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INSTITUTIONAL OVERVIEW

he University of Utah, founded in 1850, is a comprehensive,
world-renowned, public research university and a member

of the Pac-12 athletic conference. The University of Utah
ranks among the world's top 70 research universities (Center for
World University Ranking, 2015). The U offers over 100 undergraduate
majors, and more than 90 graduate degree programs, including pro-
fessional programs in medicine, dentistry, nursing, law, and business.
Numerous minors and certificates are also offered, as well as interdis-
ciplinary degree programs designed to prepare students for a 21st

century world. Total student enroliment exceeds 31,000. =
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A high standard of educational and research excel-
lence is exhibited by a world-class faculty—many
of whom are international experts in their fields,
members of elite academic organizations, and win-
ners of coveted awards, which include the National
Medal of Science, the Nobel Prize, and recognition
as fellows of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences and/or the National Academies of Science.
Quality in educational offerings is emphasized and
supported through mechanisms that enable faculty
members to continuously strengthen their teaching
and optimize student learning. As a research uni-
versity, U students have the opportunity to engage
first-hand with the generation of knowledge —
whether through working with faculty on research
or learning in class from faculty who are making
path-breaking discoveries. Increasingly, the breadth
and caliber of programs at the University of Utah
are attracting students from Utah and beyond who
want a top-quality education in an extraordinary
setting. Motivated students wishing for a trans-
formative college experience—one that enables
them to compete in the global workplace—are
discovering rigorous opportunities throughout

the U's many areas of study. Our combination of
world-class education in the context of a research
institution situated in a unique location differenti-
ates the U from other top-tier institutions. Our focus
encompasses a forward-thinking, problem-solving
perspective that positions graduates as leaders in
critical domains such as energy, environmentalism,
sustainability, and urban planning; internationalism
and entrepreneurism; genetics, bioengineering, and
health sciences; and the fine arts and humanities.

The University of Utah is one of the best in the
nation at creating startup companies based on stu-
dent and faculty research, indicative of the innova-

tive and industrious thinking found across campus
and in classrooms. The U has taken a place among
top institutions in the nation in number of startups
and licenses issued each year.

Equally impressive, the University of Utah Hospital
and Clinics, also a teaching and research facility,
provide high quality health care services to indi-
viduals from a broad geographic region. The U’s
emphasis on excellence in health care services and
patient satisfaction is revealed in impressive levels
of recognition for both hospital quality and for the
quality of the patient experience.

The University of Utah serves as a resource to the
Salt Lake City community through a wide range of
lectures, concerts, museums, gardens, theater offer-
ings, and athletic events. In turn, the U is enriched
through the participation and engagement of com-
munity members from diverse backgrounds whose
involvement is essential to ensure the long-term
relevance and vibrancy of Utah's flagship university.

During the past academic year, President David
Pershing has led the campus in the development of
a university strategy designed to provide a dynamic,
directional plan for the U over the next five years.
This comprehensive effort has involved many mem-
bers of the campus community in the identification
of strategic priorities and the development of a set
of transparent metrics to track institutional progress.
This strategy effort provides a foundation for the
seven-year report and a framework for direction of
the University of Utah in the years ahead. T
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BASIC INSTITUTIONAL DATA FORM

NORTHWEST COMMISSION ON COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Information and data provided in the institutional self-evaluation are usually for the academic and fiscal
year preceding the year of the evaluation committee visit. The purpose of this form is to provide Commis-
sioners and evaluators with current data for the year of the visit. After the self-evaluation report has been
finalized, complete this form to ensure the information is current for the time of the evaluation committee
visit. Please provide a completed copy of this form with each copy of the self-evaluation report sent to the
Commission office and to each evaluator.

To enable consistency of reporting, please refer to the glossary in the 2003 Accreditation Handbook for
definitions of terms.

