2025-2026 Program Review
Executive Summary
Institutional Overview of program review process
Wichita State University program review is organized around a year-long preparation and review of a self-study that is intended to create a thoughtful assessment of the quality of academic programs and to establish goals for improvements.  The process of reviewing these studies (which includes faculty, the deans, the University Program Review committee, the vice provost for institutional effectiveness/strategic enrollment management, and the senior executive vice president and provost) is expected to strengthen the academic programs, identify program needs and campus priorities, identify areas for reorganization and provide opportunities for both short and long-term goal setting.

On a four-year cycle each academic unit prepares a self-study using a standard reporting template.  These four-year reports then feed into the required review by the Kansas Board of Regents.  Programs that demonstrate the need for additional support are asked to complete interim reports. Hence, there is a continuous review process of each academic unit.  

The quadrennial reporting cycle begins in December, one year in advance of being due.  The review cycle begins with a workshop for chairs and assessment coordinators, which is hosted by the vice provost within the Division of Academic Affairs.  The first submission deadline is April 1st when the studies are submitted to the respective Dean’s Office for review.  After which, the self-studies are reviewed by the Dean, Graduate School (as appropriate) and the University Program Review committee (UPR) where each department/unit is provided with an opportunity to discuss and clarify their self-study.  The UPR committee consists of the vice provost in Academic Affairs; assistant director from the Office of Planning Analysis; Faculty Senate executive team; faculty deans and department chairs and faculty-at-large representatives. The university committee submits its final report to the senior executive vice president/provost by January 30th.
All programs were reviewed including those at the bachelor, master, and doctoral level.    
To assist programs in writing their self-studies, departments/programs had access to:
· Program minima data provided by the Office of Planning and Analysis.  
· Past self-studies performed by past department chairs.   
· Results of previous reviews.
· Data from exit surveys and other surveys collected by the University and within departments.  
· External specialty accreditation reports (as appropriate).


Program narrative
The programs being reviewed this year are listed below.  

	Fairmount College of Language Arts and Sciences: 
Anthropology: 
		B.A. Anthropology					45.0201
		Bachelor of General Studies  in Anthropology	45.0201
		Master of Arts in Anthropology			45.0201
		*Undergraduate Certificate in GIS
		*Graduate Certificate in Museum Studies 
Elliott School of Communication:
		B.A. in Communication				09.9999
		M.A. in Communication				09.9999
English and Creative Writing:
		B.A. in English Language and Literature		23.0101
		B.A. in Creative Writing				23.1302
		B.A. in Applied Linguistics				16.0105
		M.A. in English Language and Literature		23.0101
		M.F.A. in Creative Writing				23.1302
		B.A. in Women’s Studies**				05.0207
		*Graduate Certificate in English Literature and Composition Studies
History and Geography:  
		B.A. in History						54.0101
		M.A. in History 					54.0101
		Field Major International Studies in History		30.2001
		Minor in Geography					45.0701
		Minor in Religion					38.0201
		*Undergraduate Asian Studies Certificate
		*Undergraduate Global Competency Certificate
		*Graduate Certificate in Great Plains
		*Graduate Certificate in Museum Studies 
Hugo Wall School of Public Affairs: 
		Master of Public Administration			44.0401
		*Certificate in City & County Management
		*Certificate in Economic Development
		*Certificate in Non-Profit Management
		*Certificate in Public Finance
		*Certificate in Urban Policy & Innovation
Modern and Classical Languages and Literatures:
		B.A. in Modern & Classical Languages & Literatures	
			Spanish					16.0101
		B.A. in Modern & Classical Languages & Literatures	
			French 						16.0901
		B.A. in Modern & Classical Languages & Literatures	
			Bilingual					13.0201
		B.A. in Modern & Classical Languages & Literatures	
			American Sign Language 			16.1601
		M.A. in Spanish					16.0908
		*Undergraduate Certificate  in Latin American and Latino Studies
		*Undergraduate Certificate in Spanish for the Professions
		*Graduate Certificate in Spanish for the Professions
		*Graduate Certificate in Hispanic Cultural Studies 
Philosophy: 
		B.A. in Philosophy					38.0101
		Minor in Philosophy					38.0101
Political Science:
		B.A. in Political Science				45.1001
Psychology: 
		B.A. in Psychology					42.0101	
		Ph.D. Community-Clinical Psychology 		42.2801
		Ph.D. Community Psychology				42.2802
		Ph.D. Human Factors					42.2813
		*Certificate in Community Psychology
		*Certificate in Human Factors Psychology
School of Criminal Justice:
B.S. in Criminal Justice				43.0104
M.A. in Criminal Justice				43.0104
B.S. in Forensic Science				43.0111
B.S. in Homeland Security				43.0303
*Certificate in Film Studies
*Graduate Certificate in Criminal Intelligence
*Graduate Certificate in Law Enforcement and Local Government Administration	
School of Social Work: 
B.A. in Social Work					44.0701
M.A. in Social Work					44.0701
*Certificate in Social Work and Child Welfare
*Certificate in Social Work Addictions
Sociology: 
		B.A. in Sociology					45.1101
		M.A. in Sociology					45.1101
		*Undergraduate Certificate in Health and Equity Leadership
		

