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During the 2003-04 academic year, the Faculty Senate Executive Committee urged
the JSPC and the President to develop a procedure for reviewing academic programs
that would include both qualitative and quantitative measures. (See
http://www.uri.edu/facsen/JSPC_MIN_12_18_03.html). In January 2004, President
Carothers hired Mr. Thomas Murphy to adapt his model to the University of Rhode
Island (See http://www.uri.edu/facsen/JSPC_Min_1_22.html). In February of that
year the JSPC agreed to replace the Program Contribution Analysis (PCA) with an
instrument that would include qualitative as well as quantitative measures (See
http://www.uri.edu/facsen/JSPC_Min_2_5.html). Shortly thereafter, a small group
comprising members of the JSPC began working with Mr. Murphy to refine and revise
his model. This work continued through the 2004-2005 academic year and in the
summer of 2005 under the auspices of a Faculty Senate Executive Committee-
Administration working group (2004-05 Senate Chair Faye Boudreaux-Bartels,
Senators Michael Rice and Celest Martin, Assistant Provost Cliff Katz and Ms. Ann
Morrissey, Co-Director of Planning Services and Professional Development and
Executive Assistant to the President). This group continued to revise, refine, and test
the model originally developed by Mr. Murphy, and eventually renamed the AIIM
Model (See http://www.uri.edu/facsen/AIIM_Home.html for details on the process
and the development of the model) In the fall 2005, faculty members from all
academic departments were asked to complete the AIIM Survey. At that time, the
Faculty Senate Executive Committee asked the Constitution, By-Laws and University
Manual Committee to review the existing sections of the University Manual on
Program Quality Review and to revise them to accommodate a combined quality-cost
process (such as the AIIM) and to establish a standing joint committee to oversee
the process and the development of any future instrument. After some discussion
between members of the working group and the Constitution, By Laws and University
Manual Committee, it was agreed that the Faculty Senate Executive Committee
should develop a proposal in consultation with the CBUM Committee.

It is clear to the Faculty Senate Executive Committee that the Program Contribution
Analysis (PCA) and the Program Quality Review (PQR) process as outlined in the
UNIVERSITY MANUAL are no longer viable. Therefore, after consulting with the
Constitution, By-Laws and University Manual Committee, the FSEC now proposes
revisions to sections of the University Manual on Program Quality Review and the
establishment of a Joint Committee of the Faculty Senate and the Administration
which would be responsible for maintaining faculty oversight and review of an
academic assessment process, including developing and revising an appropriate
instrument as the University’s needs evolve.

The Executive Committee recommends that the Faculty Senate adopt the following
legislation as the University’ official procedure for academic program review.



Recommendations

I. DELETE EXISTING SECTIONS 8.86.12, 13, 14, 20, 21, 22, 31, 32, 33 34, 41 and 50,
which refer to the detailed Program Quality Review Process:







II. REVISE the following sections (Changes in boldface):

8.86.10 Academic Program Quality Review. In this section the term "program" shall
be understood to include academic departments, as well as any curriculum or
University sponsored activity requiring the assignment of one or more faculty to serve
in a teaching, research, or service capacity and intended to result in the conferral of
an undergraduate or graduate degree or of a certificate or other credential.

8.86.11 The primary purpose of the academic program gquality review shall be to

assess both the academic quality ef-and the financial aspects of a program. The
academic program review shall be used to inform decision-makers with regard to
resources in academic departments and programs and to provide the University with
information that will lead to improved program focus and quality. In addition, it is
intended to help the University gain greater degrees of efficiency and effectiveness
in the delivery of the academic curriculum.

8.86.12 (8.86.23) During the course of the academic program review and during the
formulation of the review instrument, an Academic Program Review Steering
Committee shall help coordinate the steps of the review, shall lead in the formulation
of the evaluation instrument, and shall continue to modify previous instrument
versions or develop new instruments to accommodate the changing needs of the
faculty and administration. (See sections 5.86.10-11 on the Academic Program Review
Committee.)

8.86.13 (8.86.30) Report—In-general-terms; The report, prepared as a result of an

academic program quality-review, shall be available to the University Community;
however, responses to the evaluation instrument submitted by individual participants
shall remain confidential.

8.86.14 (8.86.40) Presentation-of the Report. The Steering Committee for each

review,—the program director or chair and the Dean or academic administrator to
whom the program director or chair reports shall meet with the Provost and Vice
President for Academic Affairs to examine and discuss the resulfs of ’rhe review

report: as soon as Fea5|ble, bu'r no Ionger ’rhan one hundred and elghfy calendar days
following the dissemination of the results. The Academic Program Review Committee
shall serve in an adwsory capacn‘y durlng this process. -+theProvest—andVice




III. ADD NEW SECTIONS 5.86.10 and 5.86 11 as follows:

5.86.10 The Academic Program Review Committee (APRC) shall develop and maintain
the academic program review instrument. The committee shall coordinate the
administration of the review, oversee the collection of data, and compile and
disseminate information resulting from the review as outlined in sections 8.86.10-14.
When academic program reviews are conducted, the committee shall serve as a
resource to departments and programs being reviewed. The committee shall receive
and respond to comments regarding the program review process, including, but not
limited to, the academic program review instrument.

5.86.11 The committee shall be comprised of at least four faculty members appointed
by the Faculty Senate, two representatives of the Provost and a representative of
the President. Faculty members shall serve three-year terms, shall be appointed on
a staggered basis and may succeed themselves for one additional three-year term.



