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Summary of UAlbany’s Program Review Process 
 
Academic Program Review 

http://www.albany.edu/assessment/prog_review.html 
 
Components 

1. Self-study 
2. External Reviewer Report 
3. Departmental Response 
4. Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes in the Major Report 

 
Schedule 

http://www.albany.edu/assessment/prog_review.html 
• review follows a seven year cycle, began in 2002 
• review schedule set by CAA in consultation with Provost’s office 
• Cycle II will begin 2009-2010 

 
Process 

• In the fall semester of year preceding review Chairs/Directors invited to information session 
to review process, receive Practitioner’s Guide 

• Over summer programs form working groups to begin writing self-study  
• External reviewers are chosen by working groups, reviewed by admin, invited by Director 

of Program Review and Assessment (DPRA) 
• Self-study drafts due November, receive feedback from DPRA 

• Final drafts due in January 
• Self-studies follow a prescribed template with variations as necessary (see outline) 

• Two day visits by external reviewers usually scheduled in spring of review year 
• After the site visit reviewers write an external report and send to DPRA 
• The external report is forwarded to the Chair/Director and the appropriate Dean 
• Department is asked to write a departmental response, forwarded to appropriate Dean 

 
 
Internal Review Process 

• By Program Review Committee of CAA in year following review 
• PRC reviews the three components of review, makes recommendations for 

improvements to assessment plan, and to the process in general 
• Department and Dean receive copies of the PRC report after approved by CAA 

 
 

Annual Assessment Reports 
• Each year Schools/Colleges are asked to report on the assessment activities of their 

programs 
• Follow-up with Chairs by Director of Program Review and Assessment to refine plans 

going forward 
• Review by CAA for input 



University at Albany Schedule of Program Reviews (current as of October 2010) 
 

Cycle II 
 

Year Academic Program Accreditation Schedule 
 
 
 
2009-
2010 

1. Ed and Counseling Psychology 
2. Educational Theory and Practice  
3. Africana Studies 
4. Music 
5. Social Welfare (PhD only) 

School of Education - ECP  
MS in Rehab Counseling 

 
CAS - Geography and Planning – 

MRP 
 

 
 
 
2010-
2011 

1. Public Admin and Policy (Fall) 
2.  Economics 
3. Art (includes Art History) 
4. Women’s Studies 
5. Latin American and Caribbean Studies  
 
 Anthropology (includes Linguistics and Human 

Biology – postponed until 2011-2012) 
 Liberal Studies (postponed until 2011-2012)) 
 
 

School of Social Welfare - BS, MSW 
School of Education –  

ECP -  Special Ed x5, CAS in School Psych 
 
ETAP -  MS Sec Education, MS TESOL Cert. 
 
Reading - MS Early, MS Lit, MS Special Ed/Lit I, II 

CCI 
     MS in Information Science 

 

2011-
2012 

1-4 Modern Languages (includes Russian,  East 
European Studies, Italian, and French, 
Spanish) 

5. Political Science  
6. Chemistry 
7. Theatre 
8. CNSE 

School of Education -Ed and Counseling Psych       
PsyD in School Psych. PhD in Counseling Psych 

School of Business 

 
2012-
2013 

1. Biology 
2. Communication 
3. Geography and Planning 
4. Mathematics and Statistics 

 

 
2013-
2014 

1. Criminal Justice  
2. Physics  
3. Sociology  
4. Earth and Atmospheric Science  
5. Psychology  
6. Philosophy 
7. Journalism 

 

 
 
 
2014-
2015 

1. East Asian Studies 
2. English  
3. Educational Administration and Policy Studies  
4. Reading 
5. Religious Studies 

School of Public Health  - MPH, MS, DrPH 

 
2015-
2016 

1. Computer Science 
2. Informatics (PhD only) 
3. Information Studies  
4. Educational and Counseling Psychology 
5. History 
6. Judaic Studies 
7. School of Public Health - BS 

 

 
 
 
Approved by the Council on Academic Assessment, September 24, 2008 



 
 

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES 
IN THE MAJOR 

 
SUMMARY REPORT 

 
Use this form to provide a summary report on campus-based assessment 

of student learning outcomes in undergraduate degree majors 
 

Note: Campuses may wish to include the assessment of student learning outcomes in their undergraduate majors 
as part of a broader cyclical program review process.  The Provost’s Advisory Task Force on the Assessment of 
Student Learning Outcomes recommends that campuses consider engaging in this process within the broader 
framework of the University Faculty Senate’s Guide for the Evaluation of Undergraduate Academic Programs. 