**For the purposes of this review ONLY.  Women’s Studies has been moved to field major for fall 2025. 
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ANTHROPOLOGY PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	

Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Anthropology, BGS in Anthropology, MA in Anthropology.  
Certificates: UG certificate in GIS, Grad certificate in Museum Studies 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently triggered by KBOR

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Addressed previous recommendations 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	· Re-review option was provided and program still scored “2” on Part 3.

	Commendations of Program: 

	· Part 4C: Faculty resources are distributed appropriately.


	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	· Part 2: Need clear definition of workload policy.  Need table in alignment of who does what.
· Part 3: Graduate program satisfaction is low. How is your department addressing this?  Concerns and targets are below 80% proficiency. Need measurable learning outcomes—how do you measure “learn?”  Student satisfaction at graduate level is low—this needs 
addressed. 
· Part 4B: Delayed major declaration and uneven distribution of graduate advising suggest opportunities for more systematic recruitment and retention planning. 
· Part 5: MA program list distributing faculty resources more evenly to ensure program stability (goal 2) List growth unrealistic due to decreased undergrad enrollment. 




Faculty Signatures page 2 __X __Yes	____ No
Academic Dean Review page 3	
	Letter		__X_  Yes	____ No
	Signature	__X___ Yes	____ No 
Graduate Dean Review page 3
	Letter		__X__ Yes	____  No		____ N/A
[bookmark: _Hlk118470601]	Signature	__X__ Yes	____  No		____ N/A
University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
[bookmark: _Hlk118470622]Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
[bookmark: _Hlk118470835]	   
[bookmark: _Hlk118470801]Program Review resulted in a Re-Review and it Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus except assessment of program. Program is encouraged to look at recommendations based on current review to address in next 4 years. 
[bookmark: _Hlk209712902](1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews
Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more—
· BA of 45.75 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· BGS of 11.5 four-year average does not meet KBOR requirements.  Encouraged to look at viability of BGS or consider moving to field major. 
· Master’s programs.  Four-year average of 12 or more2—21.25 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more 
· BA of 2.25 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.  Encouraged to ensure there are no barriers preventing their average of 45 students meeting graduation requirements.
· BGS of 4.75 four-year average does not meet KBOR requirements.  As noted above, consider moving to field major.
· Master’s programs.  Four-year average of 5 or more—6.25 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more – N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average)3—Requirement met at UG level with 78% employed in state.
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs 
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more. – KBOR requirements not met with $24,832 reported 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.















ELLIOTT SCHOOL PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	



Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Communication. MA in Communication. 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not triggered by KBOR

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Department has addressed these recommendations and continues to address LAS rubrics based on competencies; focusing on goal of increasing enrollment.

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Committee noted there is large student demand but it is starting to decline each year.  Department encouraged to look at recruitment and retention efforts that increase majors and degree production.


	Commendations of Program: 

	Program review very well organized and written.  Much appreciated.

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Employment demand table dodgy—needs to be broken out with anecdotal evidence.  Majors vs. decline in degree production. Focus on smart goals as identified on Table 8. 


Faculty Signatures page 2 __X__ Yes	____ No
Academic Dean Review page 3	
	Letter		_X___ Yes	____ No
	Signature	____ Yes	__X_ No
Graduate Dean Review page 3
	Letter		____ Yes	____ No		_X___ N/A
	Signature	____ Yes	____ No		_X___ N/A
University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more—199 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2—26 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more—65.5 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more—9.25 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more—N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3—88% within 1 year meets KBOR requirements.
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more.-- $53,970 median salary meets KBOR requirements.
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.




























