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Educational Policy Committee 
September 3, 2003 

 
Issue:   Five-Year Program Reviews 
 
 
Proposed action: Discussion 
 
 
Background information:  
 
In accordance with state requirements for regular program reviews, programs in English, 
Spanish, Philosophy, Mathematics and Statistics, Liberal Studies, and Electrical 
Engineering completed five-year reviews in 2002-2003. These reviews included site 
visits by experts in their respective fields.  A panel of on-campus peers also examined the 
reviews and offered suggestions to each of the programs. The summary reports on these 
five-year reviews are to be submitted to the Educational Policy Committee for discussion. 
The format for the five-year reviews will also be discussed. 
 
Attachments: Five-Year Program Reviews.  
    
  
 



Summary of Program Reviews 
2003-2003 

 
 

1. English: 
 

a. The department offers a B.A. degree in English, with minors in 
English, drama, and film studies and the M.A. degree in English. As 
of Fall 2002, there are 274 undergraduate majors and 20 minors. 
There were 66 majors in the M.A. program. The program has 17 
tenure-track faculty, 7 Instructors (mainly in the writing program), 
and 6 visiting faculty.  

 
b. The program was reviewed by Dr. John Irsfeld, Professor and Chair 

of the English Department, University of Nevada at Las Vegas.  
 

c. The strengths of the program were identified in the self study as the 
following: (1) Program faculty look out for the interests of students 
and are professionally active; (2) Administration has been 
committed to funding research; (3) Campus is attractive and the 
working atmosphere is generally positive; and (4) Curriculum is 
even-handed and relatively conservative.  

 
d. The weaknesses of the program were identified in the self study as 

listed below: (1) Tenure-track English faculty teach fewer lower 
division composition courses due to the demand for upper division 
major courses; (2) Tenure-track faculty make little use of the 
training in composition pedagogy; (3) The writing program is having 
difficulty finding sufficient faculty to meet the need for courses; and 
(4) The outside reviewer identified a need for another secretary. 

 
e. Recommendations made by the outside reviewer, the self study, 

and the dean, include the following: (1) Investment of further effort 
is needed to determine how well departmental objectives are being 
met; (2) Alternative methods of evaluating teaching effectiveness 
should be investigated; (3) There is a need for involvement of full-
time faculty in the writing program; and (4) The department needs 
to be vigilant about course enrollments to make certain that it is 
maximizing resources at all levels of the curriculum.  

 
2. Spanish: 
 

a. The department offers a B.A. degree in Spanish, with minors in 
Spanish and French. As of Fall 2002, there were 22 undergraduate 
majors and 74 minors. The program has 5 tenure-track faculty, 1 
instructor, 2 visiting faculty, and 1 adjunct.  



 
b. The program was reviewed by Dr. Reynaldo L. Jimenez, Professor, 

Department of Romance Languages, University of Florida. 
 

c. The following strengths of the program were identified in the self 
study: (1) Faculty bring a variety of regional and academic 
perspectives; and (2) Beginning and intermediate language classes 
are relatively small.  

 
d. The weaknesses of the program were identified in the self study as 

listed: (1) The institution has not historically seen foreign languages 
as something of importance; (2) University-mandated class sizes 
are not realistic in a language program; and (3) It has been difficult 
to find qualified adjuncts to teach in the program. 

 
e. Recommendations made by the outside reviewer, the self study, 

and the dean, include the following: (1) The Spanish program, 
under the umbrella of the foreign language program, should 
become autonomous; (2) The curriculum should be revised to 
better prepare students for success in upper-level language 
courses; (3) The faculty needs to develop a long-term plan for the 
program; (4) Effective assessment mechanisms should be 
implemented for students; and (5) Spanish faculty should pursue 
grant opportunities.  

 
3. Philosophy: 
 

a. The department offers a B.A. in philosophy with three minors in 
philosophy and one in religious studies. The department also 
houses the BCBS Center for Ethics, Public Policy, and the 
Professions. As of Fall 2002, there were 42 majors and 72 minors. 
The department is proposing an M.A. in applied philosophy. The 
department has 11 tenured or tenure-earning faculty and 11 
adjuncts. 

 
b. The program was reviewed by Dr. Rosemarie Tong, Distinguished 

Professor in Health Care Ethics, Department of Philosophy, 
University of North Carolina at Charlotte. 

 
c. The following strengths of the program were identified in the self 

study: (1) The department is among the strongest in the college as 
measured by the teaching effectiveness of the faculty, their 
scholarly productivity, and the depth and reach of its carefully 
assessed programs; (2) The curriculum is strong in its multicultural, 
international, and global “touches,” and its emphasis on 
constructing a pluralistic approach to competing strains of 
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philosophical thought; and (3) The department has attracted an 
unusually high number of majors. 