 
 

 
Name of Institution:             
{specify name of branch campus, if relevant} 
 
Registered program title:                         
 
Registered award:        (A.A., B.S., etc.)            
 
Date of Previous Assessment:            Date of Current Assessment:            
 
External Reviewers (name, institution, title): 
     
              
  
              
  
              
  
Note: The report of the external reviewers should be attached to this summary report. 
 
Campus contact person for this assessment:           
 

 
 
Program improvements made as a result of the previous assessment of this major: 
 
              
  
              
  
              
  
              
 
              



Major learning outcomes for this program:    Measures used to assess these learning outcomes: 
 

                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
 

Major findings of this assessment:     Action to be taken in addressing these assessment findings: 
 

                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
                     
  
  

What has been learned that could be helpful to others as they conduct assessment of their majors: 
 
                    
  
                    
  
  

 
 
Chief Academic Officer:                       Date:      

 
 

 

 
 

                   OPRP: ASSESS / MAJOR, REV: 04, 12/14/01 



WORKING GUIDELINES FOR REVIEWING ACADEMIC PROGRAM SELF-STUDIES 
FOR THE COUNCIL ON ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT 

 
The role of the Council on Academic Assessment perhaps can be most valuable if it is 
involved in successive stages of the review process: 
 

1. The Council has established an Outline for the Self-Study Report and the Self-
Study Summary Checklist which include all items that might be in a self-study 
(with programs ignoring graduate information, for example if only the 
baccalaureate is offered).  Programs should be requested to follow these 
templates. 

2. Receive and comment upon the format of the program’s self study, pointing out 
missing elements, possible sources of confusion, or making other suggestions that 
are intended to make the document more helpful or user-friendly to internal and 
external reviewers.  The Council, in cooperation with the Director of Assessment 
and CETL, should be available to work with programs that have difficulty with 
these processes. 

3. Receive a copy of the external reviewers’ report, as well as a departmental 
response to the external reviewers’ report, and make recommendations to the 
program and, as appropriate, to other Councils, and/or the Senate Executive 
Committee. 

4. Follow-up:  As assessment is a continuous rather than episodic process, the 
Council shall review annual program assessment activity reports that describe the 
past year’s implementation activities. 

5. Review the Council’s notes from the program’s previous review. 



UNIVERSITY AT ALBANY 
STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK 

 
ATTACHMENT A 

 
Outline for the Self-Study Report 
 
I. Mission and Learning Outcomes of Undergraduate and Graduate Programs – state: 
 

A. the overarching mission of the program 

B. the goals and objectives associated with accomplishing stated mission.  The goals 
and objectives should be stated as learning outcomes in undergraduate programs 

C. how the program’s mission coalesces with the University at Albany’s strategic 
goals 

 
II. Program Curriculum and Design: 
 

A. Program Design – describe: 

1. the design of the program requirements 
2. the program design’s logic and rationale (e.g., introductory courses, capstone 

courses, comprehensive exams, practicum placements, thesis/dissertation, etc.)   
3. the breadth and depth of the program, including appropriateness of course 

offerings, course scheduling, and modes of instruction 
4. the program’s student academic advisement procedures 
5. current/planned distance learning courses and/or program initiatives 

 
B. Compare Program with Local Entities and National Standards – describe: 

1. how the program relates to and compares with other colleges and universities in 
the region, New York State, nationally, and internationally (include information 
about ratings of quality by relevant independent parties, such as the National 
Research Council, U.S. News and World Report, the National Science 
Foundation, professional societies, and others) 

2. its relation to other UAlbany programs (departments, schools, interdisciplinary 
and multidisciplinary programs, service courses received and/or provided) 

3. how the program compares with national standards in the discipline 
 

 
C. Undergraduate and Graduate Student Experiences in the Program – describe: 

1. internship and/or service opportunities 
2. opportunities for student/faculty interaction and collaboration (independent 

study, research, conference presentation, etc.) 
3. the number of graduate student assistantships and their stated responsibilities 
4. honors programs and/or student groups/societies associated with the program 
5. graduate school preparation and career placement services 



III. Undergraduate and Graduate Student Quality 
 

A. Acceptance Procedures – describe: 
1. the procedures used to admit students to the program (where applicable) 
2. how these procedure compare to similar programs or to programs at like 

universities 
 
B. Characteristics of Students – identify or indicate: 

1. the prior institutions and degrees earned by current master’s and doctoral 
students 