LAS ENGLISH & CREATIVE WRITING  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty 
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in English Language and Literature, BA in Creative Writing, BA in Applied Linguistics, MA in English Language and Literature, MFA in Creative Writing, BA in Women’s Studies for this review but moved to field major in Fall 2025.  Certificates: Graduate Certificate in English Literature and Composition Studies. 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Women’s Studies is a triggered program from AY2024 KBOR reviews. Program was placed on a merger plan to merge into English department as a field major. Still need to incorporate as a field major into department goals and focus and need to show that it is effective as a field major in serving students and within efficient within the resources utilized. 

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	No recommendations were made during the previous review. 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:

	Committee re-reviewed the program review report after English department addressed sections 2, 3, 5 and table E. This rubric reflects the scoring of that re-review. English department is encouraged to focus on part 4a and the KBOR metrics not met as outlined below. 

	Commendations of Program: 

	  Outstanding University Service 
· Manages foundational general education courses (ENGL 101 and 102) through the Writing Program. 
· Operates the Writing Center, providing critical support to students across all disciplines. 
· Offers interdisciplinary collaborations, community engagement events, and badge courses that enhance campus culture and student success. 
  Significant Enrollment Growth 
· Creative Writing BA achieved its highest enrollment in a decade. 
· Applied Linguistics BA, launched in 2021, shows strong early growth with 17 majors by 2023–24. 
· Online MA in English Literature expanded access and boosted graduate enrollment. 
· Strategic recruitment efforts, including a dedicated recruitment coordinator and social media campaigns, have stabilized overall enrollment despite national declines in humanities. 
  Forward-Thinking Initiatives 
· Integration of career readiness into curricula through new courses like ENGL 198 (Career Seminar). 
· Development of innovative minors (Text Technologies, Professional Writing and Editing) to attract diverse student interests. 
· Commitment to applied and experiential learning through internships, publishing opportunities, and community partnerships. 


	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Part 4A: The report currently does not address national demand for English majors. Incorporating relevant trend data would provide important context and strengthen the section for the next 4 year review. Encouraged to make this recommendation an annual focus within the department & program. 
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 

Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students; feedback loop evidence. 
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more. Applied Linguistics does not meet metrics; has not been active for requisite 4 years. 
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more; Creative Writing is currently @ 10.5→program encouraged to put initiatives in place to address this number. Applied Linguistics does not meet metrics; has not been active for requisite 4 years. 
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more; Creative Writing is currently @ 5.25→program encouraged to put initiatives in place to address this number.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more 
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more. – Applied Linguistics exceeds this threshold with the $48,089 reported; English reports $39,215 and does not meet or exceed this threshold. 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.
	*WEIS is considered interdisciplinary as a field major.  Does not have to meet number of majors and graduates

HISTORY  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in History, Field Major International Studies, Minor in Geography, Minor in Religion, 
MA in History.

History, Geography, Religion contribute to UG Certificates in Asian Studes, Global Competency and two Graduate Certificates: Great Plains and Museum Studies.  

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently triggered by KBOR based on AY24 reviews 

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Responded to previous review by re-vamping the international studies field major to have co-advisors with Political Science 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Part 2: Inconsistency in data between - Appendix A vs. Table 2.  How are books published?  What is the period of time to produce a book? Describe the standard to the field. Concern on amount of research based on faculty & % dedicated to research.  

Re-review option was provided and second review resulted in continued concern for Parts 1a, 1b, 2, 3, and 5.

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 4a: Student demand seems to exist.  Above KBOR threshold.  Breakdown of career goals well done. 
Part 4b: Dragging in grad program but “metrics in place?” 
Part 4c: Good service, provided numbers, “Jay Price does a lot” 


	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Goal—grow UG and Grad program majors to meet KBOR 4 year minimum 
Part 1a: Mission is stated but not connected.  Align cultural drivers to students and its economy.
Part 1b: Specificities of actual program needed. 
Part 2: Inconsistency.  More examples of productivity  and specifics on program enhancements needed.  How/what is the research faculty producing?  How is data linked to program enhancements?  Research initiatives needed. 
Part 3: Weak connections to outcomes.  Diversify assessment process (instead of HIST 300 as single point) – what is the plan to assess beyond one course for the entire program? Assessment needs to be added to goals. 
Part 5: Forward facing goals are not measurable.  Limited use of data collected. Emphasize strengths through more in-depth narrative.  Specific goals needed. 

