of Purpose 
A comprehensive review of academic programs should align effective assessment with 
campus-wide continuous improvement, and provide meaningful data-driven information 
to assist with strategic planning.  The academic review process should provide direction 
in planning for creating, sustaining, growing, merging, or eliminating academic programs 
in order to maintain program relevancy for both students and the community. It is critical 
that the process and criteria be fully-transparent, fully-vetted by faculty, and meet the 
stated intended ends for continuous quality improvement of WMU’s curricular portfolio 
as required by the Higher Learning Commission and consistent with the WMU Strategic 
Plan. 
 
Intended Outcomes 

1. Direction to enhance current and new programs as part of continuous quality 
improvement. 

2. A distinguished suite of undergraduate and graduate programs that allow 
graduates of these programs to be productive in society and their careers. 

3. Provide indications as to where the Division of Academic Affairs should 
reallocate resources to meet the needs and demand of the next generation of 
graduates. 

4. Further integrate assessment of learning outcomes and budgetary decisions. 
 

Program Review and Planning are essential elements in: 
• Meeting institutional obligation for reaffirmation of accreditation with the Higher 

Learning Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools;  
• Fulfilling the goals of the University Strategic Plan (USP) to promote innovative 

learning, discovery, and service using assessment leading to campus-wide 
continuous improvement; and 

• Fulfilling the goals of the Academic Affairs Strategic Plan to use a consultative 
and integrated program review process for creating, sustaining, growing, and 
eliminating academic programs.  

 
Reaccreditation from the Higher Learning Commission 
In meeting its obligation for reaffirmation of accreditation with the Higher Learning 
Commission of the North Central Association of Colleges and Schools, WMU must 
engage in a process of continuous improvement that insures institutional effectiveness. 
Specifically, WMU must provide evidence of the following: 
 

Core Component 4.A. The institution demonstrates responsibility for the quality 
of its educational programs. 

1. The institution maintains a practice of regular program reviews. 
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HLC Guiding Value 4. A culture of continuous improvement 
Continuous improvement is the alternative to stagnation. Minimum standards are 
necessary but far from sufficient to achieve acceptable quality in higher 
education, and the strongest institutions will stay strong through ongoing 
aspiration. The Commission includes improvement as one of two major strands in 
all its pathways, the other being assurance that member institutions meet the 
Criteria and the Federal Requirements. 
 
A process of assessment is essential to continuous improvement and therefore a 
commitment to assessment should be deeply embedded in an institution’s 
activities. Assessment applies not only to student learning and educational 
outcomes but to an institution’s approach to improvement of institutional 
effectiveness. 
 
For student learning, a commitment to assessment would mean assessment at the 
program level that proceeds from clear goals, involves faculty at all points in the 
process, and analyzes the assessment results; it would also mean that the 
institution improves its programs or ancillary services or other operations on the 
basis of those analyses. Institutions committed to improvement review their 
programs regularly and seek external judgment, advice, or benchmarks in their 
assessments. Because in recent years the issues of persistence and completion 
have become central to public concern about higher education, the current Criteria 
direct attention to them as possible indicators of quality and foci for improvement, 
without prescribing either the measures or outcomes. 
 
Innovation is an aspect of improvement and essential in a time of rapid change 
and challenge; through its Criteria and processes the Commission seeks to support 
innovation for improvement in all facets of institutional practice. 
 
Bullet 1, page 161 of the HLC Policy Book 
Regular academic program reviews include attention to currency and relevance of 
courses and programs. 
 

The University Strategic Plan 
The University Strategic Plan (USP) describes the institution as “learner centered, 
discovery driven, and globally engaged.” Specifically: Strategy 2.1.c of USP Goal 2, 
“Promote innovative learning, discovery, and service” states, “Align effective assessment 
with campus-wide continuous improvement.”  In order to accomplish this, the Academic 
Affairs Strategic Plan (AASP) Goals 1 (undergraduate) and 3 (graduate) include 
strategies that “use a consultative and integrated program review process for creating, 
sustaining, growing, and eliminating academic programs.” Therefore, we must engage in 
a comprehensive review of academic programs, and strategically plan for the future in 
order to maintain program relevancy for both students and the community. 
 
WMU, as with most all public institutions classified as “Research University – High 
Research Activity” by the Carnegie Foundation, is under increasing pressure to maintain 
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high-quality programs that strengthen the University reputation while managing 
increasing expenses within the realities of declining revenues. Academic Program 
Review and Planning (APR&P) is an opportunity to demonstrate responsibility for the 
quality of our educational programs, strategic reallocation of resources, and alignment 
with the Academic Affairs and WMU Strategic Plans. To that end, the Division of 
Academic Affairs will maintain a practice of regular program review and planning that 
sets the strategic direction of the academic portfolio of the University.  
 
Guiding Principles 
WMU adopts the following guiding principles for the development, implementation, and 
utilization of academic program review and planning (based on suggestions from 
Dickeson, 20101).  Specifically, the APR&P process will be: 

1. Transparent: The review and subsequent strategic planning process will be 
collaboratively developed and supported by senior leadership, administration, and 
faculty representatives, in communication with the University community.  

2. Comprehensive: The review criteria will be meaningful and extensive as to 
provide for a fair and unbiased evaluation of all programs. 

3. Consistent: The same review criteria and standards will be applied to each 
program, utilizing a common data set while allowing for unique program 
measurements as appropriate. The process of review for all programs will be 
applied in the same way. 

4. Inclusive: All academic programs will be reviewed. 
5. Data-Driven: The review will be based on both quantitative and qualitative data 

using consistent clearly-defined terms. Data sources will include institutional 
data, departmentally-derived data, and external data. 

6. Respectful: Those involved in the review and planning process will remain 
cognizant of the human effects of its outcomes.  Planning decisions will exercise 
institutional flexibility in maximizing human, economic, and social resources. 

 
Procedures 
Defining a Program 
The scope of the intended review includes all academic programs. A program is any 
collection of activities within a discrete discipline and purpose of the institution that 
consumes resources (e.g., dollars, people, space, equipment, time, etc.) as identified by 
the WMU Curriculum Manager in conjunction with the Office of Institutional Research 
from the official list of programs. Programs for the Academic Program Review and 
Planning process are defined as majors, minors, specialist programs, masters programs, 
doctoral programs, and graduate certificate programs. Different concentrations within a 
degree program will be dealt with individually (using a separate document for each 
concentration) for the purpose of program review and planning. All other groupings of 
general education courses, or courses offered to support degree programs outside of the 
program being reviewed, are considered one unit termed “general education/service 
courses.” 
 
Since there may be insufficient data available for a comprehensive review of newly-
created programs, or programs that have recently undergone significant program revision, 
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programs meeting the following criteria will be included in the APR&P process under the 
category as “new.” A new program is one that began since the fall of 2010. In these 
cases, the department should complete the review and planning template with what 
information is available, and state that this is a new program. A new program should 
address the original start-up plan in the review process. Programs beginning in the fall of 
2014 need to submit a review and planning template, but can simply state that the 
program has just begun and not complete the entire review and planning template. New 
programs may be subject to review in academic year 2017-18. It is important that all 
programs appear on the department/school summary page. 
 
A program will be identified as new by the WMU Curricular Manager if it meets one the 
following criteria: 

• A program designated as new must have begun since the fall of 2010.  
• The program has undergone significant change. Significant change is defined as 

revision of 50% or a minimum of 20 credit hours of the core curriculum.   
 
Other situations to consult with WMU Curriculum Manager: 

• Program planned for deletion - If a completed curriculum change form with the 
appropriate signatures is submitted to the curriculum manager by October 31, 
2014, the department does not need to submit review and planning documentation 
for the deleted program. 

• Programs established prior to 2010 that have been consolidated into a new 
program since the fall of 2010, submit a review and planning template for the new 
program and include data prior to the consolidation from all programs involved. 
This will not be considered a new program, but a continuation of the old programs 
in a new format. 

• Where a concentration has been pulled out as a stand-alone program since 2010, 
the intent of the change as described on the curriculum change form will be 
considered. If the intended program change was to recruit a new student 
population or significantly change the delivery of the program, it will be 
considered a new program. 

• Name changes of programs since 2010 will be considered continuations of 
programs unless the name change is associated with major curricular changes. 

 
As part of the implementation of the APR&P process, it is proposed that all programs 
will be reviewed during the same cycle with annual or periodic update report periods 
established as an outcome of the initial review. 
 
Two Stage Process: Review and Planning 
The APR&P process incorporates two phases: program review, and planning.  
 
Phase One: Program Review is intended to provide a mission-driven, data-informed, and 
participatory process for continuous quality review. Each program within a 
department/school will prepare a self-study report responding to the APR&P criteria. The 
report will be submitted to the department chair/school director and University APR&P 
Committee through a uniform template. The program report, with the exception of new 
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programs, will provide evidence that will serve as the basis for observation of the 
APR&P criteria. Programs identified as “new” or “transitioning” will have APR&P 
Committee observations added to their program start-up plans and distributed to the 
provost for dissemination in Phase Two: Program Planning.  
   
Phase One: Program Review Procedures 

Step (1): Institutional data by program- or department-level is collected and made 
available through the Office of Institutional Research to form the basis of the 
program self-study. 
 
Step (2): Each program will prepare a self-study report using the standardized 
report template containing the APR&P criteria. The document may identify 
supporting data but must provide descriptive accounts of the origin of data and 
summary results for follow-up in planning.  
 
Step (3): The self-study reports of an academic unit will be authorized by the 
department chair/school director who will provide a data summary to accompany 
the cohort of self-study reports. The cohort of self-study reports and data 
summary is then forwarded to the University APR&P Committee. 
 
Step (4): The APR&P Committee will be charged with providing review 
observations for each program using the APR&P criteria. The APR&P Committee 
will review the program self-study using the established observation consideration 
rubric. The committee will provide a summary observation of program strengths 
and areas needing development.  

  
Step (5): The APR&P observation report of department/school programs will then 
be sent to the provost for initiation of Phase Two: Program Planning. All reports 
will also be made available for review by department and school personnel. 
 

Phase Two: Program Planning is intended to utilize information and observations 
contained in the program review for the purpose of integrated strategic planning. The 
program self-study report with Department Chair or School Director Summary 
Observation and full APR&P report is distributed to the academic deans, dean of the 
Graduate College, dean of the Lee Honors College, and associate provost for Extended 
University Programs for college-wide planning. College planning observations are added 
to the report and forwarded to the provost for review.   
 
Phase Two: Program Planning Procedures 

Step (6): The provost will forward the department cohort of program self-study 
reports with Department Chair or School Director Summary Observations and 
APR&P report to the academic deans, dean of the Graduate College, dean of the 
Lee Honors College, and associate provost for Extended University Programs for 
college-wide planning. Academic deans and department chairs/school directors 
will review the material, add college-wide planning observations, and place 
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programs in one of five categories for the purpose of strategic planning. The 
college planning report will then be forwarded to the provost. 
 
Step (7): The provost will consider the program self-study, the APR&P 
Committee report observations, and dean’s planning report, and then make a 
recommendation about the direction for each program’s future planning. The 
provost and respective program’s department chair or school director and dean 
will request strategic planning in one of five directions:  
 

1. Continuous Quality Improvement: Programs should prepare plans for 
advancement and enhancement that address ways to enhance current quality 
or demonstrate increasing program distinctiveness through annual strategic 
planning and assessment reports.  
 

2. Remediation: Programs should implement plans that address identified 
challenges raised by the review, and identify discernible improvements as 
priorities in annual strategic plans and department/school assessment 
reports. 
 

3. Growth: Programs will utilize APR&P reports in continued planning under 
the guidelines included in their New Program Development Plan or Program 
Modification Plan. New or transitioning programs will be expected to meet 
established benchmarks and resume standard program review criteria in the 
next APR&P cycle. 
 

4. Program Restructuring: Programs will be required to provide a summary of 
program restructuring or curricular improvement strategies and outcomes in 
a Program Modification Plan that will include appropriate WMU curricular 
revision forms.  
 

5. Elimination: Programs will be required to submit a plan for disinvestment 
and/or elimination including a potential teach-out plan to the offices of 
Institutional Effectiveness and the Provost/Vice President for Academic 
Affairs. Existing appropriate WMU curricular revision forms and policies 
will be used in implementation of the plan.  

 
There will be no appeal process during the various stages of review. However, after the 
provost’s recommendation, and upon request from the department chair or school 
director, dean, or associate provost, a limited appeal process will commence. A meeting 
between the provost, dean, department chair or school director, and faculty of the 
department will be convened to discuss any errors in information that may be relevant 
regarding the planning recommendation. The decision will indicate one of five ratings for 
each program. Strategic planning will then follow established program and curricular 
assessment and/or revision policies. 
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Step (8): A recommendation for program merger or restructuring will be 
forwarded to the Faculty Senate Executive Board along with a summary of all 
program review and planning reports. The Program Modification Plan will be 
given to the appropriate dean who will accept the plan or ask for revisions. 
Program Modification Plans requiring program mergers would then be forwarded 
to the Faculty Senate for review of indications and contraindications. All other 
Program Modification Plans would follow established curricular revision policies 
and procedures. The Faculty Senate Executive Board will provide the provost 
with its recommendations based on the previously approved “Indications and 
Contraindications Criteria” outlined in the Faculty Senate’s Policy for 
Organizational Changes of Academic Units (May 5, 2011). The Faculty Senate’s 
recommendations are forwarded to the provost for consideration, and then to the 
Board of Trustees for approval to implement. Updates will be reviewed on an 
annual basis through ongoing strategic planning and department assessment 
reports. Progress on the plan will be examined during a third-year focused review 
by the Office of Institutional Effectiveness and the APR&P Committee. 
 
Step (9): Programs slated for closure will be required to submit a plan for 
disinvestment and/or elimination including a potential teach-out plan to the Office 
of Institutional Effectiveness and the provost. The accepted plan would then be 
forwarded to the Faculty Senate for review of indications and contraindications. 
The Faculty Senate Executive Board will provide the provost with its 
recommendations based on the previously approved “Indications and 
Contraindications Criteria” outlined in the Faculty Senate’s Policy for 
Organizational Changes of Academic Units (May 5, 2011). The Faculty Senate 
recommendations are forwarded to the provost for consideration, and then to the 
Board of Trustees for approval to implement. A planning report will also need to 
be submitted to the provost if the unit intends to maintain any resources that may 
be saved by the closure. In this case, the plan must explain how the savings will 
be used. 
 
Step (10): The department or school, and subsequent program faculty, will be 
notified of the provost’s and Faculty Senate’s findings. The APR&P Committee 
and appropriate deans will also be notified of findings.  

 
Step (11): Once advised of the provost’s decision, the faculty and unit 
chairs/directors will incorporate the findings into annual strategic planning and 
assessment documents or a separate Program Modification Plan as warranted. 
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Academic Program Review and Strategic Planning Criteria 
 

The criteria are mission-based and connected to the goals and strategies of the Academic 
Affairs Strategic Plan, Higher Learning Commission Criteria for Reaffirmation of 
Accreditation, and University Strategic Plan.  
 

Cover-page Information 
Program Development: How long has the program been in existence? What is the 
intended purpose of the program? Has the nature of the program evolved over time? 

• Dates of program and significant curriculum approvals/revisions 
 

Criteria 
A. Strategic Planning:  The report should describe how the current program utilizes 

strategic planning for continuous quality improvement.  
 
1. Strategic Plan: How does this program utilize strategic planning? 

a. Program purpose and  mission   
b. Strategic goals of program 
c. Evidence measuring progress toward implementation of strategic goals 

 
B. Demand and Assessment:  The report should provide evidence as to what external 

demand exists for the program, and how the program utilizes assessment of 
student learning for continuous improvement. 

 
2. External Demand for Program: What are the characteristics that place this 

program in demand?  
a. External demand for graduates 
b. Program’s competitive position with top competitors  
c. Admission data on applications 
d. Student profile - academic 
e. Student profile - demographic   

 
3. Internal Demand for Program: What is the student demand for the program? 

a. Number of students in program based on enrollment trends  
b. Narrative on interdependence with other programs 

 
4. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes: How well does the 

program utilize assessment process/data to provide high-quality educational 
outcomes? 

a. Outcomes of recent internal reviews or accreditation reports 
b. Utilization of recent internal reviews or accreditation reports 
c. Description of assessment of student learning  
d. Utilization of assessment of student learning 
e. Measures of graduating student success 
f. Measures of  student satisfaction 
g. Utilization of assessment of student satisfaction 
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C. Discovery: Programs are to respond to the data in narrative form providing further 

understanding of how the program supports the discovery-driven mission of the 
University. 

 
5. Teaching and Discovery: How does the professional competence and 

recognition of program faculty advance the discovery mission of the 
University?  

a. Innovative teaching or curricula 
b. Faculty recognition and scholarship 
c. Commitment to developing cultural competence 

 
6. Experiential Learning: How well does the program support the discovery-

driven mission of the University relative to experiential learning 
opportunities for students? 

a. Experiential learning opportunities such as service learning, 
internships, student research 

b. Global engagement and experiential learning experiences 
c. Community partnerships that advance mission of WMU 

 
D. Resource Management:  Programs are to respond to the data in narrative form 

providing further understanding of how the program uses its resources.   
 

7. Enrollment Management: What do enrollment patterns suggest about 
program capacity? 

a. Enrollment capacity 
b. Time-to-degree  
c. Graduation (completion) rates 
d. Retention (persistence) rates  
e. Admission acceptance rates and yield 

 
8. Program Economy – Size, Scope, Productivity, and Cost: What are the 

resources necessary to offer the program? 
a. Distribution of instructional personnel 
b. Student credit hour production  
c. Faculty workloads including instructional and non-instructional duties  
d. Instructional costs 
e. Expenditures for program equipment or special facility needs 

 
9. Contribution to department/school economy: How does the program 

generate revenues and contribute to the department/school economy? 
a. Tuition generation and course fees 
b. Sponsored research/creative activity  
c. Revenue generated through outreach activities, development gifts, 

fundraising efforts, outreach activities or services, earned income 
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E. Impact and Opportunity: What are the characteristics of the program that provide 
benefits for the University’s greater good? 

 
10. Opportunity Analysis: What are the challenges and opportunities facing this 

program? 
a. External or internal challenges/threats 
b. Future opportunities 
c. Status of planning to address challenges or opportunities 

 
11. Overall Impact of the Program 

a. Unique elements of the program that add value to the University? 
 
Schedule for Review 
The APR&P cycle will begin for all academic programs in September 2014. Department 
chairs or school directors shall oversee the information gathering and program 
assessment in order to meet the first deadline for the self-evaluation report. Official data 
from the Data Resource Team will be updated annually. The template reports needed for 
the self-evaluation are posted at http://www.wmich.edu/effectiveness.Self-study reports 
will be due to department chairs or school directors by December 1.  
 
The Department Chair or School Director Summary Observation is due to the APR&P 
Committee by January 15. The APR&P Committee will conduct its reviews and 
observations between January 15 and April 1, to be returned to the provost by April 1. 
Phase Two: Program Planning will begin April 1 with all review reports distributed to 
appropriate deans for the initial planning stage. Deans’ reports are due to the provost by 
May 1. Academic programs not requiring Faculty Senate consideration will be given the 
provost’s decision by June 1. The provost will submit his recommendation for program 
closure or mergers to the Faculty Senate Executive Board by July 30. The Faculty Senate 
Executive Board will submit its observations back to the provost by August 1. Academic 
programs being considered for closure or merger will be notified of final report findings 
by September 1. Subsequent planning reports will be due by October 1, and 
implementation will begin once reviewed and accepted by the provost. 
 
