Loyola Marymount University

Academic Program Review guideLINES
I. INTRODUCTION. Program review is a formal, periodic process for evaluating and enhancing the quality and currency of academic programs.  It is designed to foster academic excellence in the context of LMU’s mission as a Jesuit and Marymount university.  This is accomplished through in-depth self-study, including reflection on evidence of student learning, external review, and specific plans for improvement.
Although the process involves the engagement of external reviewers, program review is aimed at self-improvement.  Through candid reporting and careful analysis of program strengths and weaknesses, the program faculty can identify concrete ways of improving the program.  In addition, LMU’s program review process places a particular emphasis on educational effectiveness; thus, evidence of student learning is a critical component of the review process.
The program review process should be grounded in the mission and goals of a program, as well as the strategic plan for the college or school within which it resides.  Thus, the program review process is largely a matter between the Deans and the program faculty.  However, program review is also an important mechanism by which the university ensures the quality of its programs.  Thus, the APRC also plays an important role.  The APRC establishes the guidelines for the review process, facilitates the process, and conducts a review after the self-study analysis and external review have been completed. All questions about the APRC guidelines and process should be directed to the chair of the APRC.
All programs granting undergraduate or graduate degrees are subject to the program review process on a calendar determined by the Dean, in consultation with the APRC. Programs with both undergraduate and graduate components should review all degree granting programs at the same time.
While the standard review cycle asks that all programs be reviewed every seven years, the Dean and/or APRC may call for a program’s review to commence on a shorter cycle. In no instance shall the time between program reviews exceed ten years after approval of the self-study analysis. The Provost or Deans may also call for a review of those programs not offering academic degrees. The APRC will notify the Deans in the spring semester to identify those programs that will commence reviews the following academic year and to schedule the orientation. Once the Dean and Chair of the APRC have verified which programs will begin their review cycle the following fall semester, the Dean will notify the program chairs. The chair of the APRC will follow up on the Dean’s announcement with information about the orientation.

For programs with external accreditation, the chair of APRC will consult with the Dean to determine the alignment between the requirements of the discipline’s accreditation review process with those of the APRC program review process.
II. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT. The Provost provides the following institutional support:

A. Funding for External Review Teams: The Provost’s office will cover the expenses of the external review team, including travel (within reasonable limits), lodging, meals, and an honorarium. Once the members of the review team have been agreed upon, the Dean should contact the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness and make arrangements for funding the visit.

B. Funding for Summer Stipends: The Provost's Office provides a pool of funds to support the work of faculty engaged in program review, particularly over the summer. Programs may choose to use these funds in different ways, for instance to organize a workshop for program review over the summer and provide small stipends to all participants, or to offer larger stipends for a group of 2-5 faculty assigned to take the lead in coordinating program-review efforts. It should be emphasized, however, that even if a program designates point persons or a committee to oversee the review process, all program faculty are expected to participate and contribute to the work.

C. Rains Research Assistant: Programs may request a Rains Research Assistant to assist with the collection of data and other tasks.

D. The Office of Institutional Research: The IR office will provide a standard set of institutional data
. The IR office may also be able to provide data related to certain types of research questions posed in the self-study plan.

E. The Office of Assessment: The Director of Assessment can provide consulting support in the development of plans for assessing student learning, as well as in the development of surveys or other methods for collecting and analyzing data related to student learning outcomes.

F. Office of the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness: The Planning and Accreditation Associate in the Office of the Vice Provost is available to help departments create, develop, and write their Self-Study Plan and Self-Study Analysis.

All questions about institutional support should be directed to the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness.

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM REVIEW PROCESS. Program review is an evidence-based process by which programs gather data about whether their goals and outcomes are being achieved, reflect on the data, and use lessons from that reflection to plan for improvement. 