Need focused effort to meet KBOR minimum qualifications → student demand and degree production.
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review partially Meets Expectations for highlighted bullets below: Re-review option was provided and dept elected to not respond to these 5 areas of concern. 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand) 
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more – Does not meet this KBOR Requirement – Census Day four-year enrollment average for UG History Majors is 16.25 based on OPA data – cannot count field majors, minors, or certificates in this number. 
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 Does not meet this KBOR Requirement – Census Day four-year enrollment average for Grad History Majors is 5.75 based on OPA data– cannot count certificates in this number. 
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more – meets this requirement with 17 as the four-year average based on OPA data
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more – Does not meet this KBOR requirement; current four-year average is 4
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more -N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3—95% four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more-- $47,951 median salary meets KBOR requirements. 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.




HUGO WALL SCHOOL  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	Masters Degree in Public Administration; Certificates in: City and County Management; Economic Development; Non-profit management; Public Finance; Urban Policy & Innovation

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not triggered by KBOR at this time. 

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Addressed purpose statement and service-related opportunities and experiences for faculty and students as recommended. 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Part 2: Tenured faculty—scholarship out is low; not effective workload.  Not connected to program effectiveness. Was returned for re-write. In re-review committee notes the additional narrative helps to address departmental workload. This link provided is not workload policy - workload policy in the https://www.wichita.edu/about/policy/ch_04/ch4_31.php. University does not currently have a workload policy but does have a teaching expectation as noted in Policy 4.12.   Table 2 represents conference proceedings – are these presentations at a conference or an actual conference proceeding?   
Part 3: Learning outcomes are lacking—current ones listed are activities and do not represent targets/criteria to show students have achieved the outcome/understanding of the knowledge from the course/program. Area for program to focus on for the next 4 years. 

Part 4a: Table needed to follow trend and show retention. 

Part 4b: Table needed with semester and year retention (grad coordinators/advisor?)

Part 5: specific goals needed.  Current goals are not time bound  - utilizes ranges but not specific time to meet goals.  Address the negative trend in your retention and degree production of your students as a forward facing goal for the next 4 years. Encouraged to review Graduate Dean Letter and recommendations and create forward facing goal(s) around these recommendations. 

Program was submitted for re-review after initial review. Areas still a concern are part 3 & 5.  

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 4c: Provided a lot of service to local government of Kansas and university


	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Encouraged to review Graduate Dean Letter and recommendations.
Need learning outcomes that are program focused and not course focused. 
Need to focus on retention and degree production – the student demand is there for the program but need focus on moving these students to degree achievement. 
Need info on your employer demand – tell the story of the industry you are serving and where your students are going for employment upon graduation.  
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmitted program for re-review with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative)  - Part 3 & 5 are still a concern & should be addressed and focus of program for next 4 years. 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus:  - Program was re-reviewed. This resulted in the current review by the UPR Committee. 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more— N/A
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2—Met with 4 year average of 28.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more—N/A
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more – Met with 4 year average of 22.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more – N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3—N/A for UG programs only
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more. – N/A for UG programs only
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.
MODERN & CLASSICAL LANGUAGES AND LITERATURE  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in MCLL, BA in American Sign Language, BA in French, BA in Spanish, BA in Bilingual option (French, German and Spanish); MA in Spanish.  Certificates: Latina American and Latino Studies (UG); Spanish for Professions (UG & GRAD), Hispanic Cultural Studies (GRAD). 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently triggered by KBOR

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	
· Part 3: Address research challenges and provide metrics showing growth in faculty and student research productivity.
· Part 4b:  Clarify enrollment trends over time.  Show how enrollment and outcomes relate to program goals.
· Part 4c: Report how many faculty served each program.  Include total credit hour counts, student-to-faculty ratios, or teaching load metrics.
· Part 5:  Show data and articulate forward-facing goals.  Establish measurable baselines. 

 Re-review option was provided and still resulted in Part 4b & Part 5 partially meeting expectations.

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 2:  Publications and grant activity are impressive. 

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	· Part 3: Focus on research challenges and provide metrics.
· Part 4b: Focus on enrollment and retention in the programs (UG and Grad).  Focus on GEM & SEM Plans (recruitment and retention)
· Part 4c: Teaching load needs to be addressed. 
· Part 5: Develop forward facing smart goals and focus improvement on program. 
· Focus on ensuring all programs meet KBOR minima. 
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Resubmitted program review and does not Meet Expectations in all 6 areas of focus.  The ones highlighted below are still a concern and need addressed during next 4 years: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more – 45.5 four-year average meets KBOR requirement.  Recommendation to look at viability of student demand for each focused area MCLL provides (ie, French, Spanish, German, etc.)
· Master’s programs.  Four-year average of 12 or more2- Does not meet KBOR requirement; 4 year avg for M A in Spanish is 6.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more – 11.25 four-year average meets KBOR requirement.  Please be advised this is close to minimum. 
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more – Does not meet KBOR requirement; 4 year avg for MA in Spanish is 3.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more – N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3 – 90% of graduates employed meets KBOR requirement. 
· Student Return on Investment
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more—Median salary of $48,098 meets KBOR requirement. 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.