APR&P Committee 
The APR&P Committee will be a separate standing committee charged by the provost to 
carry out the implementation of the APR&P process. The provost shall appoint members 
of the APR&P Committee upon recommendation from the Faculty Senate. Only tenured 
faculty and master faculty specialists are eligible for nomination to the APR&P 
Committee. The APR&P Committee shall consist of a faculty chair appointed by the 
provost who will facilitate implementation of the review process with the associate 
provost for institutional effectiveness.  

http://www.wmich.edu/effectiveness
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Academic Program Review Template 3.0 
Major Program 

 

Program Name   Review Submission 
Date  

Program Banner Code   Department/School  
Home  

Coordinator/Director  
  College Home  

Department Chair/ 
School Director 

 
    

 
Program Classification: please place an X in the appropriate box 

Major  Major/Concentration  Minor  Graduate Certificate  General Education/Service 
Courses 

 

 
Check box if program has been identified as “NEW”   
 
Program Location: Please enter the percent of program offered in all applicable boxes.  For EUP 
Regional Location(s), please identify what percent of the program is offered at what location   

Main Campus  Online   EUP Regional Location(s), specify:  
         
What is the home department/school’s mission?  What is the home department/school’s vision? 

 
 

 
Program Description 

What is the official start date of the program?  
 

How many credit hours are currently required for graduation in this 
degree program? 

 

 
How many of the credit hours are required for completion of the 
program itself (i.e., not including general education classes, electives that 
do not count directly toward the program, program cognates from other 
units)? 

 

(Please complete Table 1 Program Curriculum List at the end of this document.) 
 
What is the enrollment capacity and enrollment target for this program? How are enrollment capacity 
and target determined? (Department chair or school director must be consulted when determining 
capacity.) 

 
 

Source: Department/school data 
 

When was the last significant curricular revision to the program? (Final 
approval date) 
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What was the purpose of the significant program curricular change? 
 
 

 

A. Strategic Planning 
1. Strategic Plan 

a. What is the purpose/mission of the program? Who is the target audience? 
  
 

 
b. How does the program facilitate the department’s mission for instruction, research, and 

service? 
 
 

 
c. What are the program’s top strategic goals? (Please limit to four.) 

i.)  
ii.)  

iii.)  
iv.)  

 
d. How does the program measure progress toward and achievement of the 

aforementioned goals?  
 
 

 
B. Demand and Assessment 

2. External Demand for Program 
a. What is the external demand for program graduates?  

 
 

Source:  
 

b. Who are the program’s peers (competitors) in offering this program? How does the 
WMU program standout compared to its top peers?  

 
 

Source:  
 

c. What does the five-year trend (i.e., fall semesters 2008 through 2012) in new 
applications data suggest about the current interest and inquiry for admission to the 
program relative to program enrollment capacity and enrollment target? 

 
 

Source:  10.10.30 Admittance and Yield Rates [Cognos Report] 
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d. Detail and comment on the five-year trend (i.e., fall semesters 2008 through 2012) in 
academic profile of students enrolled in this program.  For undergraduates, this is 
reflected by average ACT, incoming GPA and/or other appropriate standardized tests. 
How does this compare to the college or WMU average academic student profile? 

 
 

Source:  20.10.18 Undergraduate Registered Student Profile [Cognos Report] 

e. Detail and comment on the five-year trend (i.e., fall semesters 2008 through 2012) in 
demographic profile (limited to University indicators of race and gender) of students 
enrolled in this program. How does this profile contribute to the University diversity and 
inclusion goals?   

 
 

Source:  20.10.11 Registered Student Headcount by Gender and Ethnicity [Cognos 
Report] 

3. Internal Demand for Program 
a. Detail and comment on enrollment trends for the past five fall semesters (i.e., 2008 

through 2012) in relation to program capacity and target enrollment.  
 
 

Source:  20.10.10 Registered Student Headcount [Cognos Report] 

b. Excluding general education courses, detail and comment on the degree to which this 
program is in demand by (interdependent with) other programs within the 
department/school, college, and/or University. 

 
 

 
c. Is the program affiliated with other collaboratives (e.g., centers, institutes, clinics) for 

the purpose of instruction, research, and service? 
 
 

 
4. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes 

a. Summarize the results and major findings of the last internal WMU program review or 
external accreditation. (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

Source: 
 

b. What has been done to respond to the findings or recommendations of the most recent 
internal WMU program review or external accreditation report? (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

Source:   
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c. How does this program conduct assessment of student learning?  
 
 

Source:   
 

d. What has been done to respond to the major outcomes of the most recent assessment 
of student learning? (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
e. Summarize how graduating student success is measured, and the most recent findings 

for this program.  
 
 

Source: 
 
C. Learning and Discovery 

5. Teaching and Discovery 
a. Identify new teaching innovations or curricular changes within the past five fiscal years 

(i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) that give evidence the program is providing responsive 
curricula and teaching. 

 
 

 
b. How does the scholarship and professional recognition of program instructional 

personnel provide evidence they are qualified and remain current in their field of study? 
(Please complete Table 2 Professional Recognition of Program Instructional Personnel at 
the end of this document, as determined by the academic unit.) 

 
 

 
c. How does this program contribute to the University’s commitment to develop learners 

and leaders who are globally-competent and culturally-aware?  Please elaborate. 
 
 

 
6. Experiential Learning 

a. Summarize how the program supports experiential learning opportunities for students. 
Indicate what percent of students participate in experiential learning activities through 
this program (excluding study abroad). (Please provide descriptive information in Table 3 
Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students at the end of this document.) 
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b. Detail and comment on the nature of global experiential learning in the program 
(including study abroad). (Please provide descriptive information in Table 4 Global 
Experiential Learning Opportunities at the end of this document.) 

 
 

 
c. Detail and comment on how the program participates in community outreach that 

advances the mission of the University. (Please complete Table 5 Community Outreach 
Partnerships at the end of this document.)  

 
 

 

D. Resource Management 
7. Enrollment Management 

a. Comment on the pattern of new student admission acceptance into pre- and full-
program designations, and the resulting admission yield rates into the University over 
the past five fall semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012) in relation to enrollment capacity 
and target. 

 
 

Source:  10.10.30 Admittance and Yield Rates [Cognos Report] 

b. What is the program process and criteria for admission to the program? At what point 
(student status) do students formally enter in the program?  

 
 

Source:  

c. Comment on the enrollment trend across student classification for the past five fall 
semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012) for this program.   

 
 

Source: 20.10.12 Registered Undergraduate Headcount by Class [Cognos Report] 

d. What is the average time-to-degree for students completing this program once 
admitted to the University, for fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13? 

 
 

Source:  70.10.90 Undergraduate Time-to-Degree [Cognos Report] 

e. Detail and comment on the pattern in the number of degrees awarded over five fiscal 
years (i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) relative to the stated program enrollment 
capacity/target. 
 
Source:  70.10.10 Degrees Awarded [Cognos Report] 
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8. Program Economy  
a. Comment on whether the program has an appropriate number of qualified personnel to 

meet program needs. (Please complete Table 6 Composition and Distribution of 
Instructional Personnel at the end of this document, using fall 2012 data.) 

 
 

Sources:  80.10.10 Faculty Demographics [Cognos Report]; 80.10.45 Graduate Teaching 
Appointments List [Cognos Report] 

b. Comment on the fiscal five-year pattern (i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) of total student 
credit hour (SCH) production of the program as a function of the department credit-
hour production relative to program enrollment capacity and target enrollment. 

 
 

Source:  25.10.15 Student Credit Hours by Program [Cognos Report] 
 

c. Comment on the percentage of student credit hour production by instructional 
personnel (i.e., full-time, part-time, GA/TA) in support of this program for fiscal year 
2012-13. (Please complete Table 7 Student Credit Hour and Personnel Workload for 
Instruction, Research and Service at the end of this document.) 

 
Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

d. Comment on the percentage of department personnel costs for instruction, research, 
and service (e.g., percent of faculty salary) for this program in fiscal year 2012-13. Is this 
sustainable for the next five years given the current budget allocation? 

 
 

Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

e. Comment on the percentage of annual department/school expenditures for program 
costs for fiscal year 2012-13 (includes proportion of supplies and services, equipment or 
special facility needs, consumables, prior-year carryforward return; excludes 
faculty/administration, GA/TA salary, etc.). Is this sustainable for the next five years 
given the current budget allocation? (Please complete Table 8 Annual Department/ 
School Expenditures (2012-13) at the end of this document.) 

 
 

Source:  see ARP&P resource file (release September 1, 2014) 

9. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 
a. Comment on the three-year trend (i.e., summer II 2009 through summer I 2012) of the 

program’s contribution to department/school economy through generated tuition 
revenues as a function of total revenues relative to program enrollment capacity/target. 
(Percent of department/school total excluding credit hour allocated for general 
education/service courses.) 
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Source:  90.30.05 Estimated Tuition Revenue by Department and Program [Cognos 
Report] 

b. Comment on the four-year trend (i.e., 2009-10 through 2012-13) of the program’s 
contribution to department/school economy through course fees as a function of grand 
total revenues.  

 
 

Source:   90.40.20 Course Fee Revenue by Department [Cognos Report] 

c. Comment on the five-year trend (i.e., fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13) in the 
program’s contribution to department/school economy from indirect cost recovery, 
sponsored research, and creative activities including internal and external sources of 
support. (Please complete Table 9 Contribution to Unit Economy from Sponsored 
Research and Creative Activities, including Internal and External Sources of Support at 
the end of this document.) 

 
 

Sources: see ARP&P resource file (release September 1, 2014) 

d. What is the five-year trend (i.e., fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13) in the program’s 
contribution to department/school economy in generating revenues through outreach 
activities (e.g., department-/school-facilitated fundraising, gifts, services, earned 
income, etc.)?   (Please complete Table 10 Contribution to Unit Economy from Outreach 
and Gifts at the end of this document.) 

 
 

Sources:  Department GLOW report; alumni and development report for designated gift 
funds; in-kind services provided by external stakeholders 

E. Impact and Opportunity 
10. Opportunity Analysis 

a. What challenges might this program face during the next five years? (Maximum of 
three.) 

 
 

 
b. Discuss any additional future opportunities that should be considered at this point (e.g., 

interdisciplinary programs, intra-disciplinary collaborations, new program growth, etc.). 
(Maximum of three.) 
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c. Discuss current and planned initiatives in response to the identified challenges and 
opportunities. 

 
 

 
11. Overall Impact of the Program 

a. What are the unique elements of this program that add value to the University? 
(Maximum of three.)  

 
 

 
b. Other information that leads to better understanding of the program. (Bulleted-list 

only.) 
 
 

 
Evidentiary Tables 
Table 1 Program Curriculum List 

Program Name 
All Required Program Courses 

Course Prefix 
and Number 

Course Title  Course 
Credit Hours 

   
   
   

Required Electives 
Course Prefix 
and Number 

Course Title Course 
Credit Hours 

   
   

Other Program Requirements 
   
   

 
Table 2 Professional Recognition of Program Instructional Personnel 

Instructional 
Personnel 

Scholarship/ 
Creative 
Works 

Professional 
Recognition 

Research Awards Funded 
and Non-Funded 

FYs 2008 – 2013 
# of awards (n=# PIs) 

Intellectual 
Property 

University, 
College, 

Department 
Service 

Activities 
 FYs 2008 - 2013 FYs 2008 - 2013 Internal External FYs 2008 - 2013 FYs 2008 - 2013 

Full-time 
 n = 

      

Part-time 
 n = 

      

TA/GA  
n = 

      

Total 
N= 
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Table 3 Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students 
Experiential learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 

participating 
   
   
   
   

 
Table 4 Global Experiential Learning Opportunities (includes study abroad) 

Global learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 
participating 

   
   
   
   

 
Table 5 Community Outreach Partnerships 

Partners Description of services Relationship 
[FC]  Formal agreement with contract for 
services 
[ONC]  Ongoing agreement for services, 
no contract 
[IR]  Informal relationship, one-time 
service 

   
   
   

 
Table 6 Composition and Distribution of Instructional Personnel (fall 2012) 

 Instructor (do not 
include names) 

Rank Degree 

Full-time, Board-Appointed, 
Tenured and Tenure-Track 

#1 
#2 
#3 

  

Full-time, Board-Appointed, Term #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Part-time Instructor #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Graduate Assistant/Teaching 
Assistant  (Include only if instructor 
of record) 

#1 
#2 
#3 
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Table 7 Student Credit Hour and Personnel Work Load for Instruction, Research and Service 
Instructional Personnel (number) Number of student credit hours, 

fiscal year 2012-13 
Percent (%) of student credit hours 
contribution to program for fiscal 
year 2012-13 [column must total 
100%] 

Full-time – aggregate across all full-
time personnel (n = ) 

  

Part-time – aggregate across all 
part-time personnel (n = ) 

  

Graduate Teaching Assistants – 
aggregate across all GA/TA 
personnel (n = ) 

  

Total for Program   
 
Table 8 Annual Department/School Expenditures (fiscal year 2012-13) 

Expenses % attributed to this program Actual expenditures 
Special Equipment   
Maintenance   
Consumables   

 
Table 9 Contribution to Unit Economy from Sponsored Research and Creative Activities, including 
Internal and External Sources of Support 

Fiscal Year Internal Award Amount External Award Amount Indirect Cost Recovery 
Amount 

2008-09    
2009-10    
2010-11    
2011-12    
2012-13    

5-year Average    
 

Table 10 Contribution to Unit Economy from Outreach and Gifts 
Fiscal Year Outreach Activities Amount Gifts and Spendable Endowments 

Amount 
2008-09   
2009-10   
2010-11   
2011-12   
2012-13   

5-year Average   
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Academic Program Review Template 3.0 
Minor Program 

 

Program Name   Review Submission 
Date  

Program Banner Code   Department/School  
Home  

Coordinator/Director  
  College Home  

Department Chair/ 
School Director     

 
Program Classification: please place an X in the appropriate box 

Minor  
 
Check box if program has been identified as “NEW”   
 
Program Location: Please enter the percent of program offered in all applicable boxes.  For EUP 
Regional Location(s), please identify what percent of the program is offered at what location   

Main Campus  Online   EUP Regional Location(s), specify:  
         
What is the home department/school’s mission?  What is the home department/school’s vision? 

 
 

 
Program Description 

What is the official start date of the program?  
 

How many credit hours are currently required for graduation in this 
degree program? 

 

 
How many of the credit hours are required for completion of the 
program itself (i.e., not including general education classes, electives that 
do not count directly toward the program, program cognates from other 
units)? 

 

(Please complete Table 1 Program Curriculum List at the end of this document.) 
 
What is the enrollment capacity and enrollment target for this program? How are enrollment capacity 
and target determined? (Department chair or school director must be consulted when determining 
capacity.) 

 
 

Source: Department/school data 
 

When was the last significant curricular revision to the program? (Final 
approval date) 
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What was the purpose of the significant program curricular change? 
 
 

 

F. Strategic Planning 
1. Strategic Plan 

a. What is the purpose/mission of the program? Who is the target audience? 
  
 

 
b. How does the program facilitate the department’s mission for instruction, research, and 

service? 
 
 

 
c. Item not included for this template 
 
d. Item not included for this template  

 
G. Demand and Assessment 

11. External Demand for Program 
a. Item not included for this template  

 
b. Item not included for this template  

 
c. Item not included for this template 
 
d. Item not included for this template 
 
e. Item not included for this template   
 

12. Internal Demand for Program 
a. Detail and comment on enrollment trends for the past five fall semesters (i.e., 2008 

through 2012) in relation to program capacity and target enrollment.  
 
 

Source:  20.10.10 Registered Student Headcount [Cognos Report] 

b. Excluding general education courses, detail and comment on the degree to which this 
program is in demand by (interdependent with) other programs within the 
department/school, college, and/or University. 
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c. Is the program affiliated with other collaboratives (e.g., centers, institutes, clinics) for 
the purpose of instruction, research, and service? 

 
 

 
13. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes 

a. Item not included for this template 
 

b. Item not included for this template 
 

c. How does this program conduct assessment of student learning? (Highlight information 
for courses offered exclusively for the minor program.) 

 
 

Source:   
 

d. What has been done to respond to the major outcomes of the most recent assessment 
of student learning? (Highlight information for courses offered exclusively for the minor 
program – maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
e. Summarize how graduating student success is measured, and the most recent findings 

for this program.  
 
 

Source: 
 
H. Learning and Discovery 

14. Teaching and Discovery 
a. Identify new teaching innovations or curricular changes within the past five fiscal years 

(i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) that give evidence the program is providing responsive 
curricula and teaching. (Highlight information for courses offered exclusively for the 
minor program.) 

 
 

 
b. How does the scholarship and professional recognition of program instructional 

personnel provide evidence they are qualified and remain current in their field of study? 
(Highlight information for courses offered exclusively for the minor program – please 
complete Table 2 Professional Recognition of Program Instructional Personnel at the end 
of this document, as determined by the academic unit.) 
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c. How does this program contribute to the University’s commitment to develop learners 
and leaders who are globally-competent and culturally-aware?  Please elaborate. 

 
 

 
15. Experiential Learning 

d. Summarize how the program supports experiential learning opportunities for students. 
Indicate what percent of students participate in experiential learning activities through 
this program (excluding study abroad). (Please provide descriptive information in Table 3 
Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students at the end of this document.) 

 
 

 
e. Detail and comment on the nature of global experiential learning in the program 

(including study abroad). (Please provide descriptive information in Table 4 Global 
Experiential Learning Opportunities at the end of this document.) 

 
 

 
f. Detail and comment on how the program participates in community outreach that 

advances the mission of the University. (Please complete Table 5 Community Outreach 
Partnerships at the end of this document.)  

 
 

 

I. Resource Management 
16. Enrollment Management 

a. Item not included for this template 
 
b. What is the program process and criteria for admission to the program? At what point 

(student status) do students formally enter in the program?  
 
 

Source:  

c. Comment on the enrollment trend across student classification for the past five fall 
semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012) for this program.   

 
 

Source: 20.10.12 Registered Undergraduate Headcount by Class [Cognos Report] 

d. Item not included for this template 
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e. Detail and comment on the pattern in the number of degrees awarded over five fiscal 
years (i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) relative to the stated program enrollment 
capacity/target. 
 
 
Source:  70.10.10 Degrees Awarded [Cognos Report] 

17. Program Economy  
a. Comment on whether the program has an appropriate number of qualified personnel to 

meet program needs. (Highlight information for courses offered exclusively for the minor 
program – please complete Table 6 Composition and Distribution of Instructional 
Personnel at the end of this document, using fall 2012 data.) 

 
 

Sources:  80.10.10 Faculty Demographics [Cognos Report]; 80.10.45 Graduate Teaching 
Appointments List [Cognos Report] 

b. Comment on the fiscal five-year pattern (i.e., 2008-09 through 2012-13) of total student 
credit hour (SCH) production of the program as a function of the department credit-
hour production relative to program enrollment capacity and target enrollment. 