As described in the timeline in appendix one, the program review process is designed to unfold over a two-year period and includes (1) the self-study plan (semester one), (2) the self-study analysis (semester two), (3) external review (semester three), (4) review by the APRC (semester four) and (5) a memorandum of understanding between the program, the Dean, and the Provost (also in semester four). These components are described in more detail below.
PRIOR TO SEMESTER ONE: ORIENTATION

The APRC will organize an orientation for all programs participating in the program reviews during a specified academic year. The orientation will take place during the week prior to the beginning of the fall semester. All the members of the program should attend the orientation. Deans and/or their designees should also attend.
SEMESTER ONE: THE SELF-STUDY PLAN

The first semester is devoted to the self-study plan. The plan guides the second part of the program review, i.e. the self-study analysis. This short document provides a context for the review and describes the approach to the self-study analysis.
STEP ONE: WRITING THE SELF-STUDY PLAN

I. COMPONENTS OF THE PLAN. The self-study plan comprises two sections. The first part provides a context for the review and the second part describes the research plan for the self-study analysis.

A. Part one: context for the review: The first part of the self-study plan provides a context and framework for the entire review process. Many of the elements outlined can be drawn from existing program materials. Reflecting on the specific elements will provide the faculty a structure by which they are able to reflect on the identity of the program. The entire context section should be no longer than five pages.
1) Program description. A short description of the program’s distinguishing features, foci, development, role in the University, and trends in faculty, students, curriculum, teaching, scholarship and culture.
2) Overarching Program Goals. These are statements that describe in general what the program aims to achieve through the ongoing work of the program. These goals may include statements about student learning, student success, the curriculum, faculty scholarship/creative works or other broad statements of what the program wants to achieve.
3) Program Outcomes. These are specific statements of what should be observed if the program goals are achieved. Program outcomes should be aligned with program goals. That is, for each program goal, there should 
be several specific outcome statements that describe what should be observed if the goal is achieved.  Note that for goals related to student learning, most of the outcome statements will be student learning outcomes. For other program goals the statements will describe other types of outcomes.

4) Alignment between Practices and Program Goals and Outcomes. Briefly describe how the curriculum, pedagogy, faculty scholarship, and co-curricular activities or other experiences contribute to the achievement of the program’s goals. A curriculum map is an effective way of showing how courses in the curriculum, as well as other learning experiences, are aligned with learning goals and outcomes.
5) Commentary on previous program review and actions. The program should reflect on the major findings and recommendations of its most recent program review, specifying actions that have been taken to address recommendations, foster improvements (including those from ongoing assessment efforts), and facilitate the implementation plan.

B. Part two: the research plan. This part should include the following elements and should be no longer than 5-7 pages, exclusive of appendices.
1) Plan for Data Collection and Analysis. This section should identify the evidence that will be used to assess the achievement of program goals and outcomes, including learning outcomes for the program.  It should also identify the specific methods the program will use to gather and analyze the evidence. For assessing student learning, direct evidence should be used. For other program goals and outcomes, appropriate evidence should be selected. Programs should briefly explain the appropriateness of evidence and/or measures being proposed as well as how the data collection and analysis will involve the collective efforts of the faculty.  In developing the plan for collecting and analyzing data, the program faculty may elect to focus more on some goals and outcomes than others.  Or there may be specific issues within some of the goals that they want to emphasize.

2) Compliance with the university’s policy on the credit hour. Describe the process that will be used to evaluate compliance with the LMU Credit Hour Policy (see appendix two).  One method that is commonly used is an audit of syllabi.
3) Comparator programs: Programs should prepare a list of 3 or 4 comparator programs for recommendation to the Dean, explaining the appropriateness of each one and commenting on how the comparison will fuel insight for program improvement. Since these programs provide a useful lens through which to assess the program’s own aspirations, they should be chosen because they embody attributes to which the program under review can realistically aspire. No more than five comparator programs will be used in the review.