PHILOSOPHY  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Philosophy, Minor in Philosophy 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	AY24 Triggered and an action plan for student demand and degree production. 

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Program goal from last review was to increase number of majors – dept. notes this work is continuing since previous review in Spring 2021.

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Part 1a & 1b: These 3’s represent the alignment of the department and its service to other programs and other university programs  - not alignment of philosophy to Strategic Plan and mission. Philosophy as noted by dept in their review is a service program to the university – serving other programs and majors. 
Part 2: Not evaluating their faculty sufficiently to represent sustaining their own program and program majors and enhancing the program.  They are enhancing their department, not their program (major). 
Part 3: Assessment systems are established at the course level and were not provided.  The program recognized they don’t have formally defined program level outcomes.  In the previous self study cycle, the program was advised to detail student learning outcomes, assessment tools and results for both majors, which was marked as completed at the individual course-level.  It is recommended to include the stated developments and resulting outcomes in the current self-study to illustrate measurable student impact.  It is also recommended to included individual course satisfaction data since exit survey data are unavailable.  
Part 4B: No evidence of Strategic Plan for recruitment to meet KBOR minimum—just a random set of activities—intentionality needed. 

Re-review is not needed - The department demonstrates strong alignment in its service role to other programs and university initiatives. As stated in the review, the department functions primarily as a service program supporting other majors and programs. Efforts appear directed toward enhancing the department rather than strengthening the program (major).  No evidence of a Strategic Plan for recruitment to meet KBOR minimums. Current Approach are activities that appear random and lack intentionality. Recommendation: Develop a clear, intentional recruitment strategy aligned with KBOR requirements.

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 4C: Serve the university and other majors.



	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Part 4A: Do not meet KBOR minimum requirements.  
Part 5: They show that as a department they are very student-centered and serving the other majors on campus and university community.  There is a need to focus on growing and retaining their own program majors. The program provides a comprehensive description of activities implemented based on the previous self-study recommendations; however, little evidence pertaining to the effects of any changes, course efficacy, and student performance was discussed in the narrative. 
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with Focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback for next review:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more; 16.75 on 4 year average—does not meet criteria
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2; N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 ; N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more; 3.5 on 4 year average—does not meet criteria
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more; N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more; N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3; 50% employed in region—does not meet criteria
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more; $62, 310 median salary—meets criteria 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.





POLITICAL SCIENCE  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Political Science

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently a triggered program by KBOR. 

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Made progress on previous recommendations and will work on quantitative literacy assessment.

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Department has carried through on their goals and have good goals for next 4 years.  Participation does not equal learning—look at more context.  Lots of connections to applied learning through review.


	Commendations of Program: 

	

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Strengthen narrative around partnership and engagement with examples along with focus on connecting program to the campus culture.  Part 4A represents the strength of this program.
Part 3: Need mid-point check-in.  Assessment is currently focused on Senior Thesis papers.  Model UN—use different assessment on impact related to curriculum, not participation and experiential learning outcomes. 
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more;  4 year average is 90
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 ; N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 ; N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more; 4 year average is 20
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more; N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more; N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3; 65%
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more; median salary is $77,231	
· 1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree




























PSYCHOLOGY  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Psychology, PhD in Community-Clinical Psychology, PhD in Community Psychology, PhD in Human Factors.
Certificates: Community Psychology Certificate, Human Factors Psychology Certificate 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently triggered by KBOR

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Responded to previous recommendations for gaining help with UG advising & career guidance along with increasing critical thinking with students. Graduate Stipends are an on-going concern and one to be addressed with LAS Dean/Graduate Dean/Graduate School. 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	· Part 2: Teaching effectiveness: How do you use student feedback results to inform teaching and instruction.
· Part 3: Work on Bloom’s verbs for learning outcomes.  Confused by UG assessment:  how are you meeting benchmarks? Grad exit survey—going down—how are you addressing these? 
· Part 4A: Need all programs on student demand and degree production.  Please break up by program. 
· Re-Review option was provided for Part 3 and 4a.  Department did not submit a re-review resulting in score of 2 in both areas. 