 
d. Several weaknesses were identified in the self study: (1) The 

staffing of general education courses is below that needed for a 
quality program; (2) The curriculum is relatively weak in the areas 
of applied ethics; and (3) The curriculum is relatively weak in 
courses that focus primarily on the ethical, legal, and social 
dimensions of gender, race, ethnicity, and class. 

 
e. Recommendations made by the outside reviewer, the self study, 

and the dean, include the following: (1) The department will have to 
remain flexible with regard to the challenge of staffing its general 
education courses; (2) The department should focus its hiring on 
faculty prepared to teach in the area of applied ethics to support the 
proposed MA program; (3) The Center for Ethics should remain 
tightly integrated into the structure and function of the department; 
and (4) The MA program should be put on the “fast track” and 
include one or more certificates in applied ethics. 

 
4. Mathematics and Statistics: 
 

a. The two disciplines were reviewed under one program review self 
study, however, each had its own outside reviewer. The department 
offers both a B.A. and a B.S. degree in both mathematics and 
statistics. It offers an M.S. in mathematical science with a track in 
both mathematics and statistics. It also offers minors in both 
mathematics and statistics. As of Fall 2002, there were 42 
undergraduate mathematics majors, 4 undergraduate statistic 
majors, and 15 graduate majors. The department has 24 tenured or 
tenure-earning faculty, 8 instructors, and 9 adjuncts. 

 
b. The mathematics program was reviewed by Dr. David A. Sanchez, 

Professor Emeritus, Texas A&M University. The statistics program 
was reviewed by Dr. Robert L. Taylor, Professor and Chair, 
Department of Mathematical Sciences, Clemson University. 

 
c. A number of program strengths were identified in the self study: (1) 

The faculty are diverse and dedicated; (2) Faculty are heavily 
involved in K-12 education; (3) Faculty are committed to service; 
and (4) Faculty are recognized for their scholarship. 

 
d. The following weaknesses were identified in the self study: (1) The 

department is understaffed – the department unsuccessfully 
attempted to hire two tenure-track faculty members this year due to 
competition from other universities offering higher salaries; (2) The 
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number of mathematics and statistics majors is low (this is a 
national trend); (3) The faculty colloquium series has been relatively 
inactive; (4) Alumni are not adequately tracked; and (5) There has 
been a less than desirable success rate in College Algebra and 
certain other service courses.  

 
e. Recommendations made by the outside reviewer, the self study, 

and the dean, include the following: (1) Continue to seek ways to 
improve the effectiveness of lower-level instruction, particularly in 
College Algebra; (2) Continue to seek ways to increase the number 
of undergraduate majors and graduate students, especially in 
statistics; (3) Explore interdisciplinary initiatives; (4) Adopt a more 
timely process for recruitment of faculty and make every attempt to 
offer competitive salaries; (5) Pursue externally funded grants to 
support both pure and applied research and collaborative efforts 
with other departments and colleges, especially the COEHS; and 
(6) Improve methods of assessing the effectiveness of instruction 
by focusing attention upon learning outcomes. 

  
5. Liberal Studies: 
 

a. This program is a low cost, high value program, directed by the 
chair of the History Department. It custom tailors a program of 
study for each major, including courses chosen by the student in 
consultation with the director. It is intended for students who wish to 
explore an intellectual field not contained or defined by an existing 
major. Because it is an individual program for a very few 
exceptional students and does not have designated faculty, a 
traditional program review is not possible. Instead, this program 
was reviewed by the program director and the dean of the College 
of Arts and Sciences. Since Fall 1990 a total of 16 students have 
graduated with this degree. There is currently one active major. 
Both the program director and the dean agree that the liberal 
studies program provides an excellent opportunity for exceptional 
students whose educational interests are not easily accommodated 
by standard majors. Both strongly recommend that the program be 
kept in its present state. 