4) Expectations for support in program review. Programs should clearly identify the administrative and resource support needed for the self-study.
STEP TWO: APRC FEEDBACK ON THE DRAFT. Once a draft of the self-study plan has been completed, it should be submitted in electronic form to the Chair of APRC. This is not a formal review but rather an opportunity for the committee to provide feedback prior to the finalization of the self-study plan and submission to the Dean for approval.
STEP THREE: SUBMISSION OF THE SELF-STUDY PLAN TO THE DEAN. Once the program has had an opportunity to receive feedback from the APRC and revise the plan as necessary, it will submit the plan to the Dean for approval. The Dean’s review of the self-study plan provides a checkpoint to ensure that the plan is complete and able to guide the self-study analysis. The completed self-study plan is due to the Dean by the deadline set by the Dean in consultation with the program chair. This deadline should allow time for the Dean to review and comment on the plan and for the faculty to reflect on the Dean’s comments and to revise the plan so that it can be approved by the end of the first semester.
STEP FOUR: SUBMISSION OF DEAN’S WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THE SELF-STUDY PLAN AND APPROVED SELF-STUDY PLAN TO THE APRC AND PROGRAM CHAIR. Once the Dean has approved the self-study plan, an electronic copy should be forwarded to the APRC and the Program Chair by the Dean. Ideally the self-study plan will be approved by the end of January.
SEMESTER TWO: THE SELF-STUDY ANALYSIS
During the second semester, the program faculty will collectively gather data, analyze the evidence and write the self-study analysis. The program will probably wish to assign a committee (2-5 faculty members) to collect the data; however, the entire program should evaluate the evidence and complete the written self-study analysis.

STEP ONE: COLLECT AND ANALYZE DATA. At this stage, the program should gather together existing data and collect new evidence as specified in the Self-Study Plan. As part of the process, the APRC will arrange for the standard set of institutional data from the Office of Institutional Research to be sent to the department or program. The IR office may also be able to provide data related to certain types of research questions posed in the self-study plan. The Director of Assessment can provide consulting support in the development of plans for assessing student learning, as well as in the development of surveys or other methods for collecting and analyzing data related to student learning outcomes. The Office of the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness can provide consulting support in the development of plans for assessing other program goals and outcomes.
STEP TWO: WRITE THE SELF-STUDY ANALYSIS. Once the program has had a chance to analyze and reflect on the data, it should write the self-study analysis, summarizing what it has learned from its analysis and articulating its plans for the future. The analysis should include the following elements:
1) Abstract. Provide a brief summary of the main points advanced in the Self Study Analysis, briefly outlining the evidence and methods, a summary of the findings, and proposed actions to be taken by the program.
2) Methods of Data Collection. This section should describe the type of data gathered, and the methods used to gather it. Note any deviations from the original Self-Study Plan.
3) Analysis of Data. This section should present the results of the data analysis.  The analysis should pay special attention to assessment of the data in light of (1) the program goals, (2) the chosen comparator programs and (3) how the data provided by the Office of Institutional Research was used. The standard set of data provided by the Office of Institutional Research should be attached to the Self-Study Analysis. Broad generalizations or conclusions should not be drawn at this point, rather they should be included in section 4 below.

4) Interpretation of results. This includes a synthesis of key conclusions drawn based on the results of analysis.

5) Preliminary Action Plan. Based on the interpretation of results, the program faculty should outline a preliminary list of action items to improve the program within the framework of current resources, describing the specific actions the program will take to improve quality by building on identified strengths, correcting identified weaknesses, and leveraging opportunities. This may include a revision of their overarching program goals and outcomes.
6) Three-year plan for ongoing assessment of student learning outcomes. Programs should outline a three-year plan for ongoing programmatic assessment activities that will commence in the academic year following completion of the self-study analysis. These activities should focus primarily on improving assessment of specific student learning outcomes. The plan should describe the methodology, responsibilities, and timetable for each of the assessment efforts.