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 2: Good output of grants. 

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Current feedback is that Part 5: Feedback loop is missing.
Part 3: Implement student learning and outcomes using Bloom’s Taxonomy.
Part 4: Focus on student demand and degree production by individual programs and ensure they meet program minimum. 
Part 4B: We encourage your dept to work on LAS/Dean/Graduate School on stipend issue to develop a sustainable plan. 
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more  - 368.75 per KBOR data, meets minimum for all BA programs.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 – N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2  - 55.5 across all PhD programs and meets KBOR minimum. 
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more – met with 118.75 combined as all Bachelor programs meets KBOR minimum.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more  - N/A
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more  - OPA reporting 9 combined– need for each separate PhD program.  Meets KBOR minimum. 

· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3—Bachelor program meets requirement with 81% employed in Region.
· Student Return on Investment - Baccalaureate programs 
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more.—Bachelor program meets requirement with average 5 year salary at $50,000.
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.







CRIMINAL JUSTICE  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice; Bachelor of Forensic Science; Bachelor of Science in Homeland Security; Master of Arts in Criminal Justice. 
Certificates: Certificate in Film Studies, Graduate Certificate in Criminal Intelligence, Graduate Certificate in Law Enforcement and Local Government Administration. 

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	AY24 – Bachelor of Science in Forensic Science triggered during KBOR Review for not meeting degree production & Student ROI. Placed on action plan & must meet 3 of 4 KBOR areas by June 2027.  

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Bachelor of Science in Forensic Sciences currently triggered by KBOR AY24 reviews – does not meet degree production or Student ROI. 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	5. Rating: 2 Summary 
Focus on developing Table 8.  Collect own data for program progress.  Identify roadblocks for students. 
Re-review option was provided.  Department submitted and still partially meets Part 5. 


	Commendations of Program: 

	· Clear overview of the program; Clear purpose statements for each program (pg 4) 
· Provided solid descriptions of how the programs support the University Mission in the areas of Educational Driver, Cultural Driver, and Economic Driver  - Examples include: providing knowledge and skill to community partners, helping student obtain advanced professional positions, understand the ethics in law enforcement, integration of theory and practice 
· Clear connection for each program on Student Centeredness, Research and Scholarship, Campus Culture, Inclusive Excellence, and Partnerships and Engagement Monitors changing landscape of the field of criminal justice 
· Develops new courses, reviews, and revises courses 
· Faculty engages in research 
· Promotes shared values, beliefs and traditions, encourages student engagement 

4C. Rating: 3 Program and Faculty 
The program does demonstrate value to the University (41% of courses are attended by non-degree students pg 26), and discipline (don’t agree with beyond).  


	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Recommendations: 
• Seek additional data on the number of jobs grads are getting in the field(s). 
• Gain more data of the types of jobs available and their growth potential. 4% job growth nation wide over 10 years is not that much.  
• Look inward at the program as a whole, why is the grad rate average CJUG 22% when compared to admission rates.  
• Review what is being done for retention and what the actual effectiveness of each action is. What could be different? What could be better? 
• Track why  people are leaving the program. 
• Track where people are going when leaving the program? Are they changing majors? Dropping out of college? Transferring to another university? 
· Encouraged to focus on barriers for students to complete program. 
· Look at data from OPA
· Focus on forward facing goals that are SMART for next 4 years  - see section 5 note above
· Part 3 – SLO (Student learning outcomes) – don’t use understand as your verb in your SLO – how do you measure understand?  Improve on use of bloom’s taxonomy in your SLOs to increase student knowledge of the course material. – need measurable SLOs
· Focus on meeting KBOR minimas for all programs.


Faculty Signatures page 2 __X__ Yes	____ No

Academic Dean Review page 3	
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	Signature	___X_ Yes	____ No

Graduate Dean Review page 3
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: Resubmitted and second review resulted in service of program and 4 year goals still a concern—focus on this the next 4 years.
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more:
· CJ – 223 four-year average meets KBOR requirements. 
· Forensic Science—55.75 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Homeland Security—31 four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 – 30.75 is 4yr avg based on OPA data— meets KBOR requirements.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2  - N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production) – Area for Improvement 
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more
· CJ – 73.5 is the four-year average –meets KBOR requirements.
· Forensic Science - 8 is the four-year average– does not meet KBOR requirement 
· Homeland Security – 9.25 is the four-year average - does not meet KBOR requirement
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more – 14 is four-year average based on OPA data—meets KBOR requirements. 
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more – N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3
· CJ – 78.4% four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Forensic Science – 87% four-year average meets KBOR requirements.	
· Homeland Security – 51% four-year average meets KBOR requirements.
· Student Return on Investment -- Baccalaureate programs – met for all 3 UG programs.
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more.
· CJ-- $57, 710 median salary meets KBOR requirements.
· Forensic Science-- $95,930 meets KBOR requirements.
· Homeland Security -- $84,121 meets KBOR requirements.
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.

















