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A. Purpose and Overview of the Program Review Process  

The program review process is integral to academic planning and continuous quality 

improvement and offers a means of gauging the quality of the academic program under review. 

It is an opportunity for program faculty members to reflect collaboratively on educational 

practices and consider the role of their program in the context of the broader array of programs 

offered by the University. As part of the process, faculty members should reflect upon the 

program’s most recent directions (particularly as they relate to changes in the discipline), 

celebrate the program’s achievements, and consider the learning outcomes of students. Program 

faculty members also should ensure that the academic program aligns with campus priorities, 

and that the results of the self-study serve as a basis for planning processes and budget requests.  

 

Based on a six-year Program Review Cycle, each program's faculty members must complete a 

self-study that addresses the basic elements outlined in Section D. Disciplines offering more than 

one undergraduate degree often will review all awards at the same time; graduate programs will 

be reviewed separately from undergraduate programs. A CMU program that has attained 

professional accreditation and/or state approval normally will be reviewed in accordance with the 

criteria and schedule set by the accrediting/approving agency. As part of the professional 

organization’s self-study process, program faculty members should address the criteria 

articulated elsewhere in this document where possible. This may include the Three and Six Year 

Summary Form, an accredited program’s systematic evaluation plan, accreditation report or 

equivalent documentation, including a curriculum map. Following the six-year program review, 

programs complete a one year follow up (Closing the Loop; Table 1) addressing the program 

review suggested changes, followed by a three-year mid-cycle (Three- and Six-Year Summary 

Form). CMU follows this six-year process for continuous quality improvement: 

 

 

 
B. Role and Responsibilities for Program Review 

The review process intentionally involves multiple stakeholders in assessing the program:  

https://www.coloradomesa.edu/assessment/program-review-cycle-for-2024-to-2030-revised-april-2024-all-programs.pdf
https://www.coloradomesa.edu/assessment/index.html
https://www.coloradomesa.edu/assessment/index.html
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• Faculty members, staff, administrators, and students who are directly involved at the 

operational and strategic levels;  

• Alumni, employers of graduates, and community members who have an interest in the 

program, emphasizing the importance of CMU's connections with the region; and  

• An external reviewer from the discipline who brings an external, peer perspective on the 

program. In terms of responsibilities, each of the following make a variety of 

contributions in the process:  

 

1. Program Faculty Members 

All program faculty members are expected to be involved in and given the opportunity to 

provide meaningful input to the program's self-study. In the best of circumstances, the 

program review document will be developed by the faculty through a fully- participatory, 

collegial process under the general guidance of the Academic Department Head (ADH). 

Review of assessment results should be meaningful and an opportunity for continuous 

improvement of the programs and of student success. In addition to the self-study narrative 

(with accompanying data and appendices), faculty members also supply relevant program 

documents (e.g., brochures, program sheets) and, if needed, a rejoinder to the external 

reviewer’s report. Program faculty members provide a current curriculum vitae for all full- 

time, tenure and tenure-track faculty. As part of the effort to develop a follow-up assessment 

plan (one year following program review- closing the Loop; Table 1) and three-year mid-

cycle (Three and Six Year Summary Form,), faculty members should consider 

input/feedback from the Assessment Committee, the AVPAAS, as well as the external 

reviewer.  

 

2. Academic Department Heads (ADH) 

The ADH is responsible for coordinating the review of the program within their unit. The 

AVPAAS will meet during the spring semester prior to the program review year with the 

ADH and program faculty members to discuss the program review process and elements of 

the self- study. The program faculty members submit the self-study to the ADH who, in turn, 

submits a copy of all materials to the AVPAAS. The ADH will recommend possible external 

reviewers to the AVPAAS. The ADH will coordinate with the AVPAAS in setting up the 

external reviewer’s itinerary while on campus, including arrangements for the reviewer to 

visit classes and access coursework offered in any distance format. 