 
 

Source:  25.10.15 Student Credit Hours by Program [Cognos Report] 
 

c. Comment on the percentage of student credit hour production by instructional 
personnel (i.e., full-time, part-time, GA/TA) in support of this program for fiscal year 
2012-13. (Highlight information for courses offered exclusively for the minor program – 
please complete Table 7 Student Credit Hour and Personnel Work Load for Instruction, 
Research and Service at the end of this document.) 

 
Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

d. Comment on the percentage of department personnel costs for instruction, research, 
and service (e.g., percent of faculty salary) for this program in fiscal year 2012-13. Is this 
sustainable for the next five years given the current budget allocation? 

 
 

Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

e. Comment on the percentage of annual department/school expenditures for program 
costs for fiscal year 2012-13 (includes proportion of supplies and services, equipment or 
special facility needs, consumables, prior-year carryforward return; excludes 
faculty/administration, GA/TA salary, etc.). Is this sustainable for the next five years 
given the current budget allocation? (Please complete Table 8 Annual Department/ 
School Expenditures (2012-13) at the end of this document.) 
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Source:  see ARP&P resource file (release September 1, 2014) 

18. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 
a. Comment on the three-year trend (i.e., summer II 2009 through summer I 2012) of the 

program’s contribution to department/school economy through generated tuition 
revenues as a function of total revenues relative to program enrollment capacity/target. 
(Percent of department/school total excluding credit hour allocated for general 
education/service courses.) 

 
 

Source:  90.30.05 Estimated Tuition Revenue by Department and Program [Cognos 
Report] 

b. Comment on the four-year trend (i.e., 2009-10 through 2012-13) of the program’s 
contribution to department/school economy through course fees as a function of grand 
total revenues.  

 
 

Source:   90.40.20 Course Fee Revenue by Department [Cognos Report] 

c. Comment on the five-year trend (i.e., fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13) in the 
program’s contribution to department/school economy from indirect cost recovery, 
sponsored research, and creative activities including internal and external sources of 
support. (Please complete Table 9 Contribution to Unit Economy from Sponsored 
Research and Creative Activities, including Internal and External Sources of Support at 
the end of this document.) 

 
 

Sources: see ARP&P resource file (release September 1, 2014) 

d. What is the five-year trend (i.e., fiscal years 2008-09 through 2012-13) in the program’s 
contribution to department/school economy in generating revenues through outreach 
activities (e.g., department-/school-facilitated fundraising, gifts, services, earned 
income, etc.)? (Please complete Table 10 Contribution to Unit Economy from Outreach 
and Gifts at the end of this document.) 

 
 

Sources:  Department GLOW report; alumni and development report for designated gift 
funds; in-kind services provided by external stakeholders 

J. Impact and Opportunity 
19. Opportunity Analysis 

a. What challenges might this program face during the next five years? (Maximum of 
three.) 
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b. Discuss any additional future opportunities that should be considered at this point (e.g., 

interdisciplinary programs, intra-disciplinary collaborations, new program growth, etc.). 
(Maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
c. Discuss current and planned initiatives in response to the identified challenges and 

opportunities. 
 
 

 
12. Overall Impact of the Program 

a. What are the unique elements of this program that add value to the University? 
(Maximum of three.)  

 
 

 
b. Other information that leads to better understanding of the program. (Bulleted-list 

only.) 
 
 

 
Evidentiary Tables 
 
Table 1 Program Curriculum List 

Program Name 
All Required Program Courses 

Course Prefix 
and Number 

Course Title  Course Credit 
Hours 

   
   
   

Required Electives 
Course Prefix 
and Number 

Course Title Course Credit 
Hours 

   
   

Other Program Requirements 
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Table 2 Professional Recognition of Program Instructional Personnel 
Instructional 
Personnel 

Scholarship/ 
Creative 
Works 

Professional 
Recognition 

Research Awards Funded 
and Non-Funded 

FYs 2008 – 2013 
# of awards (n=# PIs) 

Intellectual 
Property 

University, 
College, 

Department 
Service 

Activities 
 FY 2008 - 2013 FYs 2008 - 2013 Internal External FY 2008 - 2013 FY 2008 - 2013 

Full-time 
 n = 

      

Part-time 
 n = 

      

TA/GA  
n = 

      

Total 
N= 

      

 
 
Table 3 Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students 

Experiential learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 
participating 

   
   
   
   

 
 
Table 4 Global Experiential Learning Opportunities (includes study abroad) 

Global learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 
participating 

   
   
   
   

 
 
Table 5 Community Outreach Partnerships 

Partners Description of services Relationship 
[FC]  Formal agreement with contract for 
services 
[ONC]  Ongoing agreement for services, 
no contract 
[IR]  Informal relationship, one-time 
service 
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Table 6 Composition and Distribution of Instructional Personnel (fall 2012) 
 Instructor (do not 

include names) 
Rank Degree 

Full-time, Board-Appointed, 
Tenured and Tenure-Track 

#1 
#2 
#3 

  

Full-time, Board-Appointed, Term #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Part-time Instructor #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Graduate Assistant/Teaching 
Assistant  (Include only if instructor 
of record) 

#1 
#2 
#3 

  

 
 
Table 7 Student Credit Hour and Personnel Work Load for Instruction, Research and Service 

Instructional Personnel (number) Number of student credit hours, 
fiscal year 2012-13 

Percent (%) of student credit hours 
contribution to program for fiscal 
year 2012-13 [column must total 
100%] 

Full-time – aggregate across all full-
time personnel (n = ) 

  

Part-time – aggregate across all 
part-time personnel (n = ) 

  

Graduate Teaching Assistants – 
aggregate across all GA/TA 
personnel (n = ) 

  

Total for Program   
 
 
Table 8 Annual Department/School Expenditures (fiscal year 2012-13) 

Expenses % attributed to this program Actual expenditures 
Special Equipment   
Maintenance   
Consumables   

 
 
Table 9 Contribution to Unit Economy from Sponsored Research and Creative Activities, including 
Internal and External Sources of Support 

Fiscal Year Internal Award Amount External Award Amount Indirect Cost Recovery 
Amount 

2008-09    
2009-10    
2010-11    
2011-12    
2012-13    

5-year Average    
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Table 10 Contribution to Unit Economy from Outreach and Gifts 

Fiscal Year Outreach Activities Amount Gifts and Spendable Endowments 
Amount 

2008-09  $1000 
2009-10   
2010-11   
2011-12   
2012-13   

5-year Average   
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Academic Program Review Template 3.0 
General Education/Service Courses 

 

Program Name   Review Submission 
Date  

Coordinator/Director   Department/School  
Home  

Department Chair/ 
School Director 

 
  College Home  

 
Program Classification: please place an X in the appropriate box 

General Education/Service Courses  
 
Program Location: Please enter the percent of program offered in all applicable boxes.  For EUP 
Regional Location(s), please identify what percent of the program is offered at what location   

Main Campus  Online   EUP Regional Location(s), specify:  
         
What is the home department/school’s mission?  What is the home department/school’s vision? 

 
 

 
Program Description 

How many general education/service course credit hours are provided by 
this department/school? 

 

(Please complete Table 1 Program Curriculum List at the end of this document.) 
 
What is the enrollment capacity and enrollment target for general education/service courses? How are 
enrollment capacity and target determined? (Department chair or school director must be consulted 
when determining capacity.) 

 
 

Source: Department/school data 
 

When was the last significant curricular revision to these general 
education/service courses? (Final approval date.) 

 

 
What was the purpose of the significant curricular change? (Identify by course.) 

 
 

 
K. Strategic Planning 

1. Strategic Plan 
a. What are the purposes of the service courses or general education proficiencies and/or 

distribution areas addressed by these courses? 
  
 

 
b. Item not included for this template 
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c. What are the top strategic goals in maintenance of general education/service courses? 
(Please limit to four.) 

i.)  
ii.)  

iii.)  
iv.)  

 
d. How does the department/school measure progress toward and achievement of the 

aforementioned goals?  
 
 

 
L. Demand and Assessment 

20. External Demand for Program 
a. Item not included for this template  

 
b. Item not included for this template 

 
c. Item not included for this template 
 
d. Item not included for this template 
 
e. Item not included for this template  
  

21. Internal Demand for Program 
a. Detail and comment on course registration for the past five fall semesters (i.e., 2008 

through 2012) in relation to general education/service course capacity and target 
enrollment. (Note: Item 3.a. for general education/service courses significantly differs 
from that of other templates.) 

 
 

Source:  20.10.25 General Education Course Registration at Census [Cognos Report] 

b. Excluding general education courses, detail and comment on the degree to which the 
courses offered as service courses are in demand by (interdependent with) other 
programs within your department/school, college, and/or University. 

 
 

 
c. Are these general education/service courses affiliated with other collaboratives (e.g., 

centers, institutes, clinics) for the purpose of instruction, research, and service? 
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22. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes 
a. Summarize the results and major findings of your last five fall semesters (i.e., 2008 

through 2012) of WMU Committee to Oversee General Education (COGE) course 
reviews for general education courses, and any external review of courses offered in 
service to other programs. (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

Source: 
 

b. What has been done to respond to the findings or recommendations of the last five fall 
semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012) of WMU Committee to Oversee General Education 
(COGE) course reviews, findings of other external reviews for service courses? 
(Maximum of three.) 

 
 

Source:   
 

c. How is assessment of student learning conducted for general education/service 
courses?  

 
 

Source:   
 

d. What has been done to respond to the major outcomes of the most recent assessment 
of student learning? (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
e. Item not included for this template 

 
M. Learning and Discovery 

23. Teaching and Discovery 
a. Identify new teaching innovations or curricular changes within the past five fall 

semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012) that give evidence general education/service 
courses are providing responsive curricula and teaching. 

 
 

 
b. Item not included for this template 
 
c. How do these general education/services courses contribute to the University’s 

commitment to develop learners and leaders who are globally-competent and 
culturally-aware?  Please elaborate. 
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24. Experiential Learning 
g. Summarize how these general education/service courses support experiential learning 

opportunities for students. Indicate what percent of the department’s students 
participate in experiential learning activities through these general education/service 
courses (excluding study abroad). (Please provide descriptive information in Table 3 
Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students at the end of this document.) 

 
 

 
h. Detail and comment on the nature of global experiential learning in these general 

education/service courses (including study abroad). (Please provide descriptive 
information in Table 4 Global Experiential Learning Opportunities at the end of this 
document.) 

 
 

 
i. Detail and comment on how these general education/service courses participate in 

community outreach that advances the mission of the University. (Please complete 
Table 5 Community Outreach Partnerships at the end of this document.)  

 
 

 

N. Resource Management 
25. Enrollment Management 

a. Item not included for this template 
 
b. Item not included for this template  
 
c. Item not included for this template   
 
d. Item not included for this template 
 
e. Detail and comment on the cumulative pattern of course failure rates over the past five 

fall semesters (i.e., 2008 through 2012). (Note: Item 7.e. for general education/service 
courses significantly differs from that of other templates.) 

 
 

Source:  40.20.20 Student Success Rate by Course [Cognos Report] 

26. Program Economy  
a. Comment on whether these general education/service courses have an appropriate 

number of qualified personnel to meet general education/service course needs. (Please 
complete Table 6 Composition and Distribution of Instructional Personnel at the end of 
this document, using fall 2012 data.) 
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Sources:  80.10.10 Faculty Demographics [Cognos Report]; 80.10.45 Graduate Teaching 
Appointments List [Cognos Report] 

b. Comment on the five-year (i.e., fall semesters 2008 through 2012) pattern of total 
student credit hour (SCH) production of general education/service courses as a function 
of the department credit-hour production relative to general education/service course 
enrollment capacity and target enrollment. 

 
 

Source:  25.10.15 Student Credit Hours by Program [Cognos Report] 
 

c. Comment on the percentage of student credit hour production by instructional 
personnel (i.e., full-time, part-time, GA/TA) in support of general education/service 
courses for fiscal year 2012-13. (Please complete Table 7 Student Credit Hour and 
Personnel Work Load for Instruction, Research and Service at the end of this document.) 

 
Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

d. Comment on the percentage of department personnel costs for instruction, research, 
and service (e.g., percent of faculty salary) for general education/service courses in fiscal 
year 2012-13. Is this sustainable for the next five years given the current budget 
allocation? 

 
 

Source: 90.80.10 Estimated Instructional Cost by Program and Instructor of Record 
[Cognos Report] 
 

e. Comment on the percentage of annual department/school expenditures for general 
education/service course costs for fiscal year 2012-13 (includes proportion of supplies 
and services, equipment or special facility needs, consumables, prior-year carryforward 
return; excludes faculty/administration, GA/TA salary, etc.). Is this sustainable for the 
next five years given the current budget allocation? (Please complete Table 8 Annual 
Department/School Expenditures (2012-13) at the end of this document.) 

 
 

Source:  see ARP&P resource file (release September 1, 2014) 

27. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 
a. Comment on the three-year trend (i.e., summer II 2009 through summer I 2012) of the 

program’s contribution to department/school economy through generated tuition 
revenues as a function of total revenues relative to program enrollment capacity/target. 

 
 

Source:  90.30.05 Estimated Tuition Revenue by Department and Program [Cognos 
Report] 
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b. Comment on the four-year trend (i.e., 2009-10 through 2012-13) of general education/ 
service course contribution to department/school economy through course fees as a 
function of grand total revenues.  

 
 

Source:   90.40.20 Course Fee Revenue by Department [Cognos Report] 

c. Item not included for this template 
 
d. Item not included for this template 
 

O. Impact and Opportunity 
28. Opportunity Analysis 

a. What challenges might these general education/service courses face during the next five 
years? (Maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
b. Discuss any additional future opportunities that should be considered at this point (e.g., 

interdisciplinary programs, intra-disciplinary collaborations, new program growth, etc.). 
(Maximum of three.) 

 
 

 
c. Discuss current and planned initiatives in response to the identified challenges and 

opportunities. 
 
 

 
13. Overall Impact of the Program 

a. What are the unique elements of these general education/service courses that add 
value to the University? (Maximum of three.)  

 
 

 
b. Other information that leads to better understanding of the program. (Bulleted-list 

only.) 
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Evidentiary Tables 
 
Table 1 Program Curriculum List 

Department Name 
All Proficiency or Distribution Courses 

Course Prefix 
and Number 

Course Title  Course Credit 
Hours 

   
   
   
   
   
   
   

 
 
Table 2 Professional Recognition of Program Instructional Personnel 

Instructional 
Personnel 

Scholarship/ 
Creative 
Works 

Professional 
Recognition 

Research Awards Funded 
and Non-Funded 

FYs 2008 – 2013 
# of awards (n=# PIs) 

Intellectual 
Property 

University, 
College, 

Department 
Service 

Activities 
 FYs 2008 - 2013 FYs 2008 - 2013 Internal External FYs 2008 - 2013 FYs 2008 - 2013 

Full-time 
 n = 

      

Part-time 
 n = 

      

TA/GA  
n = 

      

Total 
N= 

      

 
 
Table 3 Experiential Learning Opportunities for Students 

Experiential learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 
participating 

   
   
   
   

 
 
Table 4 Global Experiential Learning Opportunities (includes study abroad) 

Global learning opportunity Required or elective Number and % of students 
participating 
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Table 5 Community Outreach Partnerships 
Partners Description of services Relationship 

[FC]  Formal agreement with contract for 
services 
[ONC]  Ongoing agreement for services, 
no contract 
[IR]  Informal relationship, one-time 
service 

   
   
   

 
 

Table 6 Composition and Distribution of Instructional Personnel (fall 2012) 
 Instructor (do not 

include names) 
Rank Degree 

Full-time, Board-Appointed, 
Tenured and Tenure-Track 

#1 
#2 
#3 

  

Full-time, Board-Appointed, Term #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Part-time Instructor #1 
#2 
#3 

  

Graduate Assistant/Teaching 
Assistant  (Include only if instructor 
of record) 

#1 
#2 
#3 

  

 
 
Table 7 Student Credit Hour and Personnel Work Load for Instruction, Research and Service 

Instructional Personnel (number) Number of student credit hours, 
fiscal year 2012-13 

Percent (%) of student credit hours 
contribution to program for fiscal 
year 2012-13 [column must total 
100%] 

Full-time – aggregate across all full-
time personnel (n = ) 

  

Part-time – aggregate across all 
part-time personnel (n = ) 

  

Graduate Teaching Assistants – 
aggregate across all GA/TA 
personnel (n = ) 

  

Total for Program   
 
 
Table 8 Annual Department/School Expenditures (fiscal year 2012-13) 

Expenses % attributed to this program Actual expenditures 
Special Equipment   
Maintenance   
Consumables   
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Table 9 not included for this template 
 
Table 10 not included for this template 
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File Name (Required):XXXX_MEMBERN  (When saving, please use this format as well.) 

Academic Program Planning & Review 
Program Name (Required): Program Name 
Banner Code (Required): XXXX  
Team Member Number (Required): N 

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

A. STRATEGIC PLAN 
1. Strategic Planning 

A.1.a 
Mission purpose and target audience 

Purpose d target audience is clear, well-defined and 
specific to program 

[A.1.a] [A.1.a EORC] 

A.1.b – Major / Minor only 
Facilitation of department's mission for 
instruction, research, and service 

• Program does facilitate department mission 
• Program plays a role in the department/ school 

Discovery Plan for Research and/or Creative Activities 
• Program plays a role in supporting service to the 

department 

[A.1.b] [A.1.b EORC] 

A.1.c – Major / GE only 
Program's top strategic goals 

Goals are clear, well-defined, specific, and advance 
program and department mission. 

[A.1.c] [A.1.c EORC] 

A.1.d – Major / GE only 
Measurement of program's progress 
toward achieving its goals 

Key performance indicators are defined, measurable, and 
progress is reported. 