7) Compliance with the Credit-Hour Policy. This section should present the results of the assessment of  how the program meets the LMU criteria defining the credit hour (see appendix two) evaluated in terms of in-class instruction and out-of-class work done by students. If the program finds it is not in alignment with the credit-hour policy, the report should explain how its action plan will bring the curriculum into compliance.
STEP THREE: SUBMISSION OF DRAFT OF SELF-STUDY ANALYSIS TO APRC. A draft of the self-study analysis should be submitted in electronic form to the APRC prior to submission to the Dean. The role of the APRC at this point is to ensure consistency with the program review guidelines.

STEP FOUR: SUBMISSION OF SELF-STUDY ANALYSIS TO DEAN. The completed self-study analysis is submitted to the Dean for review, comments, and approval.

STEP FIVE: SUBMISSION OF APPROVED SELF-STUDY ANALYSIS TO APRC. Once the Dean has approved the self-study analysis in writing, the Program Chair will forward the Dean’s approval and the approved self-study analysis in electronic form to the APRC.

SEMESTER THREE: EXTERNAL REVIEW TEAM SITE VISIT

Once the Dean has approved the self-study analysis and communicated his or her approval in writing to the program, and the APRC, the site visit by the external review team may be scheduled. The site visit normally lasts for a day and a half and begins and ends with briefing meetings facilitated by the Dean. The opening meeting is designed to allow the Dean to answer any institutional or situational questions the team may have as well as to frame his or her priorities for the site visit. The exit briefing will allow the team to share the elements that will form the basis of the external review team’s report. The remainder of the visit will be guided by an itinerary written by the program and revised or amended as needed due to changes in availabilities or by request of the team.
Step One: Determination of external review team. Programs should prepare a list of 5-7 individuals from outside LMU for the external review team. They may be recommended on the basis of their fit with the program under review, affiliation with or knowledge of other programs to which the program under review aspires to emulate, or for their disciplinary achievement. Recommendations should be accompanied by a summary of credentials and an explanation of their qualifications to participate on the external review team. In making recommendations, the program must disclose all relevant professional and personal ties that may be construed as posing a conflict of interest. It is advisable to select external evaluators from institutions other than the comparator schools. Every effort should be made to identify reviewers from colleges or universities within California.

The Dean will meet with the Chair to agree upon the external review team. In most cases, a two member review team will be chosen for a site visit and program evaluation (programs may request to have a third reviewer on approval by the Dean and the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness). 
Step Two: Application for funds. Once the review team membership has been agreed on and the self-study analysis has been approved, the Dean should apply to the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness for funding for the site visit. Funding includes travel, honoraria, lodging, and meals for the visit. 

While final arrangements for the visit cannot be made until the self-study analysis has been approved by the Dean, the Chair should contact prospective members of the external review team by the end of the second semester. Once the Dean has approved the self-study analysis, the Chair will contact the members of the external review team and set up the dates for the visit. He/she will let the members know that, once an itinerary has been set, the Dean will contact the review team members, providing them with all the relevant information, including the completed self-study package, the itinerary, and other information that the Dean feels is important for providing a context for the review.

Step Three: Preparing for the visit.
a. Initial contact: The chair/program director should make the initial contact with the members of the review team, inviting them to participate in the review and providing them with an anticipated timeframe. The APRC recommends the following:

The __________________ department/program is currently involved in its program review. The program review process includes a visit and report by an external review team, comprised of two (or three) individuals. The department/program faculty in consultation with the Dean has identified you as someone whose expertise and perspective would be valuable. We anticipate that the review process will take place ________________. Should you agree to participate, we will confirm the date and the Dean will send out a packet at least two weeks prior to the visit. Thank you so much for considering our request.
b. Establishing the itinerary: The itinerary for the visit should be developed collaboratively by the program faculty and the Dean, and should include the following at a minimum:
· Opening and closing briefing meetings facilitated by Dean.
· Meeting with full faculty.
· Meeting with faculty collectively in groups according to rank.
· Meeting with students.
· Meeting with Chair of APRC and Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness.
· Meeting with staff if appropriate.
· Work periods throughout the visit that will allow the team to consult and begin to shape the contours of its report.
· Review of student work.
· Tour of facilities.
c. The review package: The Dean will send a review package to each member of the team at least two weeks prior to their visit. This package will include:

· Self-study Plan and Analysis (including a table of contents, and a list of appendices).
· Current copies of LMU’s undergraduate and graduate bulletins relevant to the program.
· Institutional and College or School profile information.
· Draft itinerary.
· Dean’s overview letter, outlining his or her priorities for the site visit.
· APRC program review guidelines.
· Faculty CVs.
The APRC recommends that the Dean’s letter include the following:
Like most academic program review processes, the main purpose of program review at LMU is to evaluate and enhance the quality and currency of academic programs.  It is designed to foster program improvement through in-depth self-study, external review, and specific plans for improvement.

One distinguishing feature of program review at LMU is that it focuses on the achievement of goals and outcomes, in addition to examining inputs and processes. In particular, there is a focus on assessment of student learning outcomes.  That is, in addition to examining other quality indicators, departments are expected to collect and reflect on data that demonstrate the extent to which graduates of the program have achieved essential learning outcomes.

Within this context, external reviewers can provide valuable benchmarking data through their evaluation of the program’s curriculum, level of student learning in the program, and other indicators of program quality.

STEP FOUR: THE VISIT AND REPORT. It is the responsibility of the Dean to clarify the precise responsibilities of the external review team, but generally the reviewers will be expected to do the following: 
· Evaluate the program’s Self-Study Analysis, including the evidence gathered to address key questions.  It is particularly important that the team consider the program’s learning outcomes and the effectiveness with which they are being met, based on the results of the Self-Study Analysis. 
· Assist the process of program review by contributing discipline-specific knowledge from their own specialized expertise in order to gauge how the program stands in relation to emerging trends in the field and ascertain how the faculty might better plan for the future.
· Identify specific challenges faced by the program and what obstacles might stand in the way of meeting those challenges.
· Recommend actions the program might take toward improving its performance in the future.

Evaluators are expected to base their assessments chiefly on the evidence provided by the department/program in its Self-Study Analysis and/or by the Dean's Office, as well as what they learn during their site visit. The review team may request further information about the program/department, the college/school, or the university, before or during the visit.
At the conclusion of the visit, the external review team will write its report (typically, 10-15 pages) and send it electronically to the Program Chair, to the Dean, and to the Chair of the APRC. It is the responsibility of the Dean to set a deadline for the submission of the reviewers’ report.  

STEP FIVE: RESPONSE TO THE REPORT. The program faculty should meet to discuss the report’s major findings and recommendations and to draft a response letter. On completion, the program response to the report should be forwarded to the APRC and a copy of the program response to the report should be sent to the Dean.
Separately from the program, the Dean will also write a response to the report by the external review team and submit it to the APRC and the program.
SEMESTER FOUR: APRC REVIEW

Once the APRC has received a copy of the external review team’s report, the program’s response to the external review team’s report, and the Dean’s response to the external review team’s report, the APRC will conduct its review of the program review. Ideally this occurs early in semester four. Once approved by the committee, the APRC final report will be forwarded in electronic form to the Program Chair, the Dean, and the Provost.
SEMESTER FOUR: MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is the final step in the program review process and is designed to ensure that the process results in concrete steps to improve the program. A preliminary draft of the MOU is developed collaboratively between the program faculty and the Dean. It takes as its starting point the preliminary action plan developed by the program in its self-study analysis but is also informed by the feedback from the external reviewers and the APRC. The MOU should spell out what actions will be taken, by whom, within what timeframe. A template is provided by the Provost’s Office to assist with the development of the MOU. It is recommended that the Vice Provost for Strategic Planning and Educational Effectiveness be consulted before the MOU is sent to the Provost. The final copy of the MOU should be signed by the Department Chair, the Dean, and the Provost by the end of the fourth semester of the review process.
THREE YEARS AFTER MOU: MIDCYCLE REPORT
A report on assessment activities and results since the Self-Study Analysis approval and progress on implementing the conditions of the MOU should be filed with the Dean and the APRC three years after signing the MOU.
APPENDIX ONE: ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW TIMELINE

Spring semester prior to start of review process: Chair of APRC verifies calendar of reviews with Deans. Deans inform programs about upcoming reviews. APRC Chair informs Program Chairs of date and time for the orientation.
Prior to start of academic year: orientation facilitated by APRC.
Semester One (fall): writing the self-study plan; feedback on draft from APRC; review and approval by Dean.