 
6. Electrical Engineering: 
 

a. This program was reaccredited by ABET in August 2002. 
Accreditation will be effective until September 2004. An interim 
report will be filed with ABET by January 2004 addressing 
weaknesses, as required. Upon approval, accreditation will be 
extended for either two or four additional years. 
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b. The program review used the self-study for the reaccreditation and 
did not have a separate external reviewer. The program offers a 
B.S. degree and, as of Fall 2002, has 97 majors. The department 
has 6 tenured or tenure-earning faculty and 1 instructor. 

 
c. The strengths of the program identified in the ABET self study 

report are as follows: (1) Faculty are well qualified; (2) The 
Industrial Advisory Board works well together; (3) A new system of 
student advising has been instituted; (4) The high quality students 
recruited to the program satisfied with the program offerings; (5) 
The quality of senior projects has improved; and (6) The 
laboratories are excellent. 

 
d. The following weaknesses of the program identified in the self study 

report: (1) The assessment program must show a systematic 
process for program improvement; and (2) Program improvements 
appear to be accomplished ad hoc and not through a systematic 
process.  

 
e. Recommendations made by the ABET reaccreditation site visit 

team and the self study report are included in the list that follows: 
(1) Demonstrate that information collected to assess and evaluate 
the program is being used in a systematic fashion to improve the 
program; (2) Recruit a sufficient number of faculty members to 
cover all curricular areas; and (3) Stronger student advising should 
be provided by the engineering faculty. 
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I.  Purpose of Academic Program Reviews At UNF 
 
Note:  The purpose of Program Review is to encourage a continuous planning effort at 
the program level.   The Program Review process should involve as many faculty, 
students, and staff as possible at all levels.  The process should not be used solely to 
argue for more resources or to justify programs that may no longer be viable.  Instead, 
the Review should be an honest effort to evaluate the existing state of the program and to 
focus goals and objectives for the future.  The Program Review is an integral part of the 
planning and budget effort of the University. 
 
More information on the Program Review process can be found on: 
 
http://www.unf.edu/acadaffairs/ProgramReview/ 
 

 
The purpose of Academic Program Review at the University of North Florida is to: 
 

1. evaluate the quality, productivity, and role of each academic program in the 
fulfillment of the University’s mission,  

2. encourage self-study and planning within units and to strengthen the linkages 
connecting the planning agendas and practices of individual programs with 
those of the college and the University as a whole, and 

3. inform budgetary planning decisions at every level of administration. 
 
The framework for the University’s Program Review process can be found in Section 54 
of the 1999 Senate Bill 2502, commonly referred to as the Appropriations  Implementing 
Bill, Florida Statute 240.209, and Rule 6A-10.039 Planning and Coordination of 
Postsecondary Educational Programs. 
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II.  Time Table for Program Reviews 
 
 
Note:  In addition to these dates, it is important to schedule external reviewers on a 
timely basis – allowing sufficient time for the report to be submitted.  Given that these 
reviewers are usually busy individuals it would be prudent to schedule them as early as 
possible. It is the responsibility of the program to make these arrangements. Copies of the 
external review should be sent to Academic Affairs within 10 days of the site visit.  

 
During the Spring Semester of the year proceeding the program review:  Program 
Review Faculty Committee meets, analyzes and assesses the data collected, relates the 
results to the goals, activities and budgetary expenditures attributed to their program or 
department, identifies any additional data collection needs, and begins to draft its report. 
A Program Review Chair will be selected and his or her name sent to Academic Affairs. 
 
During the Academic Year of the Program Review: 
 
November 1:  Submit curriculum vitae of external reviewers to the Associate 

Vice President for Academic Affairs for review. 
 
November 15:  Academic Affairs will notify Program Review Chair that the 

recommended external reviewer is approved.  
 
December 1:  Program Review report presented to respective Dean, for 

questions, comments and revision. 
 
February 1:  Draft of Program Review report submitted to the Associate Vice 

President  for Academic Affairs.  
 
February 1- 
April 1 External reviewer conducts site visit and submits report to 

department. 
 
April 15:   Revised  Program Review report with external reviewers report 
and 

department response presented to Division of Academic Affairs, 
for evaluation, questions, and comments. 
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June 15:  Final Program Review report transmitted to the Florida Board of 
Governors. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
III.  Data Collection Plan 
 
Note:  The data collection plan should consist of a clearly defined  plan to obtain 
supporting data for the Program Review, especially for the Indicators of Program 
Quality (Number 5 in the Program Review Format).  Most of the data available from the 
Office of Institutional Research will be at the track level within departments.  It is 
possible that all data might not be aggregated at the program level as needed.  In these 
rare cases, the Program Review Chair will have to approximate the values at the needed 
levels,  based on best estimates of resources allocated at the department level, or SCHs 
generated in core courses.  Justification for this allocation should be included in the 
narrative.   
 
The data necessary for the Program Review report will be obtained from a number of 
sources.  The report should include a clear definition of how and where data is collected 
for the report.  Most institutional data will be aggregated at the department level.  
Narratives accompanying data tables will provide estimates of departmental resources 
attached to the program being reviewed.  This section offers guides for what office can be 
expected to supply different types of data.   
 