SOCIAL WORK  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Social Work, Master of Social Work.  Certificates: Social Work and Child Welfare; Social Work and Addiction

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not currently triggered by KBOR

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	All goals/recommendations from previous review are marked as ongoing.  These need to be focused goals for next 4 years with the current goals in this most recent review. 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Re-Review option was provided for Part 3 and 4b.  Department submitted a re-review, but responses still resulted in score of 1 in both areas.

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 4C: Good community partnerships. 

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Part 2: Link faculty productivity to program enhancements.  No focus on T/NTT faculty.
Part 3: Where is the appendix? Link is broken—no additional info to support this section. 
Part 4A: Provide more context and content on student demand and graduation. Median salary grads?
Part 4B: Incomplete.
Part 5: More information needed. Goals – good but not time bound and not tied to date in program reviews.
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University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmitted program review and second review resulted in following areas not meeting expectations: 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - N/A with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- N/A with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more—Requirement met with 65.25 four-year average.  
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 – Requirement met with 63.5 four-year average.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 – N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more—Requirement met with 218.75 as four-year average.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more—Requirement met with 108.5 as four-year average.
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more—N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3 – Requirement met.
· Student return on investment
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more.—Requirement met with $94,850 median salary. 
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.

























SOCIOLOGY  PROGRESS TOWARD ASSESSMENT OF PROGRAM – OVERALL EVALUATION
	Department is expected to address Part 1-5
	Exemplary
4
	Meets Expectations
3
	Partially Meets Expectations
2
	Does Not Meet Expectations
1

	Part 1a Departmental (Program) Purpose & Relationship to University Mission: Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and role of the institution
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly defined, is in alignment with university mission, and the narrative ties the purpose, university mission, and roles together. 

	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is in general aligned.
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is clearly stated. The role of the program and relationship to the university mission is stated but not connected.  
  
	Program Purpose:
Program purpose is not stated or is not in alignment with university mission.


	Part 1b Departmental (Program) Relationship to Strategic Plan: Centrality of the program to  supporting the university strategic plan

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is clearly defined, and specific examples in the narrative ties the program support and strategic plan together.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The connection of the plan and the program’s support is in general aligned to the strategic plan, specific examples are not provided.

	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is provided in the narrative. The role of the program and relationship to the strategic plan is stated but not connected.
	Strategic Plan:
The program’s support of the university strategic plan is not stated.


	Part 2 Faculty Quality: Quality of the program as assessed by the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty
	The document clearly reflects that faculty members are fully qualified to support the program goals, inclusive of departmental standards and in keeping with the university priorities in this area, for example, the FAR and UNISCOPE.  Productivity is directly linked to program enhancements with explicit narrative provided.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are fully qualified to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements and is somewhat addressed in the narrative.
	The document reflects that the strengths, productivity, and qualifications of the faculty associated with the program are sufficient to sustain the program.
The document reflects productivity is linked to program enhancements but is not addressed in the narrative.
	Faculty productivity and quality are not evaluated as sufficient to meet the needs of the program.
Productivity is not directly linked to program enhancements.

	Part 3 Academic Program(s) and Emphasis: Quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students

	The program assessment plan is fully implemented and clearly shows both alignment and positive impact of the curriculum on student learning. Measures and populations are clearly explained and integrated into the program. 
	The program assessment plan, is fully implemented and shows the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning but does not address the positive impact of the curriculum on student learning.
	The program assessment plan is partially implemented and attempts to show the alignment of the curriculum with student learning outcomes as they reflect the quality of student learning.
	The assessment plan does not align the curriculum with student learning outcomes or does not demonstrate the impact of the curriculum on student learning.

	Part 4 Enrollment Management 

	Part 4A. Student Need/Employer Demand: Demonstrated student need and employer demand for the program
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need, student demand, and the national job outlook. 
	The program clearly demonstrates importance based on employer need and student demand.
	The program presents data that shows either employer demand or student need.
	The program data does not indicate student need nor employer demand.