[A.1.d] [A.1.d EORC] 

B. DEMAND & ASSESSMENT 
2. External Demand 

B.2.a – Major only 
External demand for program graduates 

Data supports strong demand for program: 
• positive job market statistics 
• high current or future need for employment of 

graduates 
clear rationale given for niche program 

[B.2.a] [B.2.a EORC] 

B.2.b – Major only 
Program's standing in comparison to top 
peers (competitors) 

Program identifies peer (competitors) and provides 
evidence of strong standing in comparison to peer 
programs: 
• provides evidence program ranks favorably in 

comparison to peers 
• recognized in discipline as high-quality 
• discipline leader as indicated by faculty student 

recognition 

[B.2.b] [B.2.b EORC] 

Form used by individual Observation Team members 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

B.2.c – Major only 
Interest and inquiry for admission to 
program based on new applications 

Number of new applications, over 5-yr trend indicates 
growing or strong interest in the program. Data may also 
include students entering at multiple points. 
Between 90% of program capacity and target enrollment 

[B.2.c] [B.2.c EORC] 

B.2.d – Major only 
Academic profile of enrolled students as 
it compares with the WMU average 

Strong academic profile in comparison to college or WMU 
average profile ( 2011 12 data): 

• 3.28 GPA and/or ≥ 22 ACT WMU average 
• 50th-percentile GRE where available 
• profile supports mission/goals of program 
• profile is low but improving 

[B.2.d] [B.2.d EORC] 

B.2.e – Major only 
Demographic profile of enrolled students 
and its contribution to the University's 
diversity and inclusion goals 

5-year data trend indicates program is average in 
race/ethnicity and gender balance (2011 – 12 data): 
• 17.9% minority -WMU %( 2011 – 12) 
• 5.6 % international - WMU% 
• 48% male 52% female -WMU % ratio 
• at industry/discipline norms 
unfavorable, but profile trend is improving 

[B.2.e] [B.2.e EORC] 

3. Internal Demand 
B.3.a 
Enrollment trends 

Enrollment trend for past 5 years is at capacity or moving 
toward enrollment target: 
within 10% -15% above or below capacity or target 

[B.3.a] [B.3.a EORC] 

B.3.b 
Interdependence (demand by  other 
programs) 

Clearly identifies demand (by other programs): 
• demand for coursework and well-matched degree 

completion by other programs is clear, well-defined, 
and specific to program 

• program does duplicates coursework where 
collaboration with other programs is possible 

• program coursework is interdisciplinary in nature 

[B.3.b] [B.3.b EORC] 

B.3.c 
Affiliations with collaboratives for 
instruction, research, and service 

• Program participates in affiliations with other WMU 
units for the purpose of research, creative activities, 
i.e. centers and institutes 

• Program participates in service to College and 
University 

[B.3.c] [B.3.c EORC] 

4. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

B.4.a – Major / GE only 
Major findings of last internal WMU 
program review or external accreditation 

The program reported satisfactory outcomes: 
• positive review or accreditation status 
• reported one or two concerns that do not require 

formal follow-up 
• statement of findings is clear, supported, and specific 

to recent review 

[B.4.a] [B.4.a EORC] 

B.4.b – Major / GE only 
Program's response to major findings of 
last internal WMU   program review or 
external accreditation report 

The program has implemented an action plan to maintain 
positive status or improve quality of program: 
• cites actions to positively address concerns 
• there are examples of changes made to attributed to 

the review 
• it is clear that the effect of these changes is being 

assessed 

[B.4.b] [B.4.b EORC] 

B.4.c 
Methods for conducting assessment of 
student learning 

The program has implemented a specific assessment plan 
based on established student learning outcomes:  
• learning outcomes are measurable, well-defined, and 

specific to program 
• methods of assessment are clear, well-defined and 

routinely implemented 

[B.4.c] [B.4.c EORC] 

B.4.d 
Response to major outcomes of the most 
recent assessment of student learning 

The program has implemented an action plan to respond 
to assessment of student learning: 
•  cites actions to positively address concerns 
• there are examples of changes made due to the 

assessment report 
•  it is clear that the effect of these changes is being 

assessed 

[B.4.d] [B.4.d EORC] 

B.4.e – Major / Minor only 
Measures of graduating student success 

The program measures and reports satisfactory outcomes 
of graduating student success: 
• positive outcomes on most measures of student 

success 
• method of assessment is clear, well-defined, and 

routinely implemented 

[B.4.e] [B.4.e EORC] 

C. LEARNING AND DISCOVERY 
5. Teaching and Discovery 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

C.5.a 
Teaching and or curricular innovations 

Evidence of responsive curricular change and innovations 
in teaching  within the past 5 years: 
• formal curricular changes are identified and justified 

by student learning assessment, program review, or 
discipline trends 

• informal changes (teaching innovations) are identified 
and justified to improve learning 

[C.5.a] [C.5.a EORC] 

C.5.b – Major / Minor only 
Professional recognition of instructional 
personnel indicating high quality and 
currency in field of study 

Evidence of scholarship and recognition demonstrating 
instructional personnel are qualified and remain current in 
their field of study: 
•   table indicates activity in-line with department 

expectations 
• table indicates activity is current 

[C.5.b] [C.5.b EORC] 

C.5.c 
Program's contribution to University's 
commitment to develop learners and 
leaders who are globally-competent and 
culturally-aware 

The program is actively monitoring and providing 
instruction to develop global competence and cultural 
awareness in students: 
• specific instructional activities are identified that 

prepare students for global workplace and 
multicultural society 

• curricula and instruction are planned to foster student 
understanding and appreciation of cultural differences 
and expectations of others 

• program offers international curriculum, leveraging 
student interest, communication skills, and knowledge 
to work effectively outside their own environment 

[C.5.c] [C.5.c EORC] 

6. Experiential Learning 
C.6.a 
Support and participation in experiential 
learning opportunities 

Program provides clear, well-defined opportunities, 
specific to the program, so that 50% to 75% of students 
have the opportunity to and participate in experiential 
learning. 

[C.6.a] [C.6.a EORC] 

C.6.b 
Nature of global experiential learning in 
the program 

Program encourages and incorporates opportunities 
for  global experiential learning: 
• opportunities are clearly communicated to students 
• opportunities are incorporated into the curriculum 
• opportunities are financially supported by home unit 

[C.6.b] [C.6.b EORC] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

C.6.c 
Participation in community outreach 

The program has ongoing outreach activities that 
contribute to the community: 
• opportunities are clearly communicated to students 
•  opportunities are incorporated into the curriculum 
• opportunities are based on established (formal and 

informal) relationships between community 
and  home unit 

[C.6.c] [C.6.c EORC] 

D. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
7. Enrollment Management 

D.7.a – Major only 
New student admission acceptance rates 
and yield rates 

Acceptance rate is in-line with program mission 
• Yield rates after admission are favorable compared 

to WMU average and supportive of program capacity 
and target enrollment 

• WMU 2012-2013 acceptance rate 83% -
undergraduate 

• WMU 2011-2012 yield rate 26.4% -undergraduate 

[D.7.a] [D.7.a EORC] 

D.7.b Major / Minor only 
Admission process and criteria into 
program 

• Admission process and criteria are clear and well-
defined 

• Clearly identified path from undeclared/pre-major 
status to full-major status 

• Identification of entry point for discovery majors 

[D.7.b] [D.7.b EORC] 

D.7.c – Major / Minor only 
Cumulative pattern of enrollment 

Data indicate steady matriculation of students through 
program 

[D.7.b] [D.7.b EORC] 

D.7.d – Major only 
Pattern in number of degrees awarded 
and average time to degree 

High number of students graduate from program in 
expected time to degree: 
• 55.9% of undergraduate students complete program 

in 6 yrs - WMU average 
• 44.7/100 graduate students complete program in 

expected period of time 

[D.7.c] [D.7.c EORC] 

D.7.e – Majors / Minors only 
Degrees Awarded 

The number of students graduating from program are in 
line with established program capacity. 

[D.7.d] [D.7.d EORC] 

D.7.e GE / Srv Crs Only 
General Education/Service Course 
success rate 

• The course success rates for general education and 
services courses are not significantly different than 
rates typical in the department offerings. 

• Courses with low success rates are being addressed 
through pedagogical changes and advising 

[D.7.e] [D.7.e EORC] 

8. Program Economy 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

D.8.a 
Composition and distribution of 
instructional personnel 

Sufficient number of instructional personnel hold 
appropriate degree and appointment to meet program 
capacity or target enrollment: 
• 90% or more of full-time personnel hold 

doctorate/terminal or professional degree 
designation specific to program need and 
appropriate experience 

• 70% or more of part-time personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal or professional degree specific to 
program need 

• 30% or less of  GA or TA without 1 advanced degree 
beyond instructional-level 

[D.8.a] [D.8.a EORC] 

D.8.b 
Student credit hour (SCH) production, 
Instructional workload 

SCH production is steady and meets expectations of 
program capacity or target enrollment: 
• within 80-110% of program capacity 

[D.8.b] [D.8.b EORC] 

D.8.c 
Assigned workload 

Appropriate distribution of assigned instruction to full-
time, part-time and GA/TA to provide quality instruction 
given program capacity or target enrollment 

[D.8.c] [D.8.c EORC] 

D.8.d 
Instructional costs - (faculty salary) for 
program 

• Costs are aligned with student credit hour 
production, research, and service productivity 

• Current level of personnel costs is sustainable for 5 
years based on current budget allocation 

[D.8.d] [D.8.d EORC] 

D.8.e 
Expenditures for program costs 
(equipment or special facilities) 

• Expenditures for program cost are supported by 
student credit hour production 

• Instructional costs are supported by other revenues or 
cost share other program 

• Current level of expenditures is sustainable for 5 years 

[D.8.e] [D.8.e EORC] 

9. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 
D.9.a 
Revenues generated through tuition 

The program generates tuition revenues at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.a] [D.9.a EORC] 

D.9.b 
Revenues generated through differential 
tuition and course fees 

The program generates significant revenues through 
course fees that support recovery of program costs. 

[D.9.b] [D.9.b EORC] 

D.9.c – Major / Minor only 
Contribution to department/school 
economy from indirect cost recovery, 
sponsored research and creative 
activities 

The program generates revenues through sponsored 
research and creative activities at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.c] [D.9.c EORC] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Assessment Evidence of Observation 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

D.9.d Major / Minor only 
Revenues generated through outreach 
activities 

The program generates revenues through outreach 
activities at or above the college standard of comparison. 

[D.9.d] [D.9.d EORC] 

E. IMPACT AND OPPORTUNITY 
10. Opportunity Analysis 

E.10.a 
Challenges the program may face during 
the next 5 years 

Program demonstrates understanding of specific, 
identified potential challenges. 

[E.10.a] [E.10.a EORC] 

E.10.b 
Future opportunities or initiatives to be 
considered 

Program demonstrates understanding of opportunities. [E.10.b] [E.10.b EORC] 

E.10.c 
Planned response to challenges and 
opportunities 

Program has a specific, well-defined plan for capitalizing 
on its opportunities, and for diminishing its challenges. 

[E.10.c] [E.10.c EORC] 

11. Overall Impact 
E.11.a 
Unique elements that add value to the 
University 

Program makes a specific, well-defined case for its impact 
on, or value added to, the University. 

[E.11.a] [E.11.a EORC] 

E.11.b 
Other information that leads to better 
understanding of the program 

Program provided additional information to improve 
understanding 

[E.11.b] [E.11.b EORC] 

 



  

XXXX_TEAMREVIEW 

Academic Program Planning & Review - Team Form 
Program Name (Required):  Program Name 
Banner Code (Required): XXXX 

Team Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 
Key Strengths Enter comments. 
Key Weaknesses / Observations Enter comments. 

 

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

A. Strategic Plan 
12. Strategic Planning 

A.1.a 
Mission purpose and target 
audience 

Purposed target audience is clear, 
well-defined and specific to program 

[A.1.a] [A.1.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.a – Final Team Comments] 

A.1.b – Major / Minor only 
Facilitation of department's 
mission for instruction, research, 
and service 

• Program does facilitate 
department mission 

• Program plays a role in the 
department/ school Discovery 
Plan for Research and/or 
Creative Activities 

• Program plays a role in 
supporting service to the 
department 

[A.1.b] [A.1.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.b – Final Team Comments] 

A.1.c – Major / GE only 
Program's top strategic goals 

Goals are clear, well-defined, 
specific, and advance program and 
department mission. 

[A.1.c] [A.1.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.c – Final Team Comments] 

A.1.d – Major / GE only 
Measurement of program's 
progress toward achieving its 
goals 

Key performance indicators are 
defined, measurable, and progress 
is reported. 

[A.1.d] [A.1.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.d – Final Team Comments] 

B. Demand and Assessment 
13. External Demand 

B.2.a – Major only 
External demand for program 
graduates 

Data supports strong demand for 
program: 
• positive job market statistics 
• high current or future need for 

employment of graduates 

[B.2.a] [B.2.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.a – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

clear rationale given for niche 
program 

B.2.b – Major only 
Program's standing in comparison 
to top peers (competitors) 

Program identifies peer 
(competitors) and provides evidence 
of strong standing in comparison to 
peer programs: 
• provides evidence program 

ranks favorably in comparison 
to peers 

• recognized in discipline as high-
quality 

discipline leader as indicated by 
faculty student recognition 

[B.2.b] [B.2.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.b – Final Team Comments] 

B.2.c – Major only 
Interest and inquiry for admission 
to program based on new 
applications 

Number of new applications, over 5-
yr trend indicates growing or strong 
interest in the program. Data may 
also include students entering at 
multiple points. 
Between 90% of program capacity 
and target enrollment 

[B.2.c] [B.2.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.c – Final Team Comments] 

B.2.d – Major only 
Academic profile of enrolled 
students as it compares with the 
WMU average 

Strong academic profile in 
comparison to college or WMU 
average profile ( 2011 12 data): 

• 3.28 GPA and/or ≥ 22 ACT 
WMU average 

• 50th-percentile GRE where 
available 

• profile supports mission/goals 
of program 

profile is low but improving 

[B.2.d] [B.2.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.d – Final Team Comments] 

B.2.e – Major only 
Demographic profile of enrolled 
students and its contribution to 
the University's diversity and 
inclusion goals 

5-year data trend indicates program 
is average in race/ethnicity and 
gender balance (2011 – 12 data): 
• 17.9% minority -WMU %( 2011 

– 12) 
• 5.6 % international - WMU% 
• 48% male 52% female -WMU % 

ratio 
• at industry/discipline norms 

[B.2.e] [B.2.e –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.e – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

unfavorable, but profile trend is 
improving 

14. Internal Demand 
B.3.a 
Enrollment trends 

Enrollment trend for past 5 years is 
at capacity or moving toward 
enrollment target: 
within 10% -15% above or below 
capacity or target 

[B.3.a] [B.3.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.a – Final Team Comments] 

B.3.b 
Interdependence (demand 
by  other programs) 

Clearly identifies demand (by other 
programs): 
• demand for coursework and 

well-matched degree 
completion by other programs 
is clear, well-defined, and 
specific to program 

• program does duplicates 
coursework where 
collaboration with other 
programs is possible 

• program coursework is 
interdisciplinary in nature 

[B.3.b] [B.3.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.b – Final Team Comments] 

B.3.c 
Affiliations with collaboratives for 
instruction, research, and service 

• Program participates in 
affiliations with other WMU 
units for the purpose of 
research, creative activities, 
i.e. centers and institutes 

• Program participates in service 
to College and University 

[B.3.c] [B.3.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.c – Final Team Comments] 

15. Assessment of Student Learning and Program Outcomes 
B.4.a – Major / GE only 
Major findings of last internal 
WMU program review or external 
accreditation 

The program reported satisfactory 
outcomes: 
• positive review or accreditation 

status 
• reported one or two concerns 

that do not require formal 
follow-up 

• statement of findings is clear, 
supported, and specific to 
recent review 

[B.4.a] [B.4.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.a – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

B.4.b – Major / GE only 
Program's response to major 
findings of last internal 
WMU   program review or external 
accreditation report 

The program has implemented an 
action plan to maintain positive 
status or improve quality of 
program: 
• cites actions to positively 

address concerns 
• there are examples of changes 

made to attributed to the 
review 

• it is clear that the effect of 
these changes is being assessed 

[B.4.b] [B.4.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.b – Final Team Comments] 

B.4.c 
Methods for conducting 
assessment of student learning 

The program has implemented a 
specific assessment plan based on 
established student learning 
outcomes:  
• learning outcomes are 

measurable, well-defined, and 
specific to program 

• methods of assessment are 
clear, well-defined and 
routinely implemented 

[B.4.c] [B.4.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.c – Final Team Comments] 

B.4.d 
Response to major outcomes of 
the most recent assessment of 
student learning 

The program has implemented an 
action plan to respond to 
assessment of student learning: 
•  cites actions to positively 

address concerns 
• there are examples of changes 

made due to the assessment 
report 

•  it is clear that the effect of 
these changes is being assessed 

[B.4.d] [B.4.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.d – Final Team Comments] 

B.4.e – Major / Minor only 
Measures of graduating student 
success 

The program measures and reports 
satisfactory outcomes of graduating 
student success: 
• positive outcomes on most 

measures of student success 
• method of assessment is clear, 

well-defined, and routinely 
implemented 

[B.4.e] [B.4.e –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.e – Final Team Comments] 

F. Learning and Discovery 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

16. Teaching and Discovery 
C.5.a 
Teaching and or curricular 
innovations 

Evidence of responsive curricular 
change and innovations in 
teaching  within the past 5 years: 
• formal curricular changes are 

identified and justified by 
student learning assessment, 
program review, or discipline 
trends 

• informal changes (teaching 
innovations) are identified and 
justified to improve learning 

[C.5.a] [C.5.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.a – Final Team Comments] 

C.5.b – Major / Minor only 
Professional recognition of 
instructional personnel indicating 
high quality and currency in field 
of study 

Evidence of scholarship and 
recognition demonstrating 
instructional personnel are qualified 
and remain current in their field of 
study: 
•   table indicates activity in-line 

with department expectations 
• table indicates activity is 

current 

[C.5.b] [C.5.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.b – Final Team Comments] 

C.5.c 
Program's contribution to 
University's commitment to 
develop learners and leaders who 
are globally-competent and 
culturally-aware 

The program is actively monitoring 
and providing instruction to develop 
global competence and cultural 
awareness in students: 
• specific instructional activities 

are identified that prepare 
students for global workplace 
and multicultural society 

• curricula and instruction are 
planned to foster student 
understanding and appreciation 
of cultural differences and 
expectations of others 

• program offers international 
curriculum, leveraging student 
interest, communication skills, 
and knowledge to work 
effectively outside their own 
environment 

[C.5.c] [C.5.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.c – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

17. Experiential Learning 
C.6.a 
Support and participation in 
experiential learning opportunities 

Program provides clear, well-
defined opportunities, specific to 
the program, so that 50% to 75% of 
students have the opportunity to 
and participate in experiential 
learning. 

[C.6.a] [C.6.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.a – Final Team Comments] 

C.6.b 
Nature of global experiential 
learning in the program 

Program encourages and 
incorporates opportunities 
for  global experiential learning: 
• opportunities are clearly 

communicated to students 
• opportunities are incorporated 

into the curriculum 
• opportunities are financially 

supported by home unit 

[C.6.b] [C.6.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.b – Final Team Comments] 

C.6.c 
Participation in community 
outreach 

The program has ongoing outreach 
activities that contribute to the 
community: 
• opportunities are clearly 

communicated to students 
•  opportunities are 

incorporated into the 
curriculum 

• opportunities are based on 
established (formal and 
informal) relationships 
between community 
and  home unit 

[C.6.c] [C.6.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.c – Final Team Comments] 

G. Resource Management 
18. Enrollment Management 

D.7.a – Major only 
New student admission 
acceptance rates and yield rates 

Acceptance rate is in-line with 
program mission 
• Yield rates after admission are 

favorable compared to WMU 
average and supportive of 
program capacity and target 
enrollment 

• WMU 2012-2013 acceptance 
rate 83% -undergraduate 

[D.7.a] [D.7.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.a – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

• WMU 2011-2012 yield rate 
26.4% -undergraduate 

D.7.b Major / Minor only 
Admission process and criteria 
into program 

• Admission process and criteria 
are clear and well-defined 

• Clearly identified path from 
undeclared/pre-major status to 
full-major status 

• Identification of entry point for 
discovery majors 

[D.7.b] [D.7.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.b – Final Team Comments] 

D.7.c – Major / Minor only 
Cumulative pattern of enrollment 

Data indicate steady matriculation 
of students through program 

[D.7.c] [D.7.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.c – Final Team Comments] 

D.7.d – Major only 
Pattern in number of degrees 
awarded and average time to 
degree 

High number of students graduate 
from program in expected time to 
degree: 
• 55.9% of undergraduate 

students complete program in 
6 yrs - WMU average 

• 44.7/100 graduate students 
complete program in expected 
period of time 

[D.7.d] [D.7.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.d – Final Team Comments] 

D.7.e – Majors / Minors only 
Degrees Awarded 

The number of students graduating 
from program are in line with 
established program capacity. 