Supplied by the Office of Institutional Research  
Program Review Files (located on the Q: drive, public folder) 

• Diversity of Faculty 
o Gender Distribution of Faculty - Fall  
o Ethnicity Distribution of Faculty – Fall 

• Student Credit Hours by Rank and Tenure Status 
• K-12 Public Service as a Percentage of Total Public Service by Rank and Tenure 

Status 
• Number of Majors by Track and Student Level – Fall 
• Number of Minors Within and Outside of Departments 
• Diversity of Students 

o Gender Distribution of Students – Fall 
o Ethnicity Distribution of Students – Fall  

• Number of Admits by Level 
• Number of Degrees Awarded by Level 
• E&G Instructional Costs as a portion of Total E&G Expenditures 
• Total C&G Expenditures 

Department Profiles Files (located on the Q: drive, public folder) 
• Faculty Table worksheet 
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o Course Sections Taught & Student Credit Hours 
 

If additional institutional data is needed, the Program Review Chair should 
contact the Office of Institutional Research.                    

                  
 Supplied by Program Review Chairs  
 The number of students engaged in international education.  
            The number of undergraduate students engaged in learning communities 

Percentage of graduates meeting expected student learning outcomes – each 
academic unit is expected to continue implementing an appropriate process to 
identify such outcomes. 
 

 
Supplied by Institutional Research and Program Review Chairs 
 Satisfaction survey results 

Number of baccalaureate graduates employed or enrolled in post baccalaureate 
program after one year. 
Comparison with two comparable programs at universities across the country 

 
 
Supplied by Deans 
 Refereed publications and creative works per faculty member 
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IV.  Program Review Format 
 
Note:  This portion of the report constitutes the bulk of the Program Review.  It should be 
a stand alone document, and be clearly written and concisely presented.  It is important 
to proof-read the document thoroughly.   As there may be several modifications made at 
various times during the review process, it is recommended that an electronic copy be 
maintained throughout the process and one master copy be kept in electronic form by the 
program.  It is important not to include terminology or technical terms that will not be 
understood or might be misunderstood by the general reader.  The report will be a “live” 
document in the sense that it will be maintained by the program, referred to in annual 
reports, and used in the annual budget process.  The check list given in section VI gives 
additional suggestions for the report. 
 
Program Reviews self-study reports will follow the format provided below.  Each report 
should be concise, from 15 to 25 pages in length (not including appendices).  A compact 
appendix may be used for annual reviews, or statistical and other information. This 
review will address the time period since the last program review.  The review should be 
forwarded to Academic Affairs with a cover memo from the appropriate dean with his or 
her recommendations.  
 

1. Executive summary 
2. Introduction:  This section should describe the program, its mission, goals, and 

planned activities to implement these goals, as they relate to the college’s mission, 
vision, and goals. 

3. Program Goals/Objectives:  This section should outline the expected outcomes 
of the program, identifying student learning outcomes.   

4. Data Collection Plan. (see guidelines on web page).  This section should outline 
the necessary data as well as how it will be obtained.  The data collection plan 
will include documentation of the sources of the data, as well as describe the 
measures to be used.   

5. Indicators of Program Quality:  
a. How does the curriculum address the mission and goals of the program 

and how does the curriculum ensure that each graduate has the opportunity 
to achieve those goals (If appropriate, a matrix showing how key courses 
address individual goals may be used)?  If professional associations in the 
discipline suggest guidelines (curricular, staffing, teaching loads, etc.), 
discuss program conformity to those guidelines. 
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b. If appropriate, identify one or two programs in other institutions that may 
be similar to the program being reviewed.  Comment on the major 
strengths and weaknesses relative to the other programs. 

c. In what aspects of the discipline has the program achieved particular 
strengths? 

d. What is the relationship between this program and other programs of the 
University?  If appropriate, describe the contribution of the program: (i) to 
the General Education program, (ii) to the Honors program, and (iii) to 
prerequisite courses for other programs.  How are these contributions 
assessed? 

e. What international education, learning community, independent study and 
research opportunities are available in the curriculum for undergraduate 
students?  How are student outcomes assessed? 

f. What independent study, research, internship and practica opportunities 
are available to graduate students?  How are student outcomes assessed? 

g. How is teaching effectiveness assessed in the program?  Include any 
copies of departmental evaluation instruments.  What are the most 
significant accomplishments of the program’s faculty in teaching? 
(Include teaching grants received, teaching awards received, innovative 
teaching activities, etc.) 

h. What are the most significant accomplishments of the program’s faculty in 
research, scholarship, and creative efforts? 

i. What are the most significant accomplishments of the program’s faculty in 
professional, institutional and public service (including K-12)? 

j. What are the most significant accomplishments of students in the program, 
as evidenced by academic records, research awards, scholarly research and 
creative efforts, graduation with honors, admission to graduate school, and 
employment? Give a breakdown of graduates in the last five years, listing 
the number of graduates, their major track (if applicable), the total number 
of majors, and any other pertinent information.  Discuss student retention 
in the program and efforts to increase retention.  Discuss any student 
recruitment efforts. 