Institution: University of Utah

Address: 201 S. Presidents Circle

City, State, ZIP: Salt Lake City, UT 84112

Degree Levels Offered: Doctorate Masters Baccalaureate [ ]Associate []Other

If part of a multi-institution system, name of system: Utah System of Higher Education

Type of Institution: [v] Comprehensive [ ]Specialized [ ]Health-centered []Religious-based
[INative/Tribal []Other [](specify)

Institutional control: [v]Public [JCity [JCounty []State [JFederal []Tribal
[]Private/Independent ([_]Non-profit  [] For Profit)

Institutional calendar: []JQuarter [#]Semester [JTrimester []4-1-4 []Continuous Term
[] Other (specify)

Specialized/Programmatic accreditation: List program or school, degree level(s) and date of last ac-
creditation by an agency recognized by the United States Department of Education. (Add additional pages
if necessary.)

Program or School Degree Level(s) Recognized Agency Date
School of Architecture M.Arch National Architectural Accreditation Board 2013
School of Business Undergrad / Grad Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business 2011
School of Accounting Undergrad / Grad Association to Advance Collegiate Schools of Business 2010
College of Education Undergrad / Grad Teacher Education Accreditation Council 2011
Counseling Psychology Program Ph.D. only American Psychological Association 2014
School Psychology Program Ph.D. only American Psychological Association 2014
Clinical Psychology Program Ph.D. only American Psychological Association 2014
Biomedical Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Chemical Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Civil Engineering Program BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
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Computer Engineering Program BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
) ) ) Master of City & ) ) A
City & Metropolitan Planning Metropolitan Planning National Planning Accreditation Board 2010
Electrical Engineering Program BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Electrical Engineering Program BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Materials Science and Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Mechanical Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Geological Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Metallurgical Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Mining Engineering BS. ABET Engineering Accreditation Commission 2009
Occupa.tlona\ Heglth Wlt.h SMEEHS M.S.OH. ABET Applied Science Accreditation Commission 2011
in Industrial Hygiene
School of Music Undergrad / Grad National Association of Schools of Music 2010
Communication Sciences & Disorders Graduate American Speech-Language-Hearing Association 2012
Nutrition MLS. Accreditation Council fqr Ed.ucatlom in Nutrition and 2014
Dietetics
Parks, Recreation and Tourism Baccalaureate NRPAS COWC”,OH Accreditation of Parks, Recreation, 2009
Tourism and Related Professions
OccupationallTherapy MOT Accreditation Council for Qccupatlona\ Therapy 2008
Education
Physical Therapy D.PT, Ph.D. American Physical Therapy Association 2008
Law JD. American Bar Association 2008
School of Medicine M.D. Liaison Commission on Medical Education 2004
Medical Laboratory Science, Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health Education
BS. 2008
Cytotechnology Track Programs
Medical Laboratory Science, Medical National Accrediting Agency for Clinical Laboratory
BS. . 2010
Technology Track Science
Genetic Counseling M.S. American Board of Genetic Counseling 2008
Public Health Graduate Council on Education for Public Health 2007
i Assis T Braga MPAS, Accreditation Review Cgmm\SSlQn on Education for the 2008
Physician Assistant
Nursing Undergrad / Grad Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education 2011
Nurse MldWlery/Womems Health Grad / Postgrad American College of Nurse-Midwives 2006
Nurse Practitioner programs
College of Pharmacy Pharm.D. Accreditation Council for Pharmacy Education 2007
Public Administration MPA. National Association ofAScAhoo\As of Public Affairs and 2012
Administration
Social Work BS.W. Council on Social Work Education 2007
Social Work M.S.W. Council on Social Work Education 2011
School of Dentistry D.DS. Commission on Dental Accreditation 2012
Revised February 2011

Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Enrollment (Formula used to compute FTE: 26848 [if student are taking
Medical or Medical -PA courses, FTE=1, else FTE= sum(student undergraduate level credits/15 + student

graduate level credits/10))
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Official Fall 2014 (most recent year) FTE Student Enroliments

Classification Current Year One Year Prior Two Years Prior
Dates: Fall 2014 Dates: Fall 2013 Dates: Fall 2012
Undergraduate 19404 19597 19839
Graduate 5600 5642 5721
Professional 1844 1694 1601
Unclassified 0 0 0
Total all levels 26848 26933 27161

Full-Time Unduplicated Headcount Enrollment. (Count students enrolled in credit courses only.)