3. Assistant Vice President for Accreditation & Academic Success (AVPAAS) 

The AVPAAS provides the overall coordination for the program review process with the various 

participants. The AVPAAS will contact the reviewer to set the dates of the visit and ensure 

materials are sent to the external reviewer four weeks prior to the visit. In addition to the self-

study and related program materials. Academic Affairs provides the following institution-level 

documents: University Catalog, Academic Affairs’ At-A-Glance Brochure, the prior cycle’s 

program review, and instructions for accessing any coursework delivered in a distance format. 

Finally, the AVPAAS coordinates the site visit and receives the reviewer's report within 30 days 

following the visit.  

4. The office of Institutional Research, Planning & Decision Support (OIRPDS) 

https://www.coloradomesa.edu/assessment/index.html
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OIRPDS will generate the data required for the program’s statistical summaries as well as 

conduct a survey of alumni who graduated in the preceding five years. The data produced by 

these offices constitute the official quantitative information used by units in the program review 

process, but all program faculty members are responsible for ensuring the validity, reliability and 

comparability of the data and are expected to cooperate in correcting erroneous 

information.  Disagreements on specific data elements should be reconciled as early as possible 

in the review process. The statistical summaries are intended to help faculty members make 

informed observations about their program, but the data summaries do not suggest a reduction of 

decision-making exclusively to quantitative data. Instead, both quantitative and qualitative 

information are integral to the review process.  

 

5. Chair of Assessment Committee (CAC) 

The CAC in coordination with the AVPAAS, ensures that program assessment documents and the 

assessment portion of program reviews are evaluated by the Assessment Committee, and that the 

committee returns feedback to academic departments in a timely manner. The CAC will facilitate 

the review of the one-year, three-and six-year summary assessment with the Assessment 

Committee and will submit the results of the review to the appropriate department heads.  

6. Assessment Committee 

This committee, in coordination with the CAC and AVPAAS, provides a detailed examination 

and feedback of the assessment cycle components provided by the programs under review. The 

results of its review should be submitted to the ADH of the program under review, and the 

AVPAAS.  

 

7. External Reviewer 

The role of the external reviewer is to provide an unbiased review of the program. One of 

the most important parts of a quality program is having an appropriate and up- to-date 

curriculum, and thus the main responsibility of the reviewer is to evaluate it. It is understood 

that delivering the curriculum depends on having the necessary support, and the consultant 

is expected to comment on that also. To have sufficient time to prepare for the campus visit, 

the reviewer should receive the packet of materials four weeks prior to the visit. The 

reviewer makes his/her travel and hotel arrangements, is required to complete a W9 form, 

and is responsible for payment of taxes related to the visit. The reviewer submits his/her 

report to the AVPAAS within 30 days of the site visit.  

 

8. Provost 

The Provost approves the external reviewer, meets with the reviewer while on campus, and 

makes recommendations regarding the program review to the President. Highlights of program 

review go to the CMU Board of Trustees.  

 

9. CMU Board of Trustees (BOT) 

The Board receives the program’s self-study, external reviewer’s report, and if relevant, the 

program faculty members’ rejoinder to the external review, as an information item.  

 

C. Calendar of Program Review Activities 

 
Calendar Activities 
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Mid-to-late February (academic year prior to  

program review) through April 

Assistant Vice President for Academic 

Affairs meets with the Academic 

Department Head and program faculty 

members to discuss the program review 

process and elements of the self-study. 

Program cycle posted.  

 

ADH meets with program faculty to plan 

completion of self-study. OIRPDS staff 

will provide data through the prior 

academic year. 

October 15 (academic year of program review) Program faculty members submit program 

review to the ADH. OIRPDS staff will 

provide updated data to include the most 

recent academic year. 

November 1 ADH submits copies of all materials 

electronically to the AVPAAS. 