6. Program Support: 
a. Describe current staffing of the program, including support positions.  List 

the SCH productivity of full-time vs part-time faculty. Discuss any staff 
needs of the program. 

b. Describe the current financing of the program, institutional and external.   
c. Are the classroom, laboratory facilities, and equipment adequate for the 

program?  If not what is needed and why? 
7. Time-series Matrix: Provided selected graphical representations that best 

represent the program outcomes (such as number of graduates per year compared 
with the college) 

8. Program Strengths, Weaknesses, and Concerns. 
9. Plan for Continuous Improvement:  This should include recommendations and 

assigned responsibilities for action relative to weaknesses identified in Number 8 
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above as well as identify plans for improving the quality of the program without 
having to spend more money.  

10. Copy of the External Review. 
11. Copies of the Annual Reports for the time period covered. 

 
 
 
 
 
V.  External Reviewers 
 
Note:  It is important that all paper work be completely filled out and submitted in a 
timely manner.  Do not assume that anything will be done automatically.  A sample 
agenda for the site visit is given at the end of this section.  It is the unit’s responsibility to 
schedule all external reviewers: 
 
 
External reviewers are required in the case of program reviews where there is not a 
concurrent accreditation or re-accreditation visit.  Each year, the first meeting of the 
Program Review Committee should include discussion and identification of possible 
reviewers. The Committee and Academic Affairs will reach agreement on appropriate 
reviewers.  An external reviewer should be prepared to review the draft report of the 
Program Review Committee, visit UNF for at least a day, and prepare recommendations 
as well as suggestions in light of his or her interviews and report review. This should be 
a succinct document of  five to ten pages.  A copy of the outside review should be sent to  
Academic Affairs within 10 working days.  
 
The Division of Academic Affairs will meet the cost of agreed reviewer honoraria, and 
refund documented accommodation and travel costs, in each case. However, bookings 
should be made by the Program Review Chair. If the Provost wishes to appoint a second 
reviewer, in selected program review cases, appropriate arrangements will be made by 
the Division of Academic Affairs. 
 
a. External Reviewer Credentials 
 
                External reviewers are expected to have the following credentials :  
                  1.   highest degree(s) in relevant discipline(s);  
                  2.  distinguished track record in related research, teaching and service;  
                  3.   have a national reputation in field, as evidenced by published research, 

participation (including offices held) in national organizations, and faculty 
rank;  

                  4.  no existing conflicts of interest, e.g. concurrent post or prospective  
candidacy for a post at UNF;  

5.   experience with program review and institutional effectiveness or 
accreditation desirable, if not essential;  

                  6.   have administrative experience;  
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                  7.  hold the rank of Associate Professor or higher;  
                  8.   have experience outside of Florida;  
                  9.  have experience at an institution with the same/similar programs as those 

being evaluated;  
10.   for review of Ph.D. programs, have a respected record of scholarly activity 

in the discipline;  
11.   be from an institution whose program the university wishes to emulate or 

with which the program wishes to be compared.  
12. ability to undertake a site visit to UNF within the necessary time-frame.   
 

b. Check List for External Review 
 
Note:  The objective of the external review is to identify ways to produce tangible 
improvements in educational quality without necessarily having to spend more money.  
The outsider reviewer should have access to the self-study report (in at least draft form), 
and be able to have candid conversations with faculty and students in the program. The 
following check list is intended to guide the conversation and furnish a format for the 
external reviewer’s report. 
 
                I. Curriculum  
                  a. Are the goals of the curriculum appropriate for the discipline?  

 b. How does the current curriculum compare to national or regional 
standards? 

                  c. Is there appropriate assessment of the curriculum by the program? 
                 d. What are the weaknesses? 
                 e. What are the strengths? 
                II. Administration of the Program 
                  a. What are the strengths of the current administration of the program? 
                  b. What are the weaknesses of the current administration of the program? 
                III. Assessment of Student Learning 
                  a. Are the student learning outcomes clearly defined? 

 b. Does the program (and curriculum) do an adequate job of assessing 
these learning outcomes? 
c. Does the program address the learning outcomes through alumni 
surveys or other alumni projects? 