Semester Two (spring and possibly summer): Collecting and analyzing data as spelled out in the self-study plan; writing the self-study analysis.
Semester Three (fall): Self-study analysis approved by the Dean; submission to APRC; visit and report by external review team; program and Dean’s responses to external review report submitted to APRC.

Semester Four (spring): APRC review; Memorandum of Understanding.
Three years after MOU: Submission of midcycle report to the APRC and the Dean.

APPENDIX TWO: LMU POLICY ON THE CREDIT HOUR
Credit Hour at Loyola Marymount University

At Loyola Marymount University, one credit hour is defined as a minimum of 3 hours of work by an average student per week for a 15-week semester (i.e., 45 hours for a full semester), supervised by an instructor, represented in intended learning outcomes, and verified by evidence of student achievement.
LMU’s definition of a credit hour is consistent with federal regulation (CFR section 600.2), which defines a credit hour as “the amount of work represented in intended learning outcomes and verified by evidence of student achievement that is an institutionally established equivalency that reasonably approximates not less than

1. One hour of classroom or direct faculty instruction and a minimum of two hours of out-of-class student work each week for approximately fifteen weeks for one semester or trimester of credit, or ten to twelve weeks for one quarter hour of credit, or the equivalent amount of work over a different amount of time; or

2. At least an equivalent amount of work as required in paragraph (1) of this definition for other academic activities as established by the institution, including laboratory work, internships, practica, studio work, and other academic work leading to the awarding of credit hours.”

This work can be fulfilled in a variety of ways, including, but not limited to, direct faculty instruction and systematic outside reading; experiments or research under the supervision of an instructor; studio, field, clinical, or laboratory work; or internships, service learning, or directed study.  Note that there may be other and/or future modes of instruction which satisfy this credit-hour requirement.

One hour of direct faculty instruction is equal to 50 minutes of classroom time or an equivalent amount of personal instruction or supervision in courses for which classroom time does not apply (for example, online or hybrid courses).
Under this definition, therefore, one credit hour would be granted under the following scenarios, which are illustrative and do not exclude other possible routes to fulfill the policy:

· a traditional lecture or seminar course that includes 50 minutes of direct faculty instruction per week for a 15-week semester and a minimum of two hours of student work outside of class.
· a course wholly occupied with studio, field, clinical or laboratory work, or internships, service learning, or directed study, if the amount of student work for the semester constitutes 45 hours of student work for a 15-week semester, supervised by an instructor.
· a course that supplements direct faculty instruction less than 50 minutes per week with additional student work (in the form of systematic outside reading, experiments, or research directed by the instructor), provided the total amount of student work for the semester reaches 45 hours for a 15-week semester.
A course offered in fewer than 15 weeks shall contain the same total hours – direct faculty instruction plus student work – as the same course offered in the standard 15-week semester. 

This credit hour policy applies to all courses at all levels (undergraduate, graduate, and professional) that award academic credit.

Periodic Compliance Review of Credit Hour Policy

For ongoing compliance review:

· New courses, or changes in the unit value of existing courses, should be reviewed and approved by the pertinent school or college’s Dean for compliance with the credit hour policy.

· Compliance review of the credit hour policy should be incorporated into the periodic academic program review process.

· New or revised academic programs should be reviewed by the pertinent school or college’s Dean and by the APRC for compliance with the credit hour policy.

To facilitate such compliance reviews, all syllabi at LMU should specify the amount of work students are expected to complete in order to earn the credits designated for each course.  
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