[D.7.e] [D.7.e –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e – Final Team Comments] 

D.7.e – GE / Srv Crs Only 
General Education/Service Course 
success rate 

• The course success rates for 
general education and services 
courses are not significantly 
different than rates typical in 
the department offerings. 

• Courses with low success rates 
are being addressed through 
pedagogical changes and 
advising 

[D.7.e - GE] [D.7.e –GE Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e – GE Final Team 
Comments] 

19. Program Economy 
D.8.a 
Composition and distribution of 
instructional personnel 

Sufficient number of instructional 
personnel hold appropriate degree 
and appointment to meet program 
capacity or target enrollment: 
• 90% or more of full-time 

personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal or 

[D.8.a] [D.8.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.a – Final Team Comments] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

professional degree 
designation specific to 
program need and appropriate 
experience 

• 70% or more of part-time 
personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal or 
professional degree specific to 
program need 

• 30% or less of  GA or TA 
without 1 advanced degree 
beyond instructional-level 

D.8.b 
Student credit hour (SCH) 
production, Instructional workload 

SCH production is steady and 
meets expectations of program 
capacity or target enrollment: 
• within 80-110% of program 

capacity 

[D.8.b] [D.8.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.b – Final Team Comments] 

D.8.c 
Assigned workload 

Appropriate distribution of 
assigned instruction to full-time, 
part-time and GA/TA to provide 
quality instruction given program 
capacity or target enrollment 

[D.8.c] [D.8.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.c – Final Team Comments] 

D.8.d 
Instructional costs - (faculty salary) 
for program 

• Costs are aligned with student 
credit hour production, 
research, and service 
productivity 

• Current level of personnel 
costs is sustainable for 5 years 
based on current budget 
allocation 

[D.8.d] [D.8.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.d – Final Team Comments] 

D.8.e 
Expenditures for program costs 
(equipment or special facilities) 

• Expenditures for program cost 
are supported by student credit 
hour production 

• Instructional costs are 
supported by other revenues or 
cost share other program 

• Current level of expenditures is 
sustainable for 5 years 

[D.8.e] [D.8.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.a – Final Team Comments] 

20. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Individual Assessments Juried Assessment Team Juried Comments 
KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 

D.9.a 
Revenues generated through 
tuition 

The program generates tuition 
revenues at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.a] [D.9.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.a – Final Team Comments] 

D.9.b 
Revenues generated through 
differential tuition and course fees 

The program generates significant 
revenues through course fees that 
support recovery of program costs. 

[D.9.b] [D.9.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.b – Final Team Comments] 

D.9.c – Major / Minor only 
Contribution to 
department/school economy from 
indirect cost recovery, sponsored 
research and creative activities 

The program generates revenues 
through sponsored research and 
creative activities at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.c] [D.9.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.c – Final Team Comments] 

D.9.d Major / Minor only 
Revenues generated through 
outreach activities 

The program generates revenues 
through outreach activities at or 
above the college standard of 
comparison. 

[D.9.d] [D.9.d –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.d – Final Team Comments] 

H. Impact and Opportunity 
21. Opportunity Analysis 

E.10.a 
Challenges the program may face 
during the next 5 years 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of specific, 
identified potential challenges. 

[E.10.a] [E.10.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.a – Final Team 
Comments] 

E.10.b 
Future opportunities or initiatives 
to be considered 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of opportunities. 

[E.10.b] [E.10.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.b – Final Team 
Comments] 

E.10.c 
Planned response to challenges 
and opportunities 

Program has a specific, well-
defined plan for capitalizing on its 
opportunities, and for diminishing 
its challenges. 

[E.10.c] [E.10.c –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.c – Final Team Comments] 

22. Overall Impact 
E.11.a 
Unique elements that add value to 
the University 

Program makes a specific, well-
defined case for its impact on, or 
value added to, the University. 

[E.11.a] [E.11.a –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.a – Final Team 
Comments] 

E.11.b 
Other information that leads to 
better understanding of the 
program 

Program provided additional 
information to improve 
understanding 

[E.11.b] [E.11.b –Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.b – Final Team 
Comments] 
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Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
A. Strategic Plan 

1. Strategic Planning 
A.1.a 
Mission purpose and 
target audience 

Purpose and target audience is 
clear, well-defined and specific to 
program. 

[A.1.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

A.1.b – Major / 
Minor only 
Facilitation of 
department's 
mission for 
instruction, research, 
and service 

• Program does facilitate 
department mission 

• Program plays a role in the 
department/ school Discovery 
Plan for Research and/or 
Creative Activities 

• Program plays a role in 
supporting service to the 
department 

[A.1.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

A.1.c – Major / GE 
only 
Program's top 
strategic goals 

Goals are clear, well-defined, 
specific, and advance program and 
department mission. 

[A.1.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

A.1.d – Major / GE 
only 
Measurement of 
program's progress 
toward achieving its 
goals 

Key performance indicators are 
defined, measurable, and progress 
is reported. 

[A.1.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B. Demand & Assessment 
2. External Demand 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
B.2.a – Major only 
External demand for 
program graduates 

Data supports strong demand for 
program: 
• positive job market statistics 
• high current or future need for 

employment of graduates 
• clear rationale given for niche 

program 

[B.2.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.2.b – Major only 
Program's standing 
in comparison to top 
peers (competitors) 

Program identifies peer 
(competitors) and provides 
evidence of strong standing in 
comparison to peer programs: 
• provides evidence program 

ranks favorably in comparison 
to peers 

• recognized in discipline as 
high-quality 

• discipline leader as indicated 
by faculty student recognition 

[B.2.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.2.c – Major only 
Interest and inquiry 
for admission to 
program based on 
new applications 

Number of new applications, over 
5-yr trend indicates growing or 
strong interest in the program. 
Data may also include students 
entering at multiple points. 
• Between 90% of program 

capacity and target enrollment 

[B.2.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.2.d – Major only 
Academic profile of 
enrolled students as 
it compares with the 
WMU average 

Strong academic profile in 
comparison to college or WMU 
average profile ( 2011 12 data): 

• 3.28 GPA and/or ≥ 22 ACT 
WMU average 

• 50th-percentile GRE where 
available 

• profile supports mission/goals 
of program 

• profile is low but improving 

[B.2.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
B.2.e – Major only 
Demographic profile 
of enrolled students 
and its contribution 
to the University's 
diversity and 
inclusion goals 

5-year data trend indicates 
program is average in 
race/ethnicity and gender balance 
(2011 – 12 data): 
• 17.9% minority -WMU %( 2011 

– 12) 
• 5.6 % international - WMU% 
• 48% male 52% female -WMU 

% ratio 
• at industry/discipline norms 
• unfavorable, but profile trend 

is improving 

[B.2.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.e – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

3. Internal Demand 
B.3.a 
Enrollment trends 

Enrollment trend for past 5 years is 
at capacity or moving toward 
enrollment target: 
• within 10% -15% above or 

below capacity or target 

[B.3.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.3.b 
Interdependence 
(demand by  other 
programs) 

Clearly identifies demand (by other 
programs): 
• demand for coursework and 

well-matched degree 
completion by other programs 
is clear, well-defined, and 
specific to program 

• program does duplicates 
coursework where 
collaboration with other 
programs is possible 

• program coursework is 
interdisciplinary in nature 

[B.3.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.3.c 
Affiliations with 
collaboratives for 
instruction, research, 
and service 

• Program participates in 
affiliations with other WMU 
units for the purpose of 
research, creative activities, 
i.e. centers and institutes 

• Program participates in 
service to College and 
University 

[B.3.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
4. Assessment of Student learning and Program Outcomes 
B.4.a – Major / GE 
only 
Major findings of last 
internal WMU 
program review or 
external 
accreditation 

The program reported satisfactory 
outcomes: 
• positive review or 

accreditation status 
• reported one or two concerns 

that do not require formal 
follow-up 

• statement of findings is clear, 
supported, and specific to 
recent review 

[B.4.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.4.b – Major / GE 
only 
Program's response 
to major findings of 
last internal 
WMU   program 
review or external 
accreditation report 

The program has implemented an 
action plan to maintain positive 
status or improve quality of 
program: 
• cites actions to positively 

address concerns 
• there are examples of changes 

made to attributed to the 
review 

• it is clear that the effect of 
these changes is being 
assessed 

[B.4.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.4.c 
Methods for 
conducting 
assessment of 
student learning 

The program has implemented a 
specific assessment plan based on 
established student learning 
outcomes:  
• learning outcomes are 

measurable, well-defined, and 
specific to program 

• methods of assessment are 
clear, well-defined and 
routinely implemented 

[B.4.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
B.4.d 
Response to major 
outcomes of the 
most recent 
assessment of 
student learning 

The program has implemented an 
action plan to respond to 
assessment of student learning: 
•  cites actions to positively 

address concerns 
• there are examples of changes 

made due to the assessment 
report 

•  it is clear that the effect of 
these changes is being 
assessed 

[B.4.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

B.4.e – Major / 
Minor only 
Measures of 
graduating student 
success 

The program measures and reports 
satisfactory outcomes of 
graduating student success: 
• positive outcomes on most 

measures of student success 
• method of assessment is clear, 

well-defined, and routinely 
implemented 

[B.4.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.e – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

C. Learning and Discovery 
5. Teaching and Discovery 
C.5.a 
Teaching and or 
curricular 
innovations 

Evidence of responsive curricular 
change and innovations in 
teaching  within the past 5 years: 
• formal curricular changes are 

identified and justified by 
student learning assessment, 
program review, or discipline 
trends 

• informal changes (teaching 
innovations) are identified and 
justified to improve learning 

[C.5.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
C.5.b – Major / 
Minor only 
Professional 
recognition of 
instructional 
personnel indicating 
high quality and 
currency in field of 
study 

Evidence of scholarship and 
recognition demonstrating 
instructional personnel are 
qualified and remain current in 
their field of study: 
•   table indicates activity in-line 

with department expectations 
• table indicates activity is 

current 

[C.5.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

C.5.c 
Program's 
contribution to 
University's 
commitment to 
develop learners and 
leaders who are 
globally-competent 
and culturally-aware 

The program is actively monitoring 
and providing instruction to 
develop global competence and 
cultural awareness in students: 
• specific instructional activities 

are identified that prepare 
students for global workplace 
and multicultural society 

• curricula and instruction are 
planned to foster student 
understanding and 
appreciation of cultural 
differences and expectations 
of others 

•  program offers international 
curriculum, leveraging student 
interest, communication skills, 
and knowledge to work 
effectively outside their own 
environment 

[C.5.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

6. Experiential Learning 
C.6.a 
Support and 
participation in 
experiential learning 
opportunities 

Program provides clear, well-
defined opportunities, specific to 
the program, so that 50% to 75% 
of students have the opportunity 
to and participate in experiential 
learning. 

[C.6.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
C.6.b 
Nature of global 
experiential learning 
in the program 

Program encourages and 
incorporates opportunities 
for  global experiential learning: 
• opportunities are clearly 

communicated to students 
• opportunities are 

incorporated into the 
curriculum 

• opportunities are financially 
supported by home unit 

[C.6.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

C.6.c 
Participation in 
community outreach 

The program has ongoing 
outreach activities that contribute 
to the community: 
• opportunities are clearly 

communicated to students 
•  opportunities are 

incorporated into the 
curriculum 

• opportunities are based on 
established (formal and 
informal) relationships 
between community 
and  home unit 

[C.6.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D. Resource Management 
7. Enrollment Management 
D.7.a – Major only 
New student 
admission 
acceptance rates and 
yield rates 

• Acceptance rate is in-line with 
program mission 

• Yield rates after admission 
are favorable compared to 
WMU average and supportive 
of program capacity and 
target enrollment 

• WMU 2012-2013 acceptance 
rate 83% -undergraduate 

• WMU 2011-2012 yield rate 
26.4% -undergraduate 

[D.7.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
D.7.b Major / Minor 
only 
Admission process 
and criteria into 
program 

• Admission process and criteria 
are clear and well-defined 

• Clearly identified path from 
undeclared/pre-major status 
to full-major status 

• Identification of entry point for 
discovery majors 

[D.7.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.7.c – Major / 
Minor only 
Cumulative pattern 
of enrollment 

Data indicate steady matriculation 
of students through program 

[D.7.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.7.d – Major Only 
Pattern in number of 
degrees awarded 
and average time to 
degree 

High number of students graduate 
from program in expected time to 
degree: 
• 55.9% of undergraduate 

students complete program 
in 6 yrs - WMU average 

• 44.7/100 graduate students 
complete program in 
expected period of time 

[D.7.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.7.e – Majors / 
Minors only 
Degrees Awarded 

The number of students graduating 
from program are in line with 
established program capacity. 

[D.7.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.7.e GE / Srv Crs 
Only 
General 
Education/Service 
Course success rate 

• The course success rates for 
general education and services 
courses are not significantly 
different than rates typical in 
the department offerings. 

• Courses with low success rates 
are being addressed through 
pedagogical changes and 
advising 

[D.7.e –GE 
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e – GE Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

8. Program Economy 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
D.8.a 
Composition and 
distribution of 
instructional 
personnel 

Sufficient number of instructional 
personnel hold appropriate 
degree and appointment to meet 
program capacity or target 
enrollment: 
• 90% or more of full-time 

personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal or 
professional degree 
designation specific to 
program need and 
appropriate experience 

• 70% or more of part-time 
personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal or 
professional degree specific 
to program need 

• 30% or less of  GA or TA 
without 1 advanced degree 
beyond instructional-level 

[D.8.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.8.b 
Student credit hour 
(SCH) production, 
Instructional 
workload 

SCH production is steady and 
meets expectations of program 
capacity or target enrollment: 
• within 80-110% of program 

capacity 

[D.8.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.8.c 
Assigned workload 

Appropriate distribution of 
assigned instruction to full-time, 
part-time and GA/TA to provide 
quality instruction given program 
capacity or target enrollment 

[D.8.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.8.d 
Instructional costs - 
(faculty salary) for 
program 

• Costs are aligned with 
student credit hour 
production, research, and 
service productivity 

• Current level of personnel 
costs is sustainable for 5 years 
based on current budget 
allocation 

[D.8.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
D.8.e 
Expenditures for 
program costs 
(equipment or 
special facilities) 

• Expenditures for program cost 
are supported by student 
credit hour production 

• Instructional costs are 
supported by other revenues 
or cost share other program 

• Current level of expenditures is 
sustainable for 5 years 

[D.8.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.e – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

9. Contributions to Department/School Cost Recovery 
D.9.a 
Revenues generated 
through tuition 

The program generates tuition 
revenues at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.9.b 
Revenues generated 
through differential 
tuition and course 
fees 

The program generates significant 
revenues through course fees that 
support recovery of program 
costs. 

[D.9.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.9.c – Major / 
Minor only 
Contribution to 
department/school 
economy from 
indirect cost 
recovery, sponsored 
research and 
creative activities 

The program generates revenues 
through sponsored research and 
creative activities at or above the 
department/school average. 

[D.9.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

D.9.d Major / Minor 
only 
Revenues generated 
through outreach 
activities 

The program generates revenues 
through outreach activities at or 
above the college standard of 
comparison. 

[D.9.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.d – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

E. Impact and Opportunity 

10. Opportunity Analysis 
E.10.a 
Challenges the 
program may face 
during the next 5 
years 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of specific, 
identified potential challenges. 

[E.10.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Team 
Assessment 

Evidence of Observation - Team Evidence of Observation - Dean 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient Response 
E.10.b 
Future opportunities 
or initiatives to be 
considered 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of opportunities. 

[E.10.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

E.10.c 
Planned response to 
challenges and 
opportunities 

Program has a specific, well-
defined plan for capitalizing on its 
opportunities, and for diminishing 
its challenges. 

[E.10.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.c – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

11. Overall Impact 
E.11.a 
Unique elements 
that add value to the 
University 

Program makes a specific, well-
defined case for its impact on, or 
value added to, the University. 

[E.11.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.a – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

E.11.b 
Other information 
that leads to better 
understanding of the 
program 

Program provided additional 
information to improve 
understanding 

[E.11.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.b – Final Team Comments] [Dean’s Comment] 

 



  

XXXX_PROVOSTREVIEW 

Academic Program Planning & Review – Provost’s Assessment 
Program Name:    Program Name 
Banner Code:    XXXX 

Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses 

 Team Dean Provost 
Key Strengths [Key Strengths – Team] [Key Strengths – Dean] [Key Strengths – Provost] 

Key Weaknesses and/or 
Observations 

[Key Weaknesses – Team] [Key Weaknesses – Dean] [Key Weaknesses – Provost] 

Planning Directive 
Dean Provost 

Recommendation Comments Recommendation Comments 
Continuous 
Quality 
Improvement 

 
[Summary and Recommendation – Dean’s planning 
directive here]  

Continuous 
Quality 
Improvement 

 
[Summary and Recommendation – Provost’s planning directive 
here] 

Remediation 
 

Remediation 
 

Growth 
 

Growth 
 

Program 
Restructuring  

Program 
Restructuring  

Elimination 
 

Elimination 
 

  



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

F. Strategic Plan   

12. Strategic Planning   
A.1.a 
Mission purpose and 
target audience 

Purpose and target 
audience is clear, well-
defined and specific to 
program. 

[A.1.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.a –Team Final Comments] [A.1.a – EOD] [A.1.a – EOP] 

A.1.b – Major / 
Minor only 
Facilitation of 
department's 
mission for 
instruction, research, 
and service 

• Program does 
facilitate department 
mission 

• Program plays a role 
in the department/ 
school Discovery Plan 
for Research and/or 
Creative Activities 

• Program plays a role 
in supporting service 
to the department 

[A.1.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.b –Team Final Comments] [A.1.b – EOD] [A.1.b – EOP] 

A.1.c – Major / GE 
only 
Program's top 
strategic goals 

Goals are clear, well-
defined, specific, and 
advance program and 
department mission. 

[A.1.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.c –Team Final Comments] [A.1.c – EOD] [A.1.c – EOP] 

A.1.d – Major / GE 
only 
Measurement of 
program's progress 
toward achieving its 
goals 

Key performance 
indicators are defined, 
measurable, and progress 
is reported. 