	Part 4.B. Recruitment/Retention: Program progress in supporting the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan
	The program clearly demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 3 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 2 activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program demonstrates its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan and provide narrative for at least 1 activity undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.
	The program does not demonstrate its progress made on the G-PIPER and/or SEM plan or provide narrative on activities undertaken in the department to support the goals of the G-PIPER and/or SEM Plan.

	Part 4.C Program and Faculty Service: Service the program provides to the discipline, the university and beyond 
	The program demonstrates its value with noted exemplary service to the discipline, to the university, and beyond.  
	The program demonstrates value to two of the following: the discipline, the university, or beyond.
	The program demonstrates value to one of the following: discipline, the university or beyond.
	The program does not demonstrate value to its discipline, the university, or beyond.

	Part 5:  Summary/ Recommendations: Evidence of feedback loop demonstrating program improvement

	The program has made changes based on the data and has systematically studied the effects of any changes to assure that programs are strengthened without adverse consequences. Shows significant program improvement as a result of feedback loop.
	The program regularly uses data to evaluate student performance and the efficacy of its courses and programs. Changes made using assessments are documented, although results from those changes are yet to be seen.
	The program makes limited use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.
	The program makes no use of data collected to evaluate the efficacy of its courses and programs.


	Degrees Offered:
	BA in Sociology, Master of Arts in Sociology. 
Certificate: Health Equity and Leadership

	Triggered Programs as noted in Part 4 of the report: 
	Not triggered by KBOR in AY24 review

	
	

	Evidence of Response to Previous Program Review Recommendations: 
	Addressed recommendations from previous program review 

	
	

	Committee Notes for current review:
	Part 4A: Readdress enrollment and student demand hours. 
Part 4C: Stand up as FFgoal in section 5/Recommendation on SCH production.  
Re-review option was provided and dept elected to not respond to these two areas of concern. This program needs to focus on forward facing goals for the next 4 years focused on enrollment & student demand along with SCH production.  

	Commendations of Program: 

	Part 1b: Gave good examples in support of WSU’s strategic plan.
Part 2: Explicit narrative on page 11. 
Part 4B: Clear Recruitment and Retention initiatives. 

	Recommendations by Program Review Committee going forward:

	Need to focus on boosting enrollment which will lead to higher degree production. 
Part 3: No explanation of 2020 dip in Exit Survey.  Did dept include narrative?  Bloom’s verbs on outcomes.  UG check-in at midpoint, not at end.  Need continuous feedback loop.  
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Graduate Dean Review page 3
	Letter		_X___ Yes	____  No		____ N/A
	Signature	_X___ Yes	____  No		____ N/A


University Program Review Committee recommendation (Internal Follow-up), if any:
Resubmit with focus on Targeted area(s) circled below (e.g. SMART Goals, additional data/narrative) 
Recommendations/Feedback:   
(1) Market demand for the program; resubmission was received and still does not meet this criteria.
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students; resubmission was received and still does not meet this criteria.
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	 - NA with 2025 Reviews 
	   
Program Review Meets Expectations in all 6 areas of focus: 
(1) Market demand for the program;
(2) Student demand, student accessibility, and student return on investment;
(3) Centrality of the program to fulfilling the mission and the role of the institution;
(4) The quality of the program as assessed by its curriculum and impact on students;
(5) The service the program provides to the discipline, the university, and beyond; and
(6) The program’s cost‐effectiveness.	- NA with 2025 Reviews

Quantitative Minimum Criteria	1
· Criteria for Number of Majors (Student Demand)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 25 or more; 4 year average is 34. 
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 12 or more2 ; 4 year average is 5.25. 
· Doctoral, four-year average of 5 or more2 ; N/A
· Criteria for Number of Graduates (Degree Production)
· Baccalaureate programs, four-year average of 10 or more; 4 year average is 8.25.
· Master’s programs. Four-year average of 5 or more; 4 year average is 1.75
· Doctoral, four-year average of 2 or more; N/A
· Talent Pipeline
· 51% or more graduates employed in Region within 1 year (four-year average) 3 ; 88% of their students are employed in the region within 1 year. 
· Student Return on Investment – Baccalaureate programs
· Five-Year Post-Graduation Median Salary $40,800 or more; median salary is $51,585
1Exempting interdisciplinary programs without a formal departmental or administrative structure from minimum requirements for the number of majors and graduates.
2Programs that offer both master’s and doctoral degrees to be reviewed as a single program.
3Excluding from the five-year post-baccalaureate wage metric students who immediately pursue graduate studies upon completion of a bachelor’s degree.