 

Year One-follow Up- closing the Loop- 

Table 1 due to AVPAAS 

Mid-late November ADH works with the AVPAAS to choose 

external reviewer and provide dates for the 

site visit. 

Early December AVPAAS send materials to an external 

reviewer at least four weeks prior to the 

campus visit. 

January 15 – April 1 Site visits by external reviewers. 

 

Program faculty members and ADH 

prepare rejoinder to external reviewer’s 

report (if needed) within ten days of 

receiving external reviewer’s report. ADH, 

in turn, submits rejoinder (if applicable) to 

AVPAAS. 

Spring/Summer Annual Trustees Program review highlights prepared for 

BOT. 

December 1 (1st Academic year following program review) Program faculty submit student learning 

outcomes assessment plan to the ADH, 

who after review and approval, sends them 

to the AVPAAS and to CAC.  

December 1 (3rd academic year following program review) Program faculty members submit student 

learning outcomes assessment mid-cycle 

(3 year), and sends to the AVPAAS and 

the CAC. 

** Departmental collection and faculty review of assessment data occurs annually in each program for all SLOs 

even if 1st, 3rd and 6 reviews are not due.  

 

D. Program Review Self-Study Elements 

Before the self-study begins, program faculty members should review the prior cycle’s review 

document(s) for context. 

1. Introduction and Program Overview (2 - 3 pages). The narrative will 

include: 

• Program description history, and unique characteristics; 

• Previous review commendations and progress; 
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• Mission aligned with institutional goals; 

• How the program's curriculum supports other majors/minors and general 

education requirements, as applicable;  

• Regional value and comparative advantages; 

• Other information/data.  

 

2. Curriculum (2 -4 pages). The narrative will include: 

• Program structure and design- breadth, depth, level of discipline, course 

sequencing. 

• Currency and relevance- updates reflecting latest developments, research, 

technologies, and best practices in the discipline AND alignment with 

industry/career needs, employment expectations, social challenges, and 

student career outcomes. 

• Delivery adaptability- how the program adapts methods and formats to 

meet changing student, industry, and/or societal needs.  

• Institutional integration- support for other majors, minors, and general 

education. 

  

3. Student Success and Program Effectiveness (4 - 6 pages): The narrative and 

data (OIRPDS) should identify any program-specific admissions criteria and 

comment on the program’s growth potential, with consideration for any planned 

curricular changes. Include data (for tracking and trending) from the previous 

Program Review as appendices to the self-study; summary tables may be 

incorporated into the narrative.  

• Number of majors (by concentration(s) and minors;  

• Registrations and student credit hours by student level;  

• Registrations and student credit hours (fall and spring terms) 

subtotaled by course level;  

• Graduate and employment (by concentration), and further education; 

• External validation and program recognition 

• Other information/data.  

  

4. Resources and Sustainability (4 - 6 pages): In a narrative describe trends related 

to following data generated by OIRPDS, Library, and Budget offices. Data should 

be included as appendices to the report; summary tables may be incorporated into 

the narrative.  

a. Faculty  

• Ratio of full-time equivalent students (FTES) to full-time equivalent 

faculty (FTEF);  

• Course credit hours and student credit hours by faculty type (i.e., 

tenured/tenure-track, instructor, administrators/staff/coaches, lecturers);  

• Faculty qualifications, professional development, successes, recognitions; 

details related to teaching, advising, scholarship, and service;  

• Faculty vitas should be included in an appendix; and  

• Other information/data.  
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b. Financial Information (finance and budget): In a narrative describe significant 

increases or decreases in the unit cost of the program during the review period, 

noting factors that may be affecting costs and the possibility of correcting any 

deviation within existing resources. Programs may use measures such as the 

Delaware Report data.  

• Total budget revenues and program expenditures  

• Ratio of total expenditures/student credit hours  

• External funding (if applicable): Any external funding the program or its 

faculty have submitted and received since the last review. What potential 

opportunities exist for obtaining external funds during the next six years?  

c. Financial sustainability and efficiency; 

d. Facilities, technology, and library resources; 

f. Other information/data.  