2. the test scores of enrolling master’s and doctoral students, as well as for those 
who applied and were admitted 

 
C. Program Trends – describe or provide: 

1. the undergraduate/graduate student admission, enrollment and retention trends 
over the past five years 

2. the number of degrees awarded in the program (bachelors, master’s and 
doctoral level) 

3. a two-year summary of course grades (A through E, S, U, and W) in 100-, 
200-, 300-, and 400-level courses.  (further breakdowns [e.g., between courses 
for majors versus those for non-majors, by class size] are encouraged but not 
required) 

4. program retention and graduation rates for rising juniors (from Institutional 
Research data) 

 
IV. Faculty Quality 
 

A. Hiring Programs and Number of Faculty – describe/identify: 
1. the hiring procedures (from job description to final decision) 
2. the total number of full-time faculty, part-time faculty, and graduate teaching 

assistants in the program (attach an appendix with complete vita for each full-
time faculty member) 

3. the numeric trends in faculty, professional and clerical staff 
 
B. Faculty Responsibilities – describe: 

1. the responsibilities of faculty in terms of teaching load, research, committee 
assignments, consulting, etc. 

2. innovations in curriculum and teaching 
3. recent scholarly activities, including research, successful grants, and other 

contributions to the field 
4. service to program and to the university as a whole, as well as to the local 

community 
 
C. Tenure and Promotion Policies – describe/discuss: 

1. the policies for tenure and promotion 
2. any problems or concerns with current tenure and promotion policies 



 
V. Assessment Plan and Outcomes 

 
A. Assessment Plan – describe/identify: 

1. the timeframe and identify the faculty/student involvement at each stage of the 
assessment plan 

2. specific types of assessment (direct and indirect) and types of instruments 
used to elicit the information (see Appendix A for assessment examples) 

3. steps taken to ensure the quality of instruments in both qualitative and 
quantitative approaches to assessing outcomes in the program 

4. how direct assessment instruments map onto learning outcomes (where 
appropriate) 

5. how student academic advisement is assessed 
6. how the program involves student input in the design and implementation of 

its assessment activities 
 
B. Assessment Results – present: 

1. any results of assessment activities performed in the years preceding the self-
study   

2. results of direct outcomes assessment activities performed in the current year 
of the self-study (e.g. capstone courses, course embedded exams, 
performances, etc.) 

3. results of indirect outcomes assessment activities performed in the current 
year of the self-study (e.g. student/alumni surveys, interviews, focus groups, 
etc.) 

4. results of indirect measures of student satisfaction/program effectiveness in 
the current year of the self-study (e.g. SIRF results, time to graduation, 
awards, honors, retention and graduation rates, etc.) 

 
C. Improvement Loop – describe or detail: 

1. how the program will use the information gleaned from assessment to  
improve its quality 

2. plans (e.g., hard-copy reports, newsletters, postings on the departmental or 
University’s assessment Web site, etc.) for communicating assessment plans 
and annual assessment activity reports describing recent activities and/or how 
assessment results are being used to various campus constituencies 

3. assessment activities to be performed in the coming year(s) 
4. how the program will assess the assessment plan 

 



VI. Support, Resources, and Facilities – present/describe/evaluate: 
 

A. a three-year budget summary that differentiates sources of revenue and shows 
expenditures by major categories (professional staff salaries, non-professional 
staff salaries, equipment, supplies and expenses, temporary service, graduate 
assistantships and fellowships, etc.) 

 
B. the adequacy of departmental facilities (offices, class labs, research labs, graduate 

assistantships and fellowships, etc.) 
C. amount and types of resources and facilities needed to accommodate present and 

anticipated program changes/developments and/or enrollment growth 
 
D. the nature, extent and adequacy of library holdings and access to digital 

equivalents in the programs’ field (this information should be requested from the 
University Libraries and included as an appendix to the department's report) 

 
VII. Conclusions 
 

A. present a summary of the strengths, weaknesses, and major achievements in the 
program 

 
B. comment on any discrepancies between an “ideal” and the “current,” as they were 

conceived and as they actually are operating 
 

C. provide a horizon statement describing the outlook for the future (five years and 
ten years out) 

 
 



Council on Academic Assessment 
Program Review Committee 

 
Judaic Studies  

 
 
1. Summary of Department Self-Study, Reviewers’ Comments, and Response to Reviewers’ 
Comments. 
 
The committee was impressed with the quality and contents of the Judaic Studies Department 
self-study and would like to commend the Department faculty for their work on this document. 
 