[A.1.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[A.1.d –Team Final Comments] [A.1.d – EOD] [A.1.d – EOP] 

G. Demand & Assessment 
13. External Demand 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.2.a – Major only 
External demand for 
program graduates 

Data supports strong 
demand for program: 
• positive job market 

statistics 
• high current or future 

need for employment 
of graduates 

• clear rationale given 
for niche program 

[B.2.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.a –Team Final Comments] [B.2.a – EOD] [B.2.a – EOP] 

B.2.b – Major only 
Program's standing 
in comparison to top 
peers (competitors) 

Program identifies peer 
(competitors) and 
provides evidence of 
strong standing in 
comparison to peer 
programs: 
• provides evidence 

program ranks 
favorably in 
comparison to peers 

• recognized in 
discipline as high-
quality 

• discipline leader as 
indicated by faculty 
student recognition 

[B.2.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.b –Team Final Comments] [B.2.b – EOD] [B.2.b – EOP] 

B.2.c – Major only 
Interest and inquiry 
for admission to 
program based on 
new applications 

Number of new 
applications, over 5-yr 
trend indicates growing or 
strong interest in the 
program. Data may also 
include students entering 
at multiple points. 
• Between 90% of 

program capacity and 
target enrollment 

[B.2.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.c –Team Final Comments] [B.2.c – EOD] [B.2.c – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.2.d – Major only 
Academic profile of 
enrolled students as 
it compares with the 
WMU average 

Strong academic profile in 
comparison to college or 
WMU average profile ( 
2011 12 data): 

• 3.28 GPA and/or ≥ 22 
ACT WMU average 

• 50th-percentile GRE 
where available 

• profile supports 
mission/goals of 
program 

profile is low but 
improving 

[B.2.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.d –Team Final Comments] [B.2.d – EOD] [B.2.d – EOP] 

B.2.e – Major only 
Demographic profile 
of enrolled students 
and its contribution 
to the University's 
diversity and 
inclusion goals 

5-year data trend 
indicates program is 
average in race/ethnicity 
and gender balance (2011 
– 12 data): 
• 17.9% minority -

WMU %( 2011 – 12) 
• 5.6 % international - 

WMU% 
• 48% male 52% female 

-WMU % ratio 
• at industry/discipline 

norms 
• unfavorable, but 

profile trend is 
improving 

[B.2.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.2.e –Team Final Comments] [B.2.e – EOD] [B.2.e – EOP] 

14. Internal Demand  



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.3.a 
Enrollment trends 

Enrollment trend for past 
5 years is at capacity or 
moving toward 
enrollment target: 

• within 10% -15% 
above or below 
capacity 

[B.3.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.a –Team Final Comments] [B.3.a – EOD] [B.3.a – EOP] 

B.3.b 
Interdependence 
(demand by  other 
programs) 

Clearly identifies demand 
(by other programs): 
• demand for 

coursework and well-
matched degree 
completion by other 
programs is clear, 
well-defined, and 
specific to program 

• program does 
duplicates 
coursework where 
collaboration with 
other programs is 
possible 

• program coursework 
is interdisciplinary in 
nature 

[B.3.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.b –Team Final Comments] [B.3.b – EOD] [B.3.b – EOP] 

B.3.c 
Affiliations with 
collaboratives for 
instruction, research, 
and service 

• Program participates 
in affiliations with 
other WMU units for 
the purpose of 
research, creative 
activities, i.e. centers 
and institutes 

• Program participates 
in service to College 
and University 

[B.3.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.3.c –Team Final Comments] [B.3.c – EOD] [B.3.c – EOP] 

15. Assessment of Student learning and Program Outcomes 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.4.a 
Major findings of last 
internal WMU 
program review or 
external 
accreditation 

The program reported 
satisfactory outcomes: 
• positive review or 

accreditation status 
• reported one or two 

concerns that do not 
require formal follow-
up 

• statement of findings 
is clear, supported, 
and specific to recent 
review 

[B.4.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.a –Team Final Comments] [B.4.a – EOD] [B.4.a – EOP] 

B.4.b – Major / GE 
only 
Program's response 
to major findings of 
last internal 
WMU   program 
review or external 
accreditation report 

The program has 
implemented an action 
plan to maintain positive 
status or improve quality 
of program: 
• cites actions to 

positively address 
concerns 

• there are examples of 
changes made to 
attributed to the 
review 

• it is clear that the 
effect of these 
changes is being 
assessed 

[B.4.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.b –Team Final Comments] [B.4.b – EOD] [B.4.b – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.4.c 
Methods for 
conducting 
assessment of 
student learning 

The program has 
implemented a specific 
assessment plan based on 
established student  
• learning outcomes: 

learning outcomes 
are measurable, well-
defined, and specific 
to program 

• methods of 
assessment are clear, 
well-defined and 
routinely 
implemented 

[B.4.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.c –Team Final Comments] [B.4.c – EOD] [B.4.c – EOP] 

B.4.d 
Response to major 
outcomes of the 
most recent 
assessment of 
student learning 

The program has 
implemented an action 
plan to respond to 
assessment of student 
learning: 
•  cites actions to 

positively address 
concerns 

• there are examples of 
changes made due to 
the assessment 
report 

•  it is clear that the 
effect of these 
changes is being 
assessed 

[B.4.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.d –Team Final Comments] [B.4.d – EOD] [B.4.d – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

B.4.e – Major / 
Minor only 
Measures of 
graduating student 
success 

The program measures 
and reports satisfactory 
outcomes of graduating 
student success: 
• positive outcomes on 

most measures of 
student success 

• method of 
assessment is clear, 
well-defined, and 
routinely 
implemented 

[B.4.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[B.4.e –Team Final Comments] [B.4.e – EOD] [B.4.e – EOP] 

H. Learning and Discovery 
16. Teaching and Discovery 
C.5.a 
Teaching and or 
curricular 
innovations 

Evidence of responsive 
curricular change and 
innovations in 
teaching  within the past 5 
years: 
• formal curricular 

changes are identified 
and justified by 
student learning 
assessment, program 
review, or discipline 
trends 

• informal changes 
(teaching innovations) 
are identified and 
justified to improve 
learning 

[C.5.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.a –Team Final Comments] [C.5.a – EOD] [C.5.a – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

C.5.b – Major / 
Minor only 
Professional 
recognition of 
instructional 
personnel indicating 
high quality and 
currency in field of 
study 

Evidence of scholarship 
and recognition 
demonstrating 
instructional personnel 
are qualified and remain 
current in their field of 
study: 
•   table indicates 

activity in-line with 
department 
expectations 

• table indicates 
activity is current 

[C.5.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.b –Team Final Comments] [C.5.b – EOD] [C.5.b – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

C.5.c 
Program's 
contribution to 
University's 
commitment to 
develop learners and 
leaders who are 
globally-competent 
and culturally-aware 

The program is actively 
monitoring and providing 
instruction to develop 
global competence and 
cultural awareness in 
students: 
• specific instructional 

activities are 
identified that 
prepare students for 
global workplace and 
multicultural society 

• curricula and 
instruction are 
planned to foster 
student 
understanding and 
appreciation of 
cultural differences 
and expectations of 
others 

•  program offers 
international 
curriculum, leveraging 
student interest, 
communication skills, 
and knowledge to 
work effectively 
outside their own 
environment 

[C.5.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.5.c –Team Final Comments] [C.5.c – EOD] [C.5.c – EOP] 

17. Experiential Learning 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

C.6.a 
Support and 
participation in 
experiential learning 
opportunities 

Program provides clear, 
well-defined 
opportunities, specific to 
the program, so that 50% 
to 75% of students have 
the opportunity to and 
participate in 
experiential learning. 

[C.6.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.a –Team Final Comments] [C.6.a – EOD] [C.6.a – EOP] 

C.6.b 
Nature of global 
experiential learning 
in the program 

Program encourages and 
incorporates 
opportunities for  global 
experiential learning: 
• opportunities are 

clearly 
communicated to 
students 

• opportunities are 
incorporated into 
the curriculum 

• opportunities are 
based on established 
(formal and 
informal) 
relationships 
between community 
and  home unit 

[C.6.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.b –Team Final Comments] [C.6.b – EOD] [C.6.b – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

C.6.c 
Participation in 
community outreach 

The program has ongoing 
outreach activities that 
contribute to the 
community: 
• opportunities are 

clearly 
communicated to 
students 

•  opportunities are 
incorporated into 
the curriculum 

• opportunities are 
based on established 
(formal and 
informal) 
relationships 
between community 
and  home unit 

[C.6.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[C.6.c –Team Final Comments] [C.6.c – EOD] [C.6.c – EOP] 

I. Resource Management 
18. Enrollment Management 
D.7.a – Major only 
New student 
admission 
acceptance rates and 
yield rates 

Acceptance rate is in-line 
with program mission 
• Yield rates after 

admission are 
favorable compared 
to WMU average 
and supportive of 
program capacity 
and target 
enrollment 

• WMU 2012-2013 
acceptance rate 83% 
-undergraduate 

• WMU 2011-2012 
yield rate 26.4% -
undergraduate 

[D.7.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.a –Team Final Comments] [D.7.a – EOD] [D.7.a – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

D.7.b Major / Minor 
only 
Admission process 
and criteria into 
program 

• Admission process 
and criteria are clear 
and well-defined 

• Clearly identified path 
from undeclared/pre-
major status to full-
major status 

• Identification of entry 
point for discovery 
majors 

[D.7.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.b –Team Final Comments] [D.7.b – EOD] [D.7.b – EOP] 

D.7.c – Major / 
Minor only 
Cumulative pattern 
of enrollment 

Data indicate steady 
matriculation of students 
through program 

[D.7.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.c –Team Final Comments] [D.7.c – EOD] [D.7.c – EOP] 

D.7.d – Major only 
Pattern in number of 
degrees awarded 
and average time to 
degree 

High number of students 
graduate from program 
in expected time to 
degree: 
• 55.9% of 

undergraduate 
students complete 
program in 6 yrs - 
WMU average 

• 44.7/100 graduate 
students complete 
program in expected 
period of time 

[D.7.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.d –Team Final Comments] [D.7.d – EOD] [D.7.d – EOP] 

D.7.e – Majors / 
Minors only 
Degrees Awarded 

The number of students 
graduating from program 
are in line with 
established program 
capacity. 

[D.7.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e –Team Final Comments] [D.7.e – EOD] [D.7.e – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

D.7.e GE / Srv Crs 
Only 
General 
Education/Service 
Course success rate 

• The course success 
rates for general 
education and 
services courses are 
not significantly 
different than rates 
typical in the 
department offerings. 

Courses with low success 
rates are being 
addressed through 
pedagogical changes and 
advising 

[D.7.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.7.e –Team Final Comments] [D.7.e – EOD] [D.7.e – EOP] 

19. Program Economy 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

D.8.a 
Composition and 
distribution of 
instructional 
personnel 

Sufficient number of 
instructional personnel 
hold appropriate degree 
and appointment to 
meet program capacity 
or target enrollment: 
• 90% or more of full-

time personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal 
or professional 
degree designation 
specific to program 
need and 
appropriate 
experience 

• 70% or more of part-
time personnel hold 
doctorate/terminal 
or professional 
degree specific to 
program need 

• 30% or less of  GA or 
TA without 1 
advanced degree 
beyond 
instructional-level 

[D.8.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.a –Team Final Comments] [D.8.a – EOD] [D.8.a – EOP] 

D.8.b 
Student credit hour 
(SCH) production, 
Instructional 
workload 

SCH production is steady 
and meets expectations 
of program capacity or 
target enrollment: 
• within 80-110% of 

program capacity 

[D.8.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.b –Team Final Comments] [D.8.b – EOD] [D.8.b – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

D.8.c 
Assigned workload 

Appropriate distribution 
of assigned instruction to 
full-time, part-time and 
GA/TA to provide quality 
instruction given 
program capacity or 
target enrollment 

[D.8.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.c –Team Final Comments] [D.8.c – EOD] [D.8.c – EOP] 

D.8.d 
Instructional costs - 
(faculty salary) for 
program 

• Costs are aligned 
with student credit 
hour production, 
research, and service 
productivity 

• Current level of 
personnel costs is 
sustainable for 5 
years based on 
current budget 
allocation 

[D.8.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.d –Team Final Comments] [D.8.d – EOD] [D.8.d – EOP] 

D.8.e 
Expenditures for 
program costs 
(equipment or 
special facilities) 

• Expenditures for 
program cost are 
supported by student 
credit hour 
production 

• Instructional costs are 
supported by other 
revenues or cost 
share other program 

• Current level of 
expenditures is 
sustainable for 5 
years 

[D.8.e –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.8.e –Team Final Comments] [D.8.e – EOD] [D.8.e – EOP] 

20. Contributions to Department/School and Recovery 
D.9.a 
Revenues generated 
through tuition 

The program generates 
tuition revenues at or 
above the 
department/school 
average. 

[D.9.a –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.a –Team Final Comments] [D.9.a – EOD] [D.9.a – EOP] 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

D.9.b 
Revenues generated 
through differential 
tuition and course 
fees 

The program generates 
significant revenues 
through course fees that 
support recovery of 
program costs. 

[D.9.b –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.b –Team Final Comments] [D.9.b – EOD] [D.9.b – EOP] 

D.9.c – Major / 
Minor only 
Contribution to 
department/school 
economy from 
indirect cost 
recovery, sponsored 
research and 
creative activities 

The program generates 
revenues through 
sponsored research and 
creative activities at or 
above the 
department/school 
average. 

[D.9.c –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.c –Team Final Comments] [D.9.c – EOD] [D.9.c – EOP] 

D.9.d Major / Minor 
only 
Revenues generated 
through outreach 
activities 

The program generates 
revenues through 
outreach activities at or 
above the college 
standard of comparison. 

[D.9.d –Team 
Final 
Assessment] 

[D.9.d –Team Final Comments] [D.9.d – EOD] [D.9.d – EOP] 

J. Impact and Opportunity 
21. Opportunity Analysis 

E.10.a 
Challenges the 
program may face 
during the next 5 
years 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of 
specific, identified 
potential challenges. 

[E.10.a –
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.a –Team Final Comments] [E.10.a – EOD] [E.10.a – EOP] 

E.10.b 
Future opportunities 
or initiatives to be 
considered 

Program demonstrates 
understanding of 
opportunities. 

[E.10.b –
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.b –Team Final Comments] [E.10.b – EOD] [E.10.b – EOP] 

E.10.c 
Planned response to 
challenges and 
opportunities 

Program has a specific, 
well-defined plan for 
capitalizing on its 
opportunities, and for 
diminishing its 
challenges. 

[E.10.c –
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.10.c –Team Final Comments] [E.10.c – EOD] [E.10.c – EOP] 

22. Overall Impact 



  

Criteria Consideration Points Juried 
Assessment 

Team Juried Observation 
(imported from team form) 

Dean’s Observations Provost’s Observations 

KEY:  EE = Exceeds Expectations; ME = Meets Expectations; ND = Needs Development; Insufficient 
Response 

  

E.11.a 
Unique elements 
that add value to the 
University 

Program makes a 
specific, well-defined 
case for its impact on, or 
value added to, the 
University. 

[E.11.a –
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.a –Team Final Comments] [E.11.a – EOD] [E.11.a – EOP] 

E.11.b 
Other information 
that leads to better 
understanding of the 
program 

Program provided 
additional information to 
improve understanding 

[E.11.b –
Team Final 
Assessment] 

[E.11.b –Team Final Comments] [E.11.b – EOD] [E.11.b – EOP] 
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APR&P BETA-YEAR REVIEWERS 
Dr. Edward Brooks Applegate 
Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Research and Technology 

Dr. Jody Brylinsky 
Associate Provost for Institutional Effectiveness and ALO 
Professor of Coaching Sport Performance 

Dr. David A Burnie  
Professor, Department of Finance and Commercial Law 

Dr. Christine A Byrd-Jacobs  
Professor, Department of Biological Sciences Emerson 

Dr. David Flanagan  
Professor, Department of Management Nelson 

Dr. Magdalena Niewiadomska-Bugaj 
Professor/Chair, Department of Statistics Running Johnson 

Dr. Cynthia Running-Johnson  
Professor, Department of World Languages and Literatures 

Dr. John Spitsbergen  
Professor/Chair, Department of Biological Sciences Warren 

Dr. Elizabeth Whitten  
Professor, Department of Special Education and Literacy Studies Whittles 

Dr. Steven Ziebarth  
Professor, Department of Mathematics 

APR&P PROJECT MANAGEMENT TEAM 
Dr. Edward Brooks Applegate  
Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Research and Technology 

Mr. George Brown  
Professor/Associate Dean, College of Fine Arts 

Dr. Christine Browning  
Professor, Department of Mathematics 

 



  

Dr. Christine A Byrd-Jacobs  
Professor, Department of Biological Sciences 

Dr. David A Burnie  
Professor, Department of Finance and Commercial Law 

Dr. Steve Carr  
Professor/Chair, Department of Computer Science 

Dr. Charles “Jay” Emerson  
Associate Professor, Department of Geography 

Dr. David Flanagan  
Professor, Department of Management 

Mr. James Hopfensperger  
Professor, Gwen Frostic School of Art 

Dr. William Liou  
Professor, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering 

Dr. Nicki Nelson  
Professor, Department of Speech Pathology and Audiology 

Dr. Magdalena Niewiadomska-Bugaj 
Professor/Chair, Department of Statistics 

Dr. Cynthia Running-Johnson  
Professor, Department of World Languages and Literatures 

Dr. Jana Schulman  
Professor, Department of English 

Dr. John Spitsbergen  
Professor/Chair, Department of Biological Sciences 

Dr. Robert Wertkin,  
Professor Director, School of Interdisciplinary Health Programs 

Dr. Elizabeth Whitten  
Professor, Department of Special Education and Literacy Studies 

Mr. James Whittles  
Faculty Specialist II, College of Aviation 

Dr. Steven Ziebarth  
Professor, Department of Mathematics 



  

APR&P OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE 
Dr. Edward Brooks Applegate  
Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Research and Technology 

Dr. Christine Browning  
Professor, Department of Mathematics 

Dr. David A Burnie  
Professor, Department of Finance and Commercial Law 

Dr. Charles “Jay” Emerson  
Associate Professor, Department of Geography 

Dr. David Flanagan  
Professor, Department of Management 

Dr. William Liou  
Professor, Department of Mechanical and Aeronautical Engineering 

Dr. Cynthia Running-Johnson  
Professor, Department of World Languages and Literatures 

Dr. Jana Schulman  
Professor, Department of English 

Dr. Elizabeth Whitten  
Professor, Department of Special Education and Literacy Studies 

Mr. James Whittles  
Faculty Specialist II, College of Aviation 

Dr. Wilson Warren 
Professor, Department of History 

Dr. Steven Ziebarth  
Professor, Department of Mathematics 

APR&P OBSERVATION TEAM MEMBERSHIP 
COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES 
Dr. Kent Baldner 
Associate Professor, Department of Philosophy 

 



  

Mr. Joel Boyd, Jr. 
Master Faculty Specialist, Center for English Language and Culture for International Students 
(CELCIS) 

Ms. Maira Bundza 
ScholarWorks Librarian, Dwight B. Waldo Library 

Dr. Scott Gaynor 
Associate Professor, Department of Psychology 
Co-Director of Clinical Training Lab: Behavior Research and Therapy 

Dr. David Huffman 
Professor, Department of Chemistry 

Dr. Michael Nassaney 
Professor, Department of Anthropology 

Dr. David Rudge 
Associate Professor, Department of Biological Sciences 

Dr. Jeffrey Terpstra 
Professor, Department of Statistics 

Dr. Udaya Wagle 
Associate Professor, School of Public Affairs and Administration 

COLLEGE OF AVIATION 
Mr. Kevin High 
Associate Professor 

Dr. Willem Homan 
Professor 

COLLEGE OF EDUCATION AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 
Dr. Mary L. Anderson 
Associate Professor, Department of Counselor Education and Counseling Psychology 

Dr. Debra Berkey 
Professor, Department of Human Performance and Health Education 

Dr. Chris Coryn 
Associate Professor, Department of Educational Leadership, Research, and Technology 
Director of the Interdisciplinary Ph.D. in Evaluation, The Evaluation Center 

Dr. Marcia Fetters 
Interim Associate Dean and Director of Teacher Education 



  