  

5. Student Learning Outcomes and Assessments (6 - 8 pages): While data 

tables should be included as appendices to the report, summary tables may be 

incorporated into the narrative. For programs with professional accreditation/state 

approval, learning outcomes information may be submitted in the format required by the 

review agency; this may take the form of a systematic evaluation plan for accredited 

programs, accreditation report, or similar documentation. Documentation submitted 

from all programs must include: 

a. List student learning outcomes (SLOs) for the program and how they relate to 

the program's mission statement and courses. A current curriculum map 

should be included in the appendix. The program should also describe how it 

contributes to the achievement of the institution-wide student learning 

outcomes as applicable.  

b. Identify the direct and indirect measurements that assess the program's student 

learning outcomes and include the previous three and six-year summary 

report. What does the assessment information indicate about how effective the 

program is in preparing students for the future? Identify any other 

documentation of program quality, including external validation. While 

assessment results in specific coursework can be reported, the report should 

focus on outcomes at the program level. Information on student satisfaction 

can be reported as well as current student and alumni success (i.e., graduate 

employment, awards, pass rates on licensure exams, graduate school 

acceptance and admissions test scores [GRE, MCAT, LSAT, etc.], advanced 

degrees obtained, results of alumni and employer surveys, etc.);  

c. Describe program improvements resulting from assessment of SLOs since the 

last program review;  

d. Indicate if student learning outcomes are being refined, or if data collection is 

modified (if applicable); and  

e. Other information/data. 

  

6. Strategic Planning (2 pages). The narrative will include: 

a. Future vision and improvement plans; 

b. Identify the program’s challenges and opportunities 
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• Trends in the discipline that could affect future planning for the program 

• How the program review process is being used to improve the program's 

teaching and learning 

• Response to challenges and opportunities 

 

7. Style Guide: 

The program review is read by many differing constituents, including faculty, the ADH, 

the AVPAAS, the Provost, and the President. It also is posted on the CMU website. 

Consequently, the program review needs to be easily read by a variety of groups, the 

majority not from departmental discipline. Formatting also becomes important in order 

to meet the compilation needs of these differing groups and uses.  

 

Please note the following guidelines as the Program Review is written in order to 

facilitate the preparation and dissemination of the Program Revie to the above 

groups. Please thoroughly review before sending the document electronically to the 

AVPAAS.  

 

The Program Self-Study, including the appendices, should adhere to the following 

guidelines:  

 

• The text must be error-free with correct spelling/grammar/sentence structure, etc.  

• All documents must be in Microsoft Word with no pdfs included.  

• The pages must be fitted to an 8 ½ by 11” sheet of paper, including all tables, 

graphs, assessment documents, etc.  

• The documents must have 1-inch margins and use Times New Roman 12 Font 

throughout.  

• Include page numbers.  

• Any tables, charts and graphs should fit on an 8 ½ by 11 sheet of paper and be 

easily read and moved from page to page.  All tables, charts and graphs should be 

clearly and consistently labeled both in the text and the tables/charts/graphs.  

• The order found in the program review guidelines needs to be followed: Cover 

Sheet, Table of Contents (without page numbers), Self-Study, Appendices  

• Appendices should be included in the self-study document  

• Professional-looking resumes/CVs need to be included.    

• References can only be made to sections of the Self-Study only.   

  

  

E. The External Review 

1. Selection of the External Reviewer 

The ADH will provide the AVPAAS with a list of five potential external reviewers. 

The ADH can work with their faculty to create the list. The factors considered in 

selecting a reviewer may include:  

▪ No prior connection to the CMU/Tech program or any of its faculty 

members;  

▪ Experience at an institution similar to Colorado Mesa in its role and 

mission, program mix, and size;  
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▪ Experience as a program review consultant for other institutions’ 

programs;  

▪ Involvement in the program's professional organization(s) or a 

professional organization aligned with the discipline;  

▪ Experience in delivering coursework via distance delivery, preferably in 

an online format;  

▪ Worked at multiple institutions, gaining exposure to current, curricular 

and educational approaches within a program; and/or  

▪ Active teacher-scholar in the discipline.  