At the time of the review and site visit, Judaic Studies had 3 tenure-line faculty; currently it has 
only 2 full-time faculty members.  This makes it the smallest department in the College of Arts 
and Sciences. It offers (1) a major and a minor in the field of Judaic Studies proper and (2) a 
minor in Hebrew. The mission of the Judaic Studies programs is defined as conveying to 
students the richness, the many-sidedness of Jewish civilization  as it developed from ancient 
times to the present. The courses offered focus on the primary sources of the discipline and on 
analytical tools students might need in their subsequent postgraduate or professional careers. The 
mission of the Hebrew minor is to give students fluency in reading, listening and speaking 
language skills, as well as a broad knowledge of contemporary Israeli society and culture.  
 
Department faculty have worked on revising and strengthening the curriculum in the major, with 
very substantial revisions being undertaken in 2006-2007. The result is a program with carefully 
defined objectives at each level, with variety and depth, and with a realistic plan for the 
scheduling of courses, given the small number of department faculty.  Most of the Department’s 
course offerings at the 100 and 200-level can be used to fulfill General Education requirements 
and attract considerable audiences; a number of them are offered on an annual basis, as are a 
small number of 300 level courses. Other courses are offered once every two years, and still 
others on an occasional basis. Because of minimum class size requirements, 400 level courses 
are scheduled when possible; students do, however, have opportunities to work at that level by 
doing independent studies under the direction of individual instructors, taking practicum courses, 
through the honors program, etc. 
 
As noted in the self-study, the very breadth and depth of the field of Judaic Studies lead to 
considerable variety in the contents of programs at various institutions. At Albany, the 
curriculum is oriented towards modern history and culture – a reflection, in part, of the scholarly 
expertise of core JS faculty, whose training and research have been in history, literature, and 
culture (theatre, film, etc.).  Department faculty have done work in more than one area, and this 
multiple perspective is reflected in how they present material in their courses. Courses taught by 
core faculty are supplemented by offerings taught by part-time instructors and faculty from other 
departments.  The Department has piloted some on-line/distance learning courses, and 
contributes to the University in the High School Program. 
 
Student advisement is primarily conducted by a faculty member who serves as Undergraduate 
Advisor; in addition, all Department faculty serve as mentors to majors and prospective majors.  



 
Program trends during the period present a mixed picture. A jump in majors from Fall 2004 (8 
total) to Fall 2006 (20) has been followed by a leveling off and slight decrease (Fall 2007 – 18 
majors, Fall 2008 – 14 majors). Total number of BA degrees awarded has varied, ranging from 5 
in 2004-2005, to 7 in 2006-2007, and 2 in 2007-2008. Overall enrollment of students in Judaic 
Studies courses has consistently exceeded 1,100 per year for several years in a row. 
 
The report by Jack Kugelmass (University of Florida) and James Young (University of 
Massachusetts, Amherst), who made a site visit to Albany on May 25-26, 2009, describes the 
curriculum of the Judaic Studies Department as “very well constructed” and providing students 
with a “truly solid foundation for further work”. The reviewers point out that the scheduling of 
various courses on an annual basis makes it possible for students to fulfill major requirements 
without having to resort to independent study courses. They note that the Department has been 
very successful in placing its graduates in first-rate graduate programs throughout the country, 
and further note a “striking” degree of student satisfaction with the Department’s programs and 
with faculty interaction with students, as shown by extensive advisement on curricular and career 
matters. The reviewers emphasize the quality and productivity of Department faculty in research, 
grant getting and publications, noting that this has been achieved in spite of a 3/2 teaching load. 
They discuss the staffing situation in the Department, and conclude by making several 
recommendations, including one for an increase in faculty lines (when this becomes possible) 
and for the Department to be designated as a flagship unit and measures taken to make it the 
premier Judaic Studies program in the SUNY system. 
 
The Department’s response to the external reviewers’ report includes updates on the situation 
since the report was filed in Spring 2009 and addresses certain key issues concerning the 
Department’s contribution to the University. Expanding on points raised in the self-study 
regarding the link between the small number of majors and the limited allocation of resources by 
the administration, the response questions the logic underpinning such decisions.  It notes that 
the Albany program produces more majors than programs elsewhere with a larger number of 
faculty.  It emphasizes, along with the reviewers, that the Department fulfills well its various 
missions: it makes a “substantial” contribution to undergraduate education at Albany, it has 
forged numerous interdisciplinary connections with other departments at the University, etc.  It 
develops further the idea that the Judaic Studies Department could become a flagship unit in the 
SUNY system, the response points to activities undertaken to reenergize the Center for Jewish 
Studies and outlines planned steps to strengthen it further. 
    