Associate Professor, Department of Teaching, Learning, and Educational Studies 
Associate Professor, Mallinson Institute for Science Education 
Director, Woodrow Wilson teaching Fellowship Program 
Co-Director, WMU Teaching Fellowship Program 

Dr. Barbara Fraizer 
Professor, Department of Family and Consumer Sciences 

Dr. James Lewis 
Associate Professor, Department of Human Performance and Health Education 

Dr. James Muchmore 
Professor and Associate Chair, Department of Teaching, Learning, and Educational Studies 

COLLEGE OF ENGINEERING AND APPLIED SCIENCES 
Dr. Ikhlas Abdel-Qader 
Professor, Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering 

Dr. Ala I Al-Fuqaha 
Professor, Department of Computer Science 

Dr. Betsy Aller 
Associate Professor, Department of Engineering Design, Manufacturing, and Management Systems 

Dr. Raja Aravamuthan 
Professor, Department of Chemical and Paper Engineering 

Dr. Elise DeDoncker 
Department of Computer Science 

Dr. Tycho Fredericks 
Professor, Department of Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering, and Engineering 
Management 

Dr. Tarun Gupta  
Professor, Department of Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering, and Engineering 
Management 

Dr. Andrew Kline 
Professor, Department of Chemical and Paper Engineering 

Dr. Lois Lemon  
Master Faculty Specialist, Department of Chemical and Paper Engineering 

Dr. Kapseong Ro 
Associate Professor, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering 



  

Dr. Jorge Rodriguez  
Associate Professor, Department of Engineering Design, Manufacturing, and Management Systems 

COLLEGE OF FINE ARTS 
Ms. Sharon Garber 
Professor, Department of Dance 

Dr. Daniel Jacobson 
Professor, School of Music 

Mr. Vince Torano 
Professor, Gwen Frostic School of Art 

COLLEGE OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Dr. Sharie Falan 
Associate Professor, Bronson School of Nursing 
Associate Director, Center for Health Information Technology Advancement (CHITA) 

Dr. Kieran Fogarty 
Professor, Ph.D. program in Interdisciplinary Heath Sciences 

Dr. Richard Long 
Professor, Department of Blindness and Low Vision Studies 

Dr. Juanita Manning-Walsh 
Associate Professor, Bronson School of Nursing 

Ms. Mary Stahl 
Professor, Bronson School of Nursing 

HAWORTH COLLEGE OF BUSINESS 
Dr. Bernard Han 
Professor, Department of Business Information Systems  
Director, Center for Health Information Technology Advancement (CHITA) 

Dr. Jerry Kreuze 
Professor, Department of Accountancy 
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APR&P Program Tracking   

Provost's Recommendation: Continuous Quality 
Improvement (CQI) 

 

    
Code Program Title Dean's 

Directive 
Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Anthropology (Department of)     
ANTJ Anthropology CQI CQI 
ANTM Anthropology CQI CQI 
ANTN Anthropology CQI CQI 
ANTHGS Anthropology CQI CQI 
Biological Sciences (Department of)     
BYLJ Biology CQI CQI 
BMLJ Biomedical Sciences CQI CQI 
BSCM Biological Sciences CQI CQI 
BSCD Biological Sciences CQI CQI 
BSCN Biological Sciences CQI CQI 
BYSN Biology: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
BIOSGS Biological Sciences CQI CQI 
Chemistry (Department of)     
BCHJ Biochemistry CQI CQI 
CHLJ Chemistry CQI CQI 
CHMM Chemistry CQI CQI 
CHLN Chemistry CQI CQI 
CHSN Chemistry: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
Communication (School of)     
CMUJ Communication Studies CQI CQI 
FVMJ Film, Video, and Media Studies CQI CQI 
IPCJ Interpersonal Communication CQI CQI 
OCMJ Organizational Communication CQI CQI 
PURJ Public Relations GROWTH CQI 
COMM Communication CQI CQI 
CMLN Communication CQI CQI 
JNLN Journalism CQI CQI 
COMGS Communication CQI CQI 

 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Comparative Religion (Department of)     
CORM Comparative Religion CQI CQI 
RELN Religion CQI CQI 
RELGS Religion CQI CQI 
Economics (Department of)     
ECLJ Economics CQI CQI 
ECBJ Economics: Business CQI CQI 
AECD Applied Economics CQI CQI 
ECLN Economics CQI CQI 
ECONGS Economics CQI CQI 
English (Department of)     
ENLJ English CQI CQI 
ENCJ English: Creative Writing CQI CQI 
ENSJ English: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
ENLM English CQI CQI 
CRWM Creative Writing CQI CQI 
ENLD English CQI CQI 
ENCD English: Creative Writing CQI CQI 
ENLN English: Liberal Arts CQI CQI 
ENSN English: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
ENWN English: Writing CQI CQI 
RWSN English: Rhetoric and Writing Studies GROWTH CQI 
ENGLGS English CQI CQI 
Environmental and Sustainability Studies (Department of)     
ESSJ Environmental Studies GROWTH CQI 
ESSN Environmental Studies CQI CQI 
ENVSGS Environmental Studies CQI CQI 
Gender and Women's Studies (Department of)     
GNWJ Gender and Women's Studies CQI CQI 
GNWN Gender and Women's Studies GROWTH CQI 
GWSGS Gender and Women's Studies CQI CQI 
Geography (Department of)     
GGLJ Geography CQI CQI 
GGYM Geography CQI CQI 
GGLN Geography CQI CQI 
GEOGS Geography CQI CQI 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Geosciences (Department of)     
ERLJ Earth Science CQI CQI 
GELJ Geology CQI CQI 
ERSM Earth Science CQI CQI 
GESM Geosciences CQI CQI 
GEOSGS Geology CQI CQI 
History (Department of)     
HYLJ History CQI CQI 
PUHJ Public History CQI CQI 
SLSJ Social Studies: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
HSTM History CQI CQI 
HSTD History CQI CQI 
HYLN History CQI CQI 
HYSN History: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
HISTGS History CQI CQI 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences Programs     
MEVM Medieval Studies CQI CQI 
IEVD Evaluation GROWTH CQI 
WLTN World Literature CQI CQI 
INTDGS Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences CQI CQI 
Mathematics (Department of)     
MEDM Mathematics Education CQI CQI 
MTHD Mathematics CQI CQI 
MHEN Mathematics: Elementary Education CQI CQI 
MHSN Mathematics: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
MATHGS Mathematics CQI CQI 
Philosophy (Department of)     
PHIM Philosophy CQI CQI 
PHIN Philosophy CQI CQI 
PHILGS Philosophy CQI CQI 
Physics (Department of)     
PHYD Physics CQI CQI 
ASTN Astronomy CQI CQI 
PHLN Physics CQI CQI 
PHSN Physics: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
PHYSGS Physics CQI CQI 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Political Science (Department of)     
PSLJ Political Science CQI CQI 
IDVM International Development Administration GROWTH CQI 
PSCM Political Science CQI CQI 
PSCD Political Science CQI CQI 
POLN Political Science CQI CQI 
PSCIGS Political Science CQI CQI 
Psychology (Department of)     
PSBJ Psychology: Behavioral Science GROWTH CQI 
PSGJ Psychology: General Psychology CQI CQI 
PYBM Psychology: Behavior Analysis CQI CQI 
PYOM Psychology: Industrial/Organizational Behavior Management CQI CQI 
PYBD Psychology: Behavior Analysis CQI CQI 
PYCD Psychology: Clinical Psychology GROWTH CQI 
PYID Psychology: Industrial/Organizational Behavior Management CQI CQI 
PSYN Psychology CQI CQI 
PSYGS Psychology CQI CQI 
Public Affairs and Administration (School of)     
PUAM Public Administration GROWTH CQI 
PUAD Public Administration GROWTH CQI 
NPLN Nonprofit Leadership GROWTH CQI 
Science Education (Mallinson Institute for)     
SCID Science Education CQI CQI 
SCIGS Science Education CQI CQI 
Sociology (Department of)     
CRJJ Criminal Justice GROWTH CQI 
SOCJ Sociology CQI CQI 
SOPJ Sociology: Social Psychology CQI CQI 
SOCM Sociology CQI CQI 
SOCD Sociology CQI CQI 
CRJN Criminal Justice GROWTH CQI 
SOCN Sociology CQI CQI 
SOPN Sociology: Social Psychology CQI CQI 
SOCGS Sociology CQI CQI 

 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Spanish (Department of)     
SPLJ Spanish CQI CQI 
SPSJ Spanish: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
SPNM Spanish CQI CQI 
SPNQ Spanish (Accelerated) CQI CQI 
SPLN Spanish CQI CQI 
SPANGS Spanish GROWTH CQI 
Statistics (Department of)     
STAM Statistics CQI CQI 
STAD Statistics CQI CQI 
STATGS Statistics CQI CQI 
World Languages and Literatures (Department of)     
FHSJ French: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
GRLJ German CQI CQI 
GRSJ German: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
JPNJ Japanese CQI CQI 
LTLJ Latin CQI CQI 
LTSJ Latin: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
ARBN Arabic Minor CQI CQI 
ARSN Arabic: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
CNLN Chinese GROWTH CQI 
CISN Chinese: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
FHLN French CQI CQI 
FHSN French: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
GRLN German CQI CQI 
GRSN German: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
JPNN Japanese CQI CQI 
JPSN Japanese: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
LTLN Latin CQI CQI 
LTSN Latin: Secondary Education CQI CQI 
LANGGS World Languages and Literatures CQI CQI 

College of Aviation     

Aviation Sciences (Department of)     
AMOJ Aviation Management and Operations REM CQI 
MLRN Military Leadership and Aviation Studies: AFROTC CQI CQI 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Education and Human Development 
Counselor Education and Counseling Psychology (Department of) 
CEMM Counselor Education: Clinical Mental Health CQI CQI 
CELM Counselor Education: College Counseling CQI CQI 
CEFM Counselor Education: Marriage, Couple and Family CQI CQI 
CESM Counselor Education: School Counseling CQI CQI 
CERM Counselor Education: Rehabilitation Counseling CQI CQI 
CPYM Counseling Psychology CQI CQI 
CEDD Counselor Education REM CQI 
CPYD Counseling Psychology CQI CQI 
Educational Leadership, Research and Technology (Department of) 
ELHM Educational Leadership: Higher Education and Student Affairs CQI CQI 
ELPM Educational Leadership: K-12 School Principal REM CQI 
ELCM Educational Leadership: K-12 Teacher Leadership REM CQI 
ELOM Educational Leadership: Organizational Analysis REM CQI 
EMRM Evaluation, Measurement and Research CQI CQI 
OLPM Organizational Learning and Performance REM CQI 
ELHD Educational Leadership: Higher Education CQI CQI 
ELKD Educational Leadership: K-12 Leadership CQI CQI 
ELOD Educational Leadership: Organizational Analysis CQI CQI 
EMRD Evaluation, Measurement and Research CQI CQI 
ELHC Student Affairs in Higher Education CQI CQI 
ELRTGS Educational Leadership, Research and Technology CQI CQI 
Family and Consumer Sciences (Department of)     
CFDJ Child and Family Development CQI CQI 
FSDJ Family Studies CQI CQI 
TXFJ Textile and Apparel Studies: Fashion Design CQI CQI 
TXMJ Textile and Apparel Studies: Merchandising CQI CQI 
TXPJ Textile and Apparel Studies: Product Development CQI CQI 
FCSM Family and Consumer Sciences PR CQI 
FLDN Family Life Education CQI CQI 
TXDN Textile and Apparel Merchandising CQI CQI 
ITEN Industrial Technology Education REM CQI 
FCSGS Family and Consumer Sciences CQI CQI 
Human Performance and Health Education (Department of)     
PDEJ Physical Education Teacher/Coach PR CQI 
PXDJ Exercise Science CQI CQI 
RCDJ Recreation REM CQI 
ATRM Athletic Training REM CQI 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Education and Human Development 
SMGM Sport Management CQI CQI 
PEEM Physical Education: Special Physical Education REM CQI 
CHDN Health Education: Community Ed REM CQI 
EVMN Event Management CQI CQI 
HPHEGS Human Performance and Health Education CQI CQI 
Interdisciplinary Education Programs in CoEHD     
IEVD Evaluation CQI CQI 
Special Education and Literacy Studies (Department of)     
SEEJ Special Education: Learning Disabilities and Emotional 

Impairments, Elementary 
CQI CQI 

LSTM Literacy Studies REM CQI 
SPMM Special Education: Master Teacher REM CQI 
Teaching, Learning and Educational Studies (Department of)     
SCEM Socio-Cultural Studies of Education REM CQI 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Chemical and Paper Engineering (Department of)     
CHEJ Chemical Engineering: Energy Management CQI CQI 
CHGN Chemical Engineering CQI CQI 
PSNN Paper Science and Engineering CQI CQI 
Civil and Construction Engineering (Department of)     
CENJ Construction Engineering CQI CQI 
CIVJ Civil Engineering CQI CQI 
CIVM Civil Engineering CQI CQI 
Computer Science (Department of)     
CSIJ Computer Science CQI CQI 
CSGM Computer Science CQI CQI 
CSIN Computer Science CQI CQI 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Electrical and Computer Engineering (Department of)     
CENM Computer Engineering CQI CQI 
EENM Electrical Engineering CQI CQI 
ELCD Electrical and Computer Engineering CQI CQI 
Engineering Design Manufacturing and Management Systems (Department of) 
EDTJ Engineering Design Technology CQI CQI 
MFTJ Manufacturing Engineering Technology CQI CQI 
UEMJ Engineering Management Technology CQI CQI 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Engineering Design Manufacturing and Management Systems (Department of) 
AUTN Automotive Systems CQI CQI 
EDMMGS Engineering Design Manufacturing and Management Systems CQI CQI 
Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering and Engineering Management (Department of) 
IEEJ Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering CQI CQI 
ENMM Engineering Management CQI CQI 
IENM Industrial Engineering CQI CQI 
IENQ Industrial Engineering (Accelerated) CQI CQI 
IEMGS Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering and Engineering 

Management 
CQI CQI 

Interdisciplinary Engineering and Applied Sciences Programs     
ISUN Integrated Supply Management CQI CQI 
Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering (Department of)     
ASPJ Aerospace Engineering CQI CQI 
MEGJ Mechanical Engineering CQI CQI 
ASPM Aerospace Engineering CQI CQI 
MEGM Mechanical Engineering CQI CQI 

College of Fine Arts     

Art (Gwen Frostic School of) 
GDFJ Graphic Design: BFA program CQI CQI 
ARTN Art CQI CQI 
ARHN Art History CQI CQI 
ARTGS Art CQI CQI 
Dance (Department of)     
DACJ Dance: BA program CQI CQI 
DAFJ Dance: BFA program CQI CQI 
DACN Dance CQI CQI 
Music (School of)     
MUJJ Music: Jazz Studies CQI CQI 
MUIJ Music Performance: Instrumental CQI CQI 
MUYM Music: Therapy CQI CQI 

College of Fine Arts     

Music (School of)     
MATN Multimedia Arts Technology-Music GROWTH CQI 
MSCN Music CQI CQI 
MUSGS Music CQI CQI 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Fine Arts     

Theatre (Department of)     
MTFJ Music Theatre Performance: BFA CQI CQI 
TPRJ Theatre: Performance CQI CQI 
TSMJ Theatre: Stage Management CQI CQI 
THEAGS Theatre CQI CQI 

College of Health and Human Services     
Blindness and Low Vision Studies (Department of)     
OMOM Orientation and Mobility CQI CQI 
OMCM Orientation and Mobility for Children CQI CQI 
OMOQ Orientation and Mobility (Accelerated) GROWTH CQI 
VRTM Vision Rehabilitation Therapy CQI CQI 
BLSGS Blindness and Low Vision Studies GROWTH CQI 
Interdisciplinary Health and Human Services Programs     
ISCD Interdisciplinary Health Sciences CQI CQI 
AADC Alcohol and Drug Abuse CQI CQI 
IHWC Integrative Holistic Health and Wellness CQI CQI 
ADCN Addiction Studies CQI CQI 
IHWN Integrative Holistic Health and Wellness CQI CQI 
ADA GenED course - ADA 2250 CQI CQI 
Nursing (Bronson School of)     
NURJ Nursing CQI CQI 
Occupational Therapy (Department of)     
HSOJ Interdisciplinary Health Services: Occupational Therapy CQI CQI 
OCTM Occupational Therapy CQI CQI 
OTGS Occupational Therapy CQI CQI 
Physician Assistant (Department of)     
PASM Physician Assistant CQI CQI 
Social Work (School of)     
SWKQ Social Work (Accelerated) CQI CQI 
SWIM Social Work: Interpersonal Practice CQI CQI 
SWKN Social Work CQI CQI 

College of Health and Human Services     
Speech Pathology and Audiology (Department of)     
SPHM Speech Pathology and Audiology CQI CQI 
AUDD Audiology CQI CQI 
SHPN Speech and Hearing Processes GROWTH CQI 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

Extended University Programs     
Interdisciplinary Extended University Programs     
UNSJ University Studies CQI CQI 

Haworth College of Business     

Accountancy (Department of)     
ACTJ Accountancy CQI CQI 
ACTM Accountancy CQI CQI 
ACTN Accountancy CQI CQI 
Business Information Systems (Department of)     
CMIJ Computer Information Systems CQI CQI 
CMIN Computer Information Systems CQI CQI 
Finance and Commercial Law (Department of)     
FINJ Finance CQI CQI 
Interdisciplinary Business Programs     
MBAM Business Administration CQI CQI 
MBGM Business Administration: Management CQI CQI 
GBZN General Business CQI CQI 
INTN International Business CQI CQI 
INTBGS Interdisciplinary - Business CQI CQI 
Management (Department of)     
MGTJ Management CQI CQI 
MGTN Management CQI CQI 
Marketing (Department of)     
ADVJ Advertising and Promotion CQI CQI 
FMKJ Food and Consumer Packaged Goods Marketing CQI CQI 
MKTJ Marketing CQI CQI 
SBMJ Sales and Business Marketing CQI CQI 
ADVN Advertising and Promotion CQI CQI 
MKTN Marketing CQI CQI 
Military Science and Leadership (Department of)     
MSDN Military Science and Leadership CQI CQI 

  Total Number: 275 
    

 

 

 



  

APR&P Program Tracking   

Provost's Recommendation: Remediation (REM) 
    

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Chemistry (Department of)     
CHCJ Chemistry: ACS Certified CQI REM 
CHSJ Chemistry: Secondary Education CQI REM 
CHEMGS Chemistry CQI REM 
Geosciences (Department of)     
ERSJ Earth Science Education CQI REM 
History (Department of)     
HSPM History: Public History CQI REM 
Mathematics (Department of)     
MTHM Mathematics CQI REM 
Physics (Department of)     
PHYM Physics CQI REM 
Political Science (Department of)     
PSSJ Political Science: Secondary Education REM REM 
SLSJ Social Studies: Secondary Education CQI REM 
POSN Political Science: Secondary Education CQI REM 
World Languages and Literatures (Department of)     
CNSN Canadian Studies Minor GROWTH REM 
RSLN Russian REM REM 
RSSN Russian: Secondary Education REM REM 

College of Aviation     

Aviation Sciences (Department of)     