  

2. External Reviewer’s Site Visit 

The external reviewer will spend 1 - 2 days on campus. The AVPAAS coordinates 

the reviewer's itinerary with the ADH, program faculty, staff, and administrators. As 

part of the visit, the external reviewer may meet with the following people and 

departments:  

• Provost;  

• Academic Department Head;  

• Program faculty members;  

• Students, including those majoring in the program;  

• Director of Tomlinson Library;  

• AVPAAS;  

• Chair of Assessment Committee;  

• Vice President for Information Technology;  

• Graduates of the program  

.  

The external reviewer will attend at least two courses, one at the upper- division level and 

the other at the lower division. The reviewer may request that the instructor leave the 

room while the reviewer visits with the students. For programs with courses offered via a 

distance format, the ADH should recommend two courses and arrange for the reviewer to 

have access to them for observation purposes prior to arriving on campus. The reviewer 

might tour the library and/or computer labs as relevant while at CMU.  Exit interviews 

will be scheduled between the reviewer and 1) the President and the Provost, 2) the 

AVPAAS and 1 - 2 representatives from the program under review.  

  

The AVPAAS and the ADH may host the reviewer for dinner, and program faculty 

members may host the reviewer for breakfast or lunch. The ADH must have official 

function forms approved by the Provost prior to the event and follow the State’s official 

function regulations. Otherwise, meals costs must be covered by department funds or 

paid by individuals.  

 

3. External Reviewer’s Report 

i. Narrative 

The external reviewer’s final report should assess the overall quality of the 

program based on the self-study report as well as observations and 

conclusions from meetings with the ADH, program faculty members, 

students, alumni, administration, and other stakeholders as appropriate. The 
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reviewer should identify “best practices” employed by the program as well 

evidence of student learning and quality found in students’ work, such as in 

portfolios or other projects.  Weaknesses/challenges identified in the 

program and strategies the program faculty members might take to address 

these elements also should be part of the narrative.  

 

The reviewer’s report should be limited to the topics outlined in Section D 

and not discuss topics unrelated to programming qualities. The final 

report, including the executive summary (Table 1), should be received by 

the AVPAAS no later than 30 days following the campus visit; The 

AVPAAS will distribute to the Provost and the ADH. The reviewer’s 

recommendations for program improvement should be prioritized either 

from most important to least or grouped according to short-term vs. 

longer-term improvements. Program faculty members and the ADH may 

submit a rejoinder to the reviewer’s report, if desired, within 10 days of 

receiving the reviewer’s report. Payment for the external reviewer occurs 

once the agreed upon initial report is received and approved.  

 

The State of Colorado views external program reviewers as consultants 

who receive a flat-rate payment which includes all travel-related 

expenses. The cost of the reviewer is paid by the Office of Academic 

Affairs. The reviewer makes their travel and hotel arrangements, is 

required to complete a W9 form, and is responsible for payment of 

 

ii. Executive Summary 

1. Tabular Form 

Table 1 presents an executive summary of elements to be 

completed by the reviewer in addition to the report narrative. 

2. Recommendations 

a. List the 3 - 5 recommendations for program 

improvement of highest priority. What is the most 

important improvement this program needs to make 

during this review cycle, within the context of limited 

resource availability?   

b. What is (are) the most exemplary element(s) about this 

program?  

 

F. Follow Up Processes 

1. Assessment Plan 

The program faculty will submit a refined plan for the assessment of student 

learning outcomes by December 1 of the academic year following the 

program review (Year 1 Follow Up- closing the Loop; Table 1). It should 

be submitted to the AVPAAS and the Assessment Committee.  

