
Academic Program Assessment – Frequently Asked Questions 
 
 

Question:  When are self-study reports due? 
 
Response:  The official due date, reported in the Cover Letter, is March 1st, 2009.  Since this is a 
Sunday, reports do not have to be submitted until Monday, March 2nd. 
 
 
Question:  What is the submission procedure? 
 
Response:  Self-study reports should be submitted through the administrator who asked for them, 
this being, in most cases, a department head.  This person should forward them directly to the 
Task Force, while providing a copy to his/her dean. 
 
 
Question:  Which programs have to be addressed by self-study reports? 

 
Response:  As stated in the “Cover Letter” posted on the Task Force web page, “a ‘program’ is 
taken to include majors, minors, emphases, and any other course of study or activity that 
involves academic resources and is recognized in the UNI catalog or on student transcripts.”  So, 
rather than being limited to majors, this is a comprehensive program assessment endeavor that 
encompasses all academic programs at UNI.  A self-study document should be produced for 
every major, minor, emphasis and other academic program in every department. 
 
 
Question:  What are the length limitations for self-study reports? 
 
Response:  Submissions should include Departmental Information and a set of Program 
Information documents, one for each program taught within that department.  The templates for 
these documents state that the combined total length of these submissions should be no more 
than 15 pages.  Since this page limit would clearly be inadequate for departments that have many 
programs, these instructions should be interpreted as setting a page limit for the Departmental 
Information and any single Program Information document.  Thus, if a Departmental Information 
document was ten pages, each of the Program Information documents included with it could be 
up to five pages in length.  Moreover, the 15 page limit should be taken as applying primarily to 
the narrative portions of submissions.  Thus, if the list of courses taught within a department (a 
required piece of information) is several pages in length, it could be included as an appendix or 
the pages could simply be omitted from counting for the 15 page limit.  We set a page limit 
because we didn’t want departments or programs to go overboard in producing weighty reports 
that buried Task Force II members in an avalanche of information.  At the same time, however, 
we don’t want to restrict faculty and administrators from providing information that is truly 
valuable for assessing their programs.  So don’t regard the 15 page limit as hard-and-fast—for 
instance, one can always use appendices to get around it—but do try to limit your self-study 
submissions to information that is really needed. 
 



 
Question:  What, if anything, can be done to lessen the self-study burden on departments with 
many programs and few faculty? 
 
Response:  We realize that this project creates a significant workload, especially for departments 
with many programs and few faculty.  At the same time, these would seem to be the likely homes 
of weak or superfluous programs, as well as ones that might benefit from reorganization. “Many 
programs/few faculty” suggests a need for careful program review.  We don’t want to draw 
faculty attention away from the programs that most need it. 
 
That said, we’d suggest several ways of reducing the self-study workload.  First, as much as 
possible, provide information at one time and in one place by submitting it as “Departmental 
Information.”  Second, be very selective about the non-required information you collect and 
report, only including what you believe to be truly important for program assessment purposes.  
Third, if some information pertains to more than one program, but not all, just copy it into all 
pertinent program reports.  Don’t worry about overlaps or duplications if it makes it easier for 
you to report pertinent information.  Or refer to information in another program report if you’re 
trying to save pages.  Finally, don’t forget that the overall purpose of this endeavor is program 
evaluation.  So don’t let your data collection efforts keep faculty from taking the time to think 
seriously (and critically) about their programs. 
 
 
Question:  Are programs or departments required to provide student outcomes assessment (SOA) 
data as part of their self-study reports? 
 
Response:  Since outcomes assessment data is not intended to be used for purposes of ranking or 
comparing programs (See the UNI Academic Program Review and Student Outcomes 
Assessment manuals), it will not be used for program assessment purposes.  However, as stated 
in the Program Assessment Instructions document—see Dimension 4 of Category III, Teaching 
and Curriculum—the self-study should include a copy of (or access to) the program’s current 
SOA plan.  In addition, while it is not a requirement, faculty and administrators are encouraged 
to describe how SOA data have been used to make changes in their programs. 
 
 
Question:  How can I access information produced by the Office of Institutional Research for 
inclusion in self-assessment reports for our programs? 
 
Response:  This information can be accessed by going to the following URL: 
http://www.ir.uni.edu/apptaskforce/, and typing in the password: excellence. 
More detailed instructions for accessing this information can be found in the document, 
"Resources Compiled for Provost's Academic Program Assessment Taskforce," which is 
maintained as a PDF file on the Task Force web page. 
 
 
 



Question:  How are faculty resources to be assigned to programs by means of the table provided 
in the Departmental Information document? 

 
Response:  The intent of this table is to determine how much of the teaching capacity of a 
department’s tenured and tenure-track faculty is being allocated to different programs.  So, the 
first point to make clear is that the allocations for teaching and other assignments only pertain to 
the number of tenured and tenure-track faculty identified in the table’s first row; don’t include 
term or adjunct faculty in the program-by-program assignments.  This understood, it may be 
quite easy, in some cases, to allocate faculty teaching resources across programs—for instance, if 
a department has only a few programs and there are few courses that serve multiple programs.  If 
Professor X teaches two courses in the Liberal Arts Core and one course in a major every 
semester, then he/she will be allocated as 0.7 in the Liberal Arts Core row and 0.3 in the row for 
that major.  Accumulating these allocations over all tenured and tenure-track faculty in a 
department will yield the numbers to be included in each cell (row and column) of the final table.  
Complications arise when a course serves multiple programs or is taken by many students as a 
university elective.  Program faculty and administrators can attempt to devise fair and accurate 
allocation schemes to deal with such issues, or they can simply use their best judgment in 
determining how faculty resources are employed by programs.  Feel free to explain how you 
arrived at your allocations and to provide any other relevant information.  But always keep in 
mind that the intent of this item is to determine roughly how much of a department’s tenured and 
tenure-track teaching capacity is being employed by the various programs it offers. 
 
 
Question:  Why aren't published books or monographs included under Dimension 1 of the 
Scholarship and Creative Accomplishment criterion?  
 
Response:  This was an oversight on the part of the Task Force.  When preparing self-assessment 
reports, program faculty and administrators should certainly provide information on scholarly 
books and monographs that have been written or edited by program faculty.  This information 
should be included under Dimension 1 of the Scholarship and Creative Accomplishment 
criterion. 
 
 