2. Evaluation of Assessment Plan and Outcomes 
 
a. Overall, the Program Review Committee is very positive about the assessment process as it is 
presented in the self-study. It regards the learning objectives of the Judaic Studies major, the 
courses offered and methods of measurement as having been presented clearly and realistically.  
 
b. The assessment plan presented in the chart on pp. 34-37 of the self-study represents the first 
such exercise undertaken by the department.  The detailed discussion on pp. 38-39 describes 
additional formal and informal assessment activities, including those undertaken during the 
period of the preparation of the self-study.  



 
 
3. Issues of Concern to the Program Review Committee 
 
a. Missing from the self-study is information regarding ways in which results of assessment 
activities are being used to make changes to the Department’s programs. 
 
b. The Committee notes the high level of student satisfaction, as indicated by student responses; 
however, assessment of advisement is not made explicit in the self-study. 
 
4. Recommendations 
 
a. The Committee views Judaic Studies as a strong program that is doing much with very little.  
The Department should be encouraged and nurtured in the best possible way under such difficult 
budgetary circumstances.  

 
b. The Committee applauds the Department for creatively aligning itself with other faculty in 
compatible departments, and encourages more efforts in this area; given the current resource 
constraints throughout the University, this is likely to be the most viable way at present to 
strengthen the Department’s curricular offerings. 

 
c. The self-study and the external reviewers’ report raises important issues regarding ways in 
which the contributions of a program to the University are being assessed.  We suggest that these 
issues be discussed further, separately and/or jointly, by appropriate governance bodies and the 
University administration. 
 
d. The committee recommends the inclusion of results of assessments described on the 
assessment plan on the annual student learning outcomes report. 
 
e. The committee recommends that the department consider appropriate ways to assess the 
advisement of students. 
 
 
Approved by the Council on Academic Assessment on March 25, 2010 
 
 



Institutional Research, Planning, and Effectiveness 
August 2008 

DRAFT 
 

Summary of UAlbany’s Student Learning Outcomes Assessment 
 
 

 
Process 

• Each August programs are asked to submit to their School/College assessment liaison a 
brief report on assessment activities that took place the previous academic year 

• The liaisons summarize the activities of the School/College in a narrative and provide it 
as well as copies of the matrices from each program to the Director of Program Review 
and Assessment 

• The Director of Program Review and Assessment provides feedback on the 
School/College reports to the assessment liaisons, with a copy to the appropriate Dean,  

• The Director of Program Review and Assessment meets with each liaison as needed to 
review the report and feedback, and agree on action steps for improvement  

• In late fall and summer the liaisons and Director of Program Review and Assessment 
meet to discuss issues, concerns and ways to improve the process  

• Director of Program Review and Assessment provides written feedback to each program 
on its assessment plan and activities, meets with Chairs and faculty as needed to discuss 
requested adjustments, and coordinates with ITLAL to address special topics 

 
 
Internal Review Process 
 

• The Council on Academic Assessment reviews the School/College reports (and program 
matrices as needed) along with the reports and feedback provided to Schools/Colleges 
and programs by the Director of Program Review and Assessment 

• It identifies areas which still need to be addressed by the Schools/College and examples 
of Best Practice 

• It makes recommendations for improvements to the process where needed 
• The recommendations of the CAA are shared with the appropriate Dean, assessment 

liaison and Department Chair  
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Program Assessment Report Rubric 
 
Category Exemplary Accomplished Needs Improvement Not Adequately Addressed 
Mission Clearly stated mission that 

adheres to the mission of the 
University  

Mission aligns with program 
design and operation of the 
program, but only marginally 
reflects University stated mission 

Mission mostly aligns with 
program design and operation, 
but there is no evidence that 
program mission fits in the 
context of the University mission 

Mission statement is not 
compatible with program 
operation; relationship to 
University mission statement is 
absent or not compatible 

Learning outcomes Outcomes are detailed, 
substantive, and reflective of 
program mission; stated learning 
outcomes are measurable 

Outcomes clearly represent the 
program mission and design, but 
are not observable or measurable 
as written 

Wording of outcomes needs 
revision to reflect program 
mission; outcomes do not 
adequately demonstrate what 
students should be able to do 
after obtaining a degree 

Outcomes are not reflective of 
student learning; outcomes are 
not observable and not able to be 
adequately assessed as written 