 

2. Progress (Mid-Cycle Three-Year Summary) 
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Three years after completion of the program review, faculty members will 

submit a progress report on its assessment activities to the AVPAAS. This 

report will focus on progress that has been made in evaluating student 

learning by identifying measurements used, describing findings based on 

the assessments, and listing improvements to the program based on the 

assessment results. Use the Three and Six Year Summary Form. Accredited 

programs may submit their systematic evaluation plan, accreditation report, 

or similar documentation, including a curriculum map.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 1 Year 1 Closing the Loop 

 

COLORADO MESA UNIVERSITY 
Closing the Loop Form - Two Examples from the last 2-10 years 

Due Date November 1, 2025 
Program Name:   
Date of Submission: 
 
1. In the area provided below, please discuss when the program faculty reviewed the program 

assessment plan and/or report. The timeframe should start this fall and may go back as far as 

the last program review and/or ten years. 

Please provide the following: 

C) Did all program faculty receive the assessment results? 

C) Faculty input regarding the results occurred. 

C) The majority of program faculty met to discuss the assessment results in depth. 

  
  
  

2. Two Assessment Highlights 

List two assessment highlights from your program, you found significant in impacting student learning in your 

program. 

https://www.coloradomesa.edu/assessment/index.html
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Please focus on examples that can be directly tied to your program student learning outcomes, stating those 

outcomes. 
Provide a brief (few sentences) overview of the assessment process, findings, and actions taken  
and the significance of the program impact.  (See sample example below). 
  
Example Sample 1: In the spring of 2014, 65% of PSYC 216 (Research Methods) students met the 

benchmark score of 80% for application of statistical concepts, falling short of the desired level set at 80% 

of students. Given faculty discussions it was concluded that students need more instruction, practice, and 

feedback in drawing conclusions from statistical results.  Action taken included more in-class activities 

and assignment in which students would practice drawing conclusions from statistical results. When 

reassessed in the fall of 2019, data revealed that 96.5% of students fell in the accomplished range for 

lower-level analysis interpretation and 78% of students fell in the accomplished range for higher-level 

analysis interpretation. Data revealed an increase from 2014 to 2019 in the percentage of students 

meeting the benchmark. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2.  Executive Summary Template for External Reviewer’s Observations  
  

  

Program Review Element  

Check the appropriate selection  Provide explanation 

if not agree with 

element and/or why 

unable to evaluate  

  

Agree  

Not 

Agree  

Unable to 

Evaluate  

Not 

Applicable  

The program’s self-study is a 

realistic and accurate appraisal 

of the program.  

          

The program’s mission and 

its contributions are 

consistent with the 

institution's role and mission 

and its strategic goals.  

          

The program’s goals are being 

met.  

          

The curriculum is appropriate 

to the breadth, depth, and 

level of the discipline.  

          

The curriculum is current, 

follows best practices, and/or 

adheres to the professional 

standards of the discipline.  

          

Student demand/enrollment 

is at an expected level in the 

context of the institution and 

program’s role and mission.  
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The program's teaching-

learning environment 

fosters success of the 

program's students.  

          

Program faculty 

members are 

appropriately 

credentialed.  

          

Program faculty members 

actively contribute to 

scholarship, service and 

advising.  

          

Campus facilities meet the 

program’s needs.  

          

Equipment meets the program’s 

needs.  

          

Instructional technology 

meets the program’s needs.  

          

Current library resources 

meet the program’s needs.  

          

Student learning outcomes 

are appropriate to the 

discipline, clearly stated, 

measurable, and assessed.  

          

Program faculty members are 

involved in on-going assessment 

efforts.  

          

Program faculty members 

analyze student learning 

outcome data and program 

effectiveness to foster 

continuous improvement.  

          

The program’s articulation of 

its strengths and challenges is 

accurate/ appropriate and 

integral to its future 

planning.  

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