                IV. Faculty/Staff 
                 a. Does the program have adequate faculty and staff? 
   b. Do the faculty have appropriate scholarship and teaching credentials? 
                V. Other issues common to the discipline (such as foreign language, computer  
  literacy, or mathematics or statistics  requirements) 
      VI. Specific Recommendations. 
 
b. Travel Arrangements 
 
Academic Affairs will meet the cost of agreed reviewer honoraria, and refund 
documented accommodation and travel costs. Each Department should coordinate the 
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travel arrangements with the reviewer, utilizing University travel procedures. The                 
department should order all airline tickets and rental cars. The reviewer should make his 
or her own hotel reservations. A completed TAR and Travel Voucher should be 
submitted to Shawn Brayton in Academic Affairs for an account number, approval 
and final processing.  
 
 
 
 
c. Honorarium Payment  
 
Each reviewer will be allowed an honorarium for their services. Each Reviewer should be 
paid on a sliding scale from $300-$600 depending on what is typical for the particular 
discipline. The department should complete an OPS Agreement for Services for the 
Reviewer and submit it to Shawn Brayton in Academic Affairs for an account                 
number, approval and final processing.  
 
d. OPS Contract Wording 
 
Contractor's Services:  “Review the Draft Program Review Report of the ___(your 
department's name)__ department. Visit UNF for one day.  Prepare recommendations 
and suggestions in the light of the interview and department report review. This should 
be a succinct document - five to ten pages and it should be available to the program 
review chair within 10 working days. “ 
 
How these services benefit the University: “These services are necessary for UNF to 
meet the requirements of the State Board of Governor's Accountability and                 
Program Review Process. This external review interview process is critical to the 
evaluation process for UNF's educational programs.  
 
 f.  Itinerary For Visits  
 
A draft itinerary for each external reviewer, together with a curriculum vitae, must be 
submitted to the Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs for approval, and he must 
be scheduled to meet with the reviewer at the beginning of the visit and, along with the 
Vice President for Academic Affairs, during the exit reviews. (A sample agenda is given 
in the note at the bottom of this section) 
 
 Food For Meetings  
                1 night dinner maximum of 4 people @ $10.00 per dinner  
                2 days breakfast maximum of 4 people @ $5.00 per breakfast  
                2 days lunch (on-campus) Group meeting (Box Lunches from Marriott)  
                NO SNACKS e.g. Cookies and punch, meals only.   
 
Each Reviewer will be on travel status and will be reimbursed on the basis of State per 
diem rates for any meals not provided.  
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Please note: There are limited funds for food therefore each department is asked to 
remain within these guidelines when planning meals for the site visits. If the department 
is experiencing difficulties in remaining within these limits, please contact Shawn 
Brayton for assistance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SAMPLE AGENDA 
 

Department Program Review 
Site Visit 

Dr. Site Visitor 
Distinguished Professor of Visits 

University of the Hills 
 

Agenda 
 

8:30-9:00am   Meeting with Associate Vice President for Academic Affairs 
 
9:00-10am  Meeting with the department chairperson 
 
10-11:45  Meeting with department faculty 
 
noon-1:30  Lunch 
 
1:30-2:30  Meeting with students from the department 
 
2:30-3:30  Meeting with the dean 
 
4:00-5:00pm  Exit meeting with the Associate Vice President and the Vice 

President for Academic Affairs 
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VI.   Program Review Checklist 
 
Cover Memo From Dean  
 
       1.  Is the cover memo present? 
 
       2.  Are there recommendations contained in the memo? 
 
Introduction 
 

1. Do the program’s mission, goals, and vision clearly link to the college’s mission, 
goals, and vision? 

 
2. Are the expected outcomes of the program clearly defined? 

 
Program Goals/Objectives 
 

1. Do the outcomes reflect the program’s mission, goals, and vision? 
 
2. Does each outcome describe what the program intends for students and/or staff to 

know, think, or do? 
 

 
Indicators of Program Quality 
 

1. Does the curriculum clearly address the program’s mission, goals, and vision? 
 
2. How does the program compare with similar programs in other institutions? 
 
3. Have the program strengths been identified relative to the discipline? 

 
4. Have the relationships (if any) to the other programs of the University been 

clearly defined and assessed? 
 

5. Have international education, learning community, independent study and 
research opportunities for students been clearly identified and assessed? 
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6. Have teaching assessment procedures and policies been clearly defined? 
 