Program Design Program is described in detail; 
course structure and rationale of 
sequencing is clear and 
consistent; advisement 
procedures are described and 
quality of advisement is 
reviewed or assessed 

Program is described in detail, 
but lacks articulation of the 
rationale beyond the sequencing 
of courses; advisement 
procedures are described, but not 
reviewed or assessed 

Program description is presented; 
describes assessment process 
briefly; quality of advisement is 
neither reviewed nor assessed  

Same information is available in 
the graduate bulletin or web-site; 
offers no description of how 
advisement is provided or 
assessed 

Student Quality Clearly describes academic 
opportunities for students in the 
program; program offers 
substantial out-of-class 
experiences to enhance 
classroom learning 

Describes some of the out-of-
class programs, but does not 
indicate the level of student 
involvement or the impact of the 
experiences on student learning 

List program opportunities, but 
provides no indication of student 
involvement; program lacks 
sufficient out-of-class 
opportunities to complement 
program mission and outcomes 

Does not describe program 
opportunities in the program. It 
is not clear what students can do 
outside of taking classes to meet 
program mission and outcomes 

Faculty Quality Faculty vitae are current; 
narrative describes recent 
research, teaching, and 
scholarship to promote program 
mission  

Faculty vitae are complete and 
fairly recent; lacks detail on 
recent accomplishments in 
teaching, research and/or 
scholarship; needed to read each 
vitae carefully to fully appreciate 
recent accomplishments 

Most faculty vitae are included; 
some description of recent 
research, teaching and 
scholarship, but not extensive; 
document suggests a lack of 
current scholarly activity among 
the faculty 

Faculty vitae not complete or 
outdated; incomplete narrative 
describing faculty scholarship 
and teaching; document suggests 
a lack of current scholarly 
activity among the faculty 

Assessment Plan Detailed plan to directly and 
indirectly assess student learning 
outcomes; includes rigorous 
qualitative and quantitative 
methods; describes how 
information obtained will be 
used to improve the program 

Plan includes both indirect and 
direct assessment methods; relies 
on quantitative or qualitative 
methods; provides for a year to 
year assessment plan, but with 
few details regarding 
implementation and feedback 

Plan does not adequately 
implement outcomes assessment; 
plan relies heavily on activities 
in the year of the self-study; 
lacks detailed description of 
using data to make program 
improvements 

Assessment plan does not assess 
student outcomes; plan does not 
include a timetable for 
continuous assessment initiatives 
or how assessment data will be 
used to improve the program  
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Program Assessment Report Rubric Continued 
 

Category Exemplary Accomplished Needs Improvement Not Adequately Addressed 
Support, Resources, and 
Facilities 

Tables accurately reflect the past 
5-years and the section 
supplements the tables with a 
descriptive interpretation of the 
data presented 

All information  for the past 5-
years is provided in tables, with a 
brief narrative interpretation of 
the data presented 

Presents most tables for the past 
5-years, but does not include a 
narrative interpretation of the 
adequacy of support, resources, 
and facilities 

Incomplete information on 
support, resources and facilities 
over the last 5-years; missing 
important information (e.g. 
library holdings) 

Conclusions Forward thinking based vision 
for the next 5-years is clearly 
stated; demonstrates intention to 
use results of self-study data to 
plan for future 

Reasonable goals put forth; some 
timetable or plan of action is 
described, but lacks clear 
explanation or commitment 

Few goals are specified; many of 
the conclusion rely on describing 
what is currently not working 
without a detailed plan to 
alleviate the concerns 

Describes a survival mode; does 
not make reasonable 5-year 
goals; program does not 
articulate the steps to meet those 
goals 

External Reviewer’s Report Report follows recommended 
guidelines; it represents a fair 
assessment of the current 
operation and provides concrete 
recommendations that are 
consistent with future vision of 
the program 

Report generally follows 
guidelines; it offers concrete 
suggestions for improvement, 
but are inconsistent with 
program’s description of future 
goals as outlined in the 
conclusion section 

Report follows most guidelines, 
but misses important aspects that 
could help the program; it 
identifies general areas for 
improvement that may not be 
feasible or practical for the 
program 

Report does not follow 
guidelines; it provides only 
superficial analysis and 
recommendation; the report does 
not identify program strengths 
and weaknesses 
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Use the space below as an outline for discussion and the Program Assessment Report. 
 
Program Strengths: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Program Weaknesses: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Points to be addressed in Chair’s Program Response Report: 
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Recommendations for improving teaching and learning in the program: 
 