College of Education and Human Development     

Educational Leadership, Research and Technology (Department of)     
ELDS Educational Leadership CQI REM 
Family and Consumer Sciences (Department of)     
IDDJ Interior Design REM REM 
Human Performance and Health Education (Department of)     
ATDJ Athletic Training REM REM 
CSPM Coaching Sport Performance REM REM 
PESN Physical Ed: Secondary Education REM REM 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Education and Human Development     

Interdisciplinary Education Programs in CoEHD     
ISEN Elementary Integrated Science CQI REM 
Special Education and Literacy Studies (Department of)     
SPDM Special Education: Administration REM REM 
Teaching, Learning and Educational Studies (Department of)     
ECEJ Early Childhood Professional Education REM REM 
EPEJ Elementary Professional Education REM REM 
TEPM Practice of Teaching REM REM 
TECM Practice of Teaching: Early Childhood REM REM 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Chemical and Paper Engineering (Department of)     
PENJ Paper Engineering CQI REM 
PPSD Paper and Printing Science CQI REM 
GPRN Graphic and Printing Science REM REM 
Computer Science (Department of)     
CSGD Computer Science CQI REM 
Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering (Department of)     
MEGD Mechanical Engineering CQI REM 

College of Fine Arts     

Art (Gwen Frostic School of) 
ARTJ Art: BA program GROWTH REM 
Dance (Department of)     
DANCGS Dance CQI REM 
Music (School of)     
MCSJ Music Education: Choral/General: Secondary Education REM REM 
MISJ Music Education: Instrumental: Secondary Education REM REM 
MUYJ Music Therapy REM REM 

College of Health and Human Services     
Blindness and Low Vision Studies (Department of)     
SEOM Special Education and Orientation and Mobility CQI REM 
Social Work (School of)     
SWKJ Social Work CQI REM 
SWKM Social Work CQI REM 
SWPM Social Work: Planning and Administration CQI REM 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Health and Human Services     
Speech Pathology and Audiology (Department of)     
HSAJ Interdisciplinary Health Services: Audiology GROWTH REM 

Extended University Programs     
Interdisciplinary Extended University Programs     
STCJ Student Planned Curriculum CQI REM 

Haworth College of Business     

Finance and Commercial Law (Department of)     
FNPJ Personal Financial Planning REM REM 
REAN Real Estate REM REM 
Interdisciplinary Business Programs     
ISUJ Integrated Supply Management CQI REM 
MBFM Business Administration: Finance CQI REM 
MBIM Business Administration: International Business CQI REM 
 Total Number: 45 

 



  

APR&P Program Tracking 
Provost's Recommendation: Growth (GROWTH) 

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Biological Sciences (Department of)     
BYSJ Biology: Secondary Education CQI GROWTH 
BISM Biological Sciences GROWTH GROWTH 
Chemistry (Department of)     
CHMD Chemistry CQI GROWTH 
Communication (School of)     
JNLJ Journalism CQI GROWTH 
TMLJ Telecommunications and Information Management CQI GROWTH 
COMQ Communication (Accelerated) CQI GROWTH 
Comparative Religion (Department of)     
RELJ Religion CQI GROWTH 
SCHC Spirituality, Culture, and Health GROWTH GROWTH 
Economics (Department of)     
AECM Applied Economics GROWTH GROWTH 
AEDM Applied Economics: Economic Development CQI GROWTH 
AESM Applied Economics: Statistics CQI GROWTH 
English (Department of)     
RWSJ English: Rhetoric and Writing Studies GROWTH GROWTH 
Environmental and Sustainability Studies (Department of)     
FSSJ Freshwater Science and Sustainability CQI GROWTH 
Geography (Department of)     
CRPJ Community and Regional Planning CQI GROWTH 
GISC Geographic Information Science GROWTH GROWTH 
GSSN Geography: Social Studies Secondary Education CQI GROWTH 
TOUJ Tourism and Travel GROWTH GROWTH 
Geosciences (Department of)     
GCMJ Geochemistry CQI GROWTH 
GEPJ Geophysics CQI GROWTH 
HYGJ Hydrogeology GROWTH GROWTH 
ISSJ Secondary Integrated Science Education CQI GROWTH 
GESD Geosciences CQI GROWTH 
ERLN Earth Science CQI GROWTH 
GELN Geology CQI GROWTH 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
History (Department of)     
HYSJ History: Secondary Education CQI GROWTH 
PUHN Public History CQI GROWTH 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences Programs     
RERN Race and Ethnic Relations CQI GROWTH 
Mathematics (Department of)     
MHLJ Mathematics CQI GROWTH 
MAAJ Applied Mathematics CQI GROWTH 
MHSJ Mathematics: Secondary Education CQI GROWTH 
MHEJ Elementary/Middle School Math CQI GROWTH 
ACMM Applied and Computational Math CQI GROWTH 
MEDD Mathematics Education CQI GROWTH 
MALN Actuarial Sciences CQI GROWTH 
MHLN Mathematics CQI GROWTH 
Philosophy (Department of)     
PHIJ Philosophy CQI GROWTH 
PHPJ Philosophy: Professional and Applied Ethics CQI GROWTH 
Physics (Department of)     
PHLJ Physics CQI GROWTH 
PHSJ Physics: Secondary Education CQI GROWTH 
Political Science (Department of)     
PPPJ Political Science: American Public Policy CQI GROWTH 
PPIJ Political Science: International and Comparative Politics CQI GROWTH 
PPLJ Political Science: Public Law CQI GROWTH 
IDPM International Development Administration: Peace Corps GROWTH GROWTH 
Science Education (Mallinson Institute for)     
SCIM Science Education GROWTH GROWTH 
Spanish (Department of)     
SPND Spanish CQI GROWTH 
Statistics (Department of)     
STAJ Statistics CQI GROWTH 
ASTC Applied Statistics CQI GROWTH 
BSTC Biostatistics CQI GROWTH 
STAN Statistics CQI GROWTH 
STPN Applied Statistics GROWTH GROWTH 
World Languages and Literatures (Department of)     
FHLJ French CQI GROWTH 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Aviation     

Aviation Sciences (Department of)     
AFSJ Aviation Flight Science CQI GROWTH 
MTCJ Aviation Maintenance Technology CQI GROWTH 
MLAN Military Leadership and Aviation Studies GROWTH GROWTH 
PAVN Professional Aviation Preparation CQI GROWTH 
AVSN Aviation Science GROWTH GROWTH 
AVSGS Aviation Flight Science GROWTH GROWTH 

College of Education and Human Development     

Educational Leadership, Research and Technology (Department of)     
EDTM Educational Technology REM GROWTH 
ELTD Educational Leadership: Career and Technical Education REM GROWTH 
EDTC Educational Technology REM GROWTH 
Family and Consumer Sciences (Department of)     
DIDJ Dietetics CQI GROWTH 
FCSJ Family and Consumer Sciences Teacher Education REM GROWTH 
FADJ Food Service Administration CQI GROWTH 
CTGM Career and Technical Education REM GROWTH 
Human Performance and Health Education (Department of)     
CHDJ Health Education: Community REM GROWTH 
RCSJ Recreation: Sport Management GROWTH GROWTH 
EXSM Exercise Science: Exercise Physiology REM GROWTH 
CGDN Coaching REM GROWTH 
HESN Health Education: School REM GROWTH 
Special Education and Literacy Studies (Department of)     
TVIM Teaching Children Who are Visually Impaired CQI GROWTH 
SPCM Special Education: Clinical Teacher REM GROWTH 
SPCD Special Education REM GROWTH 
Teaching, Learning and Educational Studies (Department of)     
ISEJ Elementary/Middle School Integrated Science GROWTH GROWTH 
TSMM Teaching: Secondary Math Teacher Education GROWTH GROWTH 
TSSM Teaching: Secondary Science Teacher Education GROWTH GROWTH 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Chemical and Paper Engineering (Department of)     
GPRJ Graphic and Printing Science REM GROWTH 
PPSM Paper and Printing Science CQI GROWTH 
CHGM Chemical Engineering CQI GROWTH 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Chemical and Paper Engineering (Department of)     
PAPRGS Chemical and Paper Engineering REM GROWTH 
Computer Science (Department of)     
CSGQ Computer Science (Accelerated) CQI GROWTH 
Electrical and Computer Engineering (Department of)     
CEGJ Computer Engineering CQI GROWTH 
EENJ Electrical Engineering CQI GROWTH 
Engineering Design Manufacturing and Management Systems (Department of) 
MNEM Manufacturing Engineering CQI GROWTH 
Industrial and Entrepreneurial Engineering and Engineering Management (Department of) 
IEND Industrial Engineering CQI GROWTH 
Interdisciplinary Engineering and Applied Sciences Programs     
ENGD Engineering Applied Science: Engineering CQI GROWTH 

College of Fine Arts     

Art (Gwen Frostic School of) 
AHIJ Art History GROWTH GROWTH 
AEFJ Art Education GROWTH GROWTH 
ARFJ Art: BFA program GROWTH GROWTH 
AREM Art Education GROWTH GROWTH 
Music (School of)     
MSCJ Music REM GROWTH 
MUCJ Music Composition GROWTH GROWTH 
MUKJ Music Performance: Keyboard GROWTH GROWTH 
MUVJ Music Performance: Vocal GROWTH GROWTH 
MATJ Multimedia Arts Technology: Music PR GROWTH 
MUNM Music REM GROWTH 
MUSQ Music (Accelerated) GROWTH GROWTH 
MUPC Music Performance GROWTH GROWTH 
Theatre (Department of)     
TSTJ Theatre: Theatre Studies GROWTH GROWTH 
TDTJ Theatre: Design/Technical Prod GROWTH GROWTH 

College of Health and Human Services     
Blindness and Low Vision Studies (Department of)     
VRTQ Vision Rehabilitation Therapy (Accelerated) GROWTH GROWTH 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Health and Human Services     
Interdisciplinary Health and Human Services Programs     
HIHJ Health Informatics and Information Management GROWTH GROWTH 
HSVJ Interdisciplinary Health Services GROWTH GROWTH 
GRNN Gerontology GROWTH GROWTH 
HIMN Health Informatics and Information Management GROWTH GROWTH 
GRNNGS Gerontology - GE and Service Courses GROWTH GROWTH 
INTHGS Interdisciplinary - Health and Human Services GROWTH GROWTH 
Nursing (Bronson School of)     
RNNJ Nursing: RN Progression Track GROWTH GROWTH 
NURM Nursing GROWTH GROWTH 
Speech Pathology and Audiology (Department of)     
SPNJ Speech Pathology and Audiology CQI GROWTH 
AUDZ Audiology (Accelerated) GROWTH GROWTH 
SPPAGS Speech Pathology and Audiology CQI GROWTH 

Haworth College of Business     

Business Information Systems (Department of)     
TMBJ Telecommunications and Information Management: Business CQI GROWTH 
BMDN Electronic Business Design GROWTH GROWTH 
BUAN Business Analytics GROWTH GROWTH 
Finance and Commercial Law (Department of)     
FINN Finance CQI GROWTH 
LAWN Law CQI GROWTH 
Interdisciplinary Business Programs     
EBMJ eBusiness Marketing GROWTH GROWTH 
HIBJ Health Informatics and Information Management GROWTH GROWTH 
MBVM Business Administration: Aviation GROWTH GROWTH 
MBSM Business Administration: Computer Information Systems GROWTH GROWTH 
MBHM Business Administration: Health Care GROWTH GROWTH 
MBKM Business Administration: Marketing CQI GROWTH 
ENTN Entrepreneurship GROWTH GROWTH 
Management (Department of)     
HRMJ Human Resource Management CQI GROWTH 
ENTJ Entrepreneurship GROWTH GROWTH 
 Total Number: 125 

 



  

APR&P Program Tracking   

Provost's Recommendation: Program Restructuring (PR) 
    

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
English (Department of)     
ENTM English: Teaching REM PR 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences Programs     
HMNC History of Monastic Movements CQI PR 
MEVN Medieval Studies CQI PR 
Philosophy (Department of)     
PHPN Philosophy: Professional and Applied Ethics CQI PR 

College of Education and Human Development     

Family and Consumer Sciences (Department of)     
TNSJ Industrial Technology Education: Non-Vocational REM PR 
TVSJ Industrial Technology Education: Vocational REM PR 
SUSJ Secondary Education in Business REM PR 
SGSJ Secondary Education in Business: Group Major REM PR 
Human Performance and Health Education (Department of)     
HESJ Health Education: School PR PR 
PEPM Physical Education: Pedagogy PR PR 

College of Engineering and Applied Sciences     

Engineering Design Manufacturing and Management Systems (Department of) 
CSTN Cast Metals CQI PR 
MFGN Manufacturing CQI PR 
PLAN Plastics Processing CQI PR 

College of Fine Arts     

Music (School of)     
MUCM Music: Composition PR PR 
MUDM Music: Conducting PR PR 
MUEM Music: Education PR PR 
MUPM Music: Performance PR PR 
Theatre (Department of)     
THRN Theatre PR PR 

 

 



  

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

Haworth College of Business     

Finance and Commercial Law (Department of)     
INRN Insurance REM PR 
 Total Number: 19 

 



  

APR&P Program Tracking   

Provost's Recommendation: Elimination (ELIM) 
    

Code Program Title Dean's 
Directive 

Provost's 
Directive 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Environmental and Sustainability Studies (Department of)     
EVSN Environmental Studies: Secondary Education ELIM ELIM 
Geography (Department of)     
GGSJ Geography: Secondary Education ELIM ELIM 
GGSN Geography: Secondary Education ELIM ELIM 
Interdisciplinary Arts and Sciences Programs     
EHSC Ethnohistory ELIM ELIM 
Mathematics (Department of)     
MHCD Collegiate Math Education REM ELIM 
Physics (Department of)     
PHXJ Physics: Electrical Engineering ELIM ELIM 

College of Education and Human Development     

Family and Consumer Sciences (Department of)     
DRSN Drafting REM ELIM 
GASN Graphic Arts REM ELIM 
Human Performance and Health Education (Department of)     
RCDN Recreation REM ELIM 

College of Fine Arts     

Art (Gwen Frostic School of) 
ARFM Art: MFA program ELIM ELIM 
 Total Number: 10 
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SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE CONTINUED USE OF APR&P 

MATERIALS AND PROCEDURES 
• General umbrella banner codes are confusing. Enter students into degree codes as pre-

program. 
• Assessment questions should reference assessment plan and give description (e.g., is it a set 

of 3 items or 300, does it measure every semester by student cohort, what were some of the 
criteria and scores? 

• Responses for all items must also show analysis and comment. Too many times only the 
data appeared. 

• Strong voice given that the APR&P is not a one and done event. Academic units should be 
monitoring and using information in self-studies for planning and improvement. 

• New programs need to be better identified with observations being made in light of the 
development status. Too many IR's when simply not ready for such data. 

• Must solve the program cost issue. What do we need that we don't have now? 
• Include data on entering students in addition to GPA, ACT, etc. Many programs were 

selective but did not have profile based on the selection criteria. 
• All programs except General Education should discuss demand, especially the minors that 

need to answer why the minor is useful. 
• Recommend that there either be a department data sheet that allow for comparison across 

programs on the Cognos and financial data, or include the tables with comparison in the 
specific program reviews. 

• Need to enter all Cognos data into the templates so that programs are only responding to 
data, not generating it. 

• B4e - are the outcomes satisfactory? Do an analysis and comment. 
• New program should respond to self-study using the program development plan, or 

curriculum forms, i.e. goals, target audience etc. If one or two semesters of data are 
available then provide it. Just because there wasn't 5 years nothing was given. 

• Deans want to be involved earlier in the process so that data is checked. 
• A longitudinal study should be initiated to monitor follow-through on planning directives 

and impact of ARP&P process. Interested members of the Oversight Committee may be the 
core of this project. A 2yr follow-up would serve as the first benchmark for analysis. 

• Revise the codes so that IR - Insufficient Response does not reflect blame on unit, but rather 
data not available. 

• Consider having the observation team, Deans and Provost be able to respond NA - not 
applicable, but each of the programs should still be held accountable for a response. 

• Data should be sent to the academic units already part of the self-study. Units would then 
spend time analyzing and commenting, not dealing with data sources. 

• Consider having the observation teams within colleges with one or two faculty from other 
units. This would help the familiarity with program content issue. 



  

• Recommend the Observation teams work as teams, not just for the last weekend. 
Discussions would have helped for more robust comments. 

• It was clear the Study Guide and Observation Guides were not used to their full capacity. 
Need to explore how to make those more useful. 

• Hopefully there will be carryover from the current Beta chairs, Observation Team and 
Oversight Committee to serve as leaders in the next round of reviews in 2020. 

• Have the Oversight Committee meet a few more times: first, to carry out some of the 
summary report writing, editing of documents, and listing of recommendations from 
lessons learned from this review cycle; second, to review the Provost Recommendations 
and plan for longitudinal monitoring of planning directives and facilitating use of APR&P 
information for strategic planning and decision making. Participation is voluntary, and it is 
understood members may wish to only participate indirectly through shared 
correspondence. 

• Develop a means of allowing departments to correct errors of fact from observations prior 
to submitting to the deans. 

• Continue to develop ways to make program specific data available to department and how 
to interpret such data for planning. 

• Need for graduate profile data. 
• The general education/service courses report in D.7.e needs to look at the students’ success 

rates. 
• Have deans review with the chairs during a chairs’ council meeting so that chairs can 

provide feedback. 
• Have APR&P every three to four years so that information is relevant for planning and 

everyone is familiar with the process (i.e., knowing what to do and what not to do for the 
next time). 

• Provide a way, at the very least, that allows units to group programs that are directly 
dependent. 

• Units should not be allowed to say that the information was “not available.” Units need to 
take some responsibility for tracking things directly related to their programs. 

• Require all units to do some sort of graduate survey. Often, this feedback provides some of 
the best data a unit can get for program improvement. It was sad to see how little units 
knew about what their graduates were doing. 

• Deans should not be allowed to only put brief comments in the comprehensive three 
questions at the top of the form (i.e., Key Strengths, Key Weaknesses and/or Observations, 
Recommendations and Comments). Provide deans with additional time to complete their 
review. It might even be useful to have a summary document that the deans do for their 
colleges (like the chair’s summary). 

 



  

CONTACTS 
Jody Brylinsky, Ph.D. 
Associate Provost for Institutional Effectiveness 
3074 Seibert Administration Building 
Western Michigan University 
1903 W Michigan Ave 
Kalamazoo MI 49008-5204 
Phone: (269) 387-2314 
FAX: (269) 387-2377 
jody.brylinsky@wmich.edu 
 

Cathe Springsteen, Assistant Director 
Integrated Program Review and Accreditation 
Curator, WMU Accreditation Library 
Office of Institutional Effectiveness 
B112 Henry Hall 
Western Michigan University 
1903 W Michigan Ave 
Kalamazoo MI 49008-5253 
Phone: (269) 387-0399 
FAX: (269) 387-4377 
kathleen.springsteen@wmich.edu 
 

Melanie Chwan, Graduate Assistant 
Integrated Program Review and Planning Initiative 
Office of Institutional Effectiveness 
3041 Seibert Administration Building 
Western Michigan University 
1903 W Michigan Ave 
Kalamazoo MI 49008-5204 
Phone: (269) 387-0386 
FAX: (269) 387-2377 
oie_student@wmich.edu 
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