7. Have significant accomplishments of teaching, research, and public service been 
clearly listed? 

 
Program Support 
 

1. Are staffing and productive needs been clearly identified? 
 
 

2. Is the program financing clearly defined and any needs clearly identified? 
 
3. Are space needs clearly identified? 

 
Program Strengths, Weaknesses, and Concerns 
 

1. Are the program strengths, opportunities, and constraints clearly defined? 
 

Plan for Continuous Improvement 
 

1. Are recommendations clearly identified and defined? 
 
2. Does the report contain action plans and specific responsible person(s) to address 

each recommendation?  Do these plans include a timeline? 
 

3. Is the continuous improvement plan clearly stated and reasonable? 
 

4. Are recommendations from prior reviews adequately addressed? 
 
Format 
 

1. Is the report readable without technical acronyms, data or style inconsistencies, 
persisting typographical errors, inaccurate or missing references to appendices, 
missing labels on charts or graphs, or citations missing? 

 
2. Is there a table of contents? 

 
3. Has a data collection plan been outlined? 

 
4. Is the memo from the dean included? 

 
5. Are all appendices attached and complete? 

 
6. Is the Program Review report on time? 
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VII.  Program Review Committee 

 
The Program Review Committee is responsible for review of the self-study reports from 
programs undergoing Program Review.  Each year the committee will review the final 
versions of the program’s self-study report for compliance with the items listed in the 
Program Review Checklist. 
 
The committee will be chaired by the person in Academic Affairs responsible for 
program reviews.  The committee will consist of: 
 

(1) The Vice President for Academic Affairs or his or her designee. 
 
(2)  At least one representative from each of the following: 

 
a. Academic Affairs Budget Office, 
b. Institutional Research, 
c. The Associate Deans , 
d. The Faculty Association, and 
e. Program review coordinators from programs to be reviewed the next year. 

 
The committee will receive copies of the Program Review reports on April 15, and 
submit a brief report (consisting of at least a completed check list) on each Program  
Review self-study to Academic Affairs with any recommendations to the program by 
May 1st.  Copies of the committee’s report will be given to the appropriate Program 
Review Chair.   
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Appendix 1:  Program Review for Accredited Programs or Programs Seeking Initial 
Accreditation 

 
Program Reviews will be scheduled to coincide with professional accreditation cycles 
whenever possible.  Each program undergoing an accreditation (initial or renewal) 
process which includes a site visitation by one or more outside professionals will also 
submit a complete Program Review document as specified on the web page.  The format 
of the document does not need to follow that suggested in the Program Review Format, 
but may more closely follow the format used in the accreditation self study, as long as all 
the issues listed in the Program Review Format are addressed and clearly identified.  In 
addition, each program may use the following options to complete this document. 
 

1. If the accreditation self-study addresses any of the topics specified in the Program 
Review Format, the Program Review report need only include clearly identified 
portions of the accreditation self-study addressing each topic.  Copied excerpts 
from the document must be attached. 

2. Summaries of portions of the accreditation self-study that address topics along 
with a reference to the accreditation self-study may be presented.  Additional 
supporting data or information may be added to complete the response. 

3. If the accreditation self-study does not address a particular topic, the Program 
Review report should completely address it with supporting material 

 
Each Program Review will include responses to the issue 9, “Plan for continuous 
improvement” that reflect both the Program Review and the accreditation visit. 
 
Program Reviews may be scheduled for the same year as accreditation site visits or may 
be scheduled the next year.  The exact date will be negotiated between the program and 
Academic Affairs at least one year in advance to the accreditation.  Cycles of Program 
Review will follow the regular cycles of the accreditation body.  If accreditation is given 
for fewer years than full accreditation, the program review will follow the full cycle.  
Additional material may be requested by Academic Affairs to address the years between 
full Program Reviews. 
 
Any program that fails to achieve accreditation or loses accreditation will, in consultation 
with Academic Affairs, devise a plan to address all the issues raised by the accrediting 
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body.  This may include a full Program Review, including an external reviewer, the year 
immediately after failing or losing accreditation.   
 

Guidelines for 
Accreditation of Programs 

 
 
Accreditation is a voluntary, non-governmental process of peer review that requires an 
institution or program to meet certain, defined standards or criteria and is used to assure 
quality in educational institutions and programs.  The accreditation of the University and 
its academic programs is a priority at the University of North Florida.  The University is 
accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and 
Schools (SACS) and reaffirmation of accreditation by this body is an institution-wide 
process that occurs on a ten-year cycle.  However, program accreditation usually is a 
departmental effort, and re-accreditation occurs at specified intervals depending on the 
rules of the accrediting body, and every year some program or group of programs 
undergoes initial accreditation or re-accreditation.   It is important that the offices of the 
President and Academic Affairs participate in the accreditation and re-accreditation 
processes for programs, including the self-study, the site visit, and responses to issues 
raised by accrediting bodies.  To insure a consistent participation over the wide range of 
accrediting efforts, the following guidelines are offered. 
 
1.  The intent to initiate accreditation by a program must be discussed by the appropriate 
dean with the Vice President for Academic Affairs prior to applying for accreditation.  
The Vice President must be made aware of what the accrediting body requires, what 
resources will be involved (including library holdings) in the accrediting process, and 
how likely it is that the program meets the requirements for accreditation.  This 
discussion may also involve the department chair and/or the faculty responsible for the 
accreditation effort. The Vice President for Academic Affairs will inform the President of 
these issues as appropriate. 
 
2.  For programs already accredited, the Vice President for Academic Affairs must be 
notified well in advance of the re-accreditation date by the appropriate dean.  Issues 
surrounding the re-accreditation must be discussed and the resources necessary for the re-
accreditation identified. This discussion may also involve the department chair and/or the 
faculty responsible for the accreditation effort. 
 
3.  All self-study documents must be sent to the office of Academic Affairs at least two 
weeks prior to submitting to the accrediting body.  The document must contain a brief 
memo from the appropriate dean indicating that he/she agrees with the statements made 
in the document. 
 
4.  Well in advance of the site visit by an accrediting team, the office of the Vice 
President for Academic Affairs and, if appropriate, the office of the President must be 
notified and meetings scheduled.  The Vice President for Academic Affairs will brief the 
President on issues related to the accreditation prior to the site visit.  Site visitors to the 
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campus must meet at least once with the Vice President for Academic Affairs and the 
Associate Vice President responsible for accreditation and program review.  Preferably 
the site visitors will meet with the Associate Vice President at the beginning of the visit 
and with the Associate Vice President, the Vice President, and the President, if 
appropriate, at the end of the visit.  Exit interviews may involve others as requested by 
the accrediting body.   
 
5.  Copies of preliminary reports from the site visitors or the accrediting body must be 
sent to the office of Academic Affairs with a memo from the appropriate dean indicating 
future action and/or responses.  Correspondence of substance from the program, with a 
cover memo from the appropriate dean, must be sent to the office of Academic Affairs 
prior to submitting to the accrediting body.  This includes responses to issues raised by 
the site visit.   
 
6.  Copies of the results of the accreditation effort must be sent to the office of Academic 
Affairs as quickly as possible with a memo from the appropriate dean indicating his/her 
reaction.  Any responses to these results must be sent, with a memo from the appropriate 
dean, to the office of Academic Affairs prior to submission to the accrediting body. 
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Guidelines for Midterm Program Review 
For Programs Receiving Accreditation for 

More than 7 years 
   
 
 
Every effort will be made to coordinate Program Reviews of accredited programs with 
the schedule of accreditation.  However, several programs have periods of accreditation, 
and hence time between site visits, longer than seven years.  In order to comply with 
Florida statutes and Florida Board of Education rule, program reviews must be done in 
cycles of less than seven years.  A midterm program review will be required for programs 
with more than seven year cycles.  This program review will follow the format presented 
below and will occur at the middle of the accrediting cycle.  For example, the programs 
housed in the Coggin College of Business are on a ten-year accreditation cycle with the 
next accreditation site visit scheduled for 2009.  Therefore, a midterm program review of 
all the programs in the college will be done 2003-2004.   
 
Midterm program reviews are expected to be three to five pages long with attachments.  
Each midterm program review will follow the format provided below.  The midterm 
program review should be forwarded to Academic Affairs with a cover memo from the 
appropriate dean with his or her recommendations.   
 
1.   Executive summary 
 
2.   Discussion of issues raised by the accrediting body at the last accreditation 

visit.  This discussion will include a response to all the recommendations and 
suggestions made by the body in the accreditation report, and how the program 
will address the responses.  This will include a time table and a list of responsible 
persons. 

 
3. Describe the programs efforts in identifying student outcomes and how they 

will be assessed.  This should be a summary of those efforts listed in the annual 
reports for the same period covered by this midterm program review along with 
plans for the future.  This discussion should include what courses or group of 
courses students has the opportunity to achieve the outcomes and where they are 
assessed. 

 
4.   Annual reports for the period.  Discuss any trends indicated by the annual 

reports.  For example is a significant increase in majors has occurred, how has this 
increase be handled.  If a change in the focus or direction of the program has 
occurred, how has this been handled.  Attach the reports.      
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