Official Fall 2014 (most recent year) Student Headcount Enroliments

Classification Current Year One Year Prior Two Years Prior
Dates: Fall 2014 Dates: Fall 2013 Dates: Fall 2012
Undergraduate 23907 24492 24840
Graduate 6189 6225 6249
Professional 1419 1360 1299
Unclassified 0 0 0
Total all levels 31515 32077 32388

Numbers of Full-Time and Part-Time Instructional and Research Faculty & Staff and Numbers
of Full-Time (only) Instructional and Research Faculty & Staff by Highest Degree Earned. Include
only professional personnel who are primarily assigned to instruction or research.

Total Number — Number of Full Time (only) Faculty and Staff by Highest Degree Earned

FullTime PartTime ki:iz?:; Associate Bachelor Masters Specialist Doctorate
Professor 799 27 4 15 836
Associate Professor 633 5 2 24 641
Assistant Professor 902 6 16 64 862
Instructor 264 360 9 50 103

Lecturer and Teaching
Assistant 270 455 21 66 176

Research Staff and Research
Assistant 452 651 1 1 19

Undesignated Rank

Mean Salaries and Mean Years of Service of Full-Time Instructional and Research Faculty and
Staff. Include only full-time personnel with professional status who are primarily assigned to instruction or
research.
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LET Mean Salary Mean Years of Service

Professor 165,788 20
Associate Professor 123,624 12
Assistant Professor 116,241 6
Instructor 77,023 6
Lecturer and Teaching Assistant 68,034 10
Research Staff and Research Assistant 53,261 5
Undesignated Rank

Financial Information. Complete each item in the report using zero where there is nothing to report.
Enter figures to the nearest dollar. Auxiliary and service enterprises of the institution (housing, food service,
book stores, athletics, etc.) should be included. The institution’s audit materials should be an excellent refer-
ence for completing the report.

Fiscal year of the institution: 2014
Reporting of income: Accrual Basis 3,665,852,000 Accrual Basis
Reporting of expenses: Accrual Basis 3,451,261,000 Accrual Basis

BALANCE SHEET DATA

One Year Prior to Last Two Years Prior to Last
Completed FY Completed FY
Dates:2013 Dates:2012

ASSETS Last Completed FY

Dates:2014

Current Funds

Unrestricted

Cash 536,959,000 486,626,000 370,905,000

Investments 602,423,000 706,015,000 664,883,000

Accounts receivable gross 341,400,000 340,670,000 341,052,000

Less allowance for bad debts - - -

Inventories 53,795,000 54,646,000 45,166,000
Prepaid expenses and deferred charges

Other (Prepaid rent, goodwill) 20,280,000 23,047,000 17,479,000

Due from

Total Unrestricted 1,554,857,000 1,611,004,000 1,439,485,000

Restricted

Cash - - -

Investments - - -

Other (identify) - - -

Due from - - -

Total Restricted - - -

Total Current Funds - - _

Endowment and Similar Funds
Cash 134,089,000 50,645,000 51,910,000
Investments 1,271,563,000 997,215,000 1,001,926,000
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Other (Receivables, Donated Property)

94,398,000

110,551,000

138,585,000

Due from

Total Endowment and Similar Funds

1,500,050,000

1,158,411,000

1,192,431,000

Plant Fund

Unexpended

Cash

Investments

Other (identify)

Total unexpended

Investment in Plant

Land 37,732,856 27,204,744 20,381,223
Land improvements - - -
Buildings 1,674,104,645 1,615,724,075 1,524,214,083
Equipment 286,185,723 287,213,500 276,807,872
Library resources 20,084,801 42,313,133 46,131,833
Other (Infrastructure, art, special collections,
construction in progress) 394,621,122 372,551,047 420,829,357
Total investments in plant 2,412,729147 2,345,006,499 2,288,364,368
Due from - - -
Other plant funds (identify) - -
Total Plant Funds - - -
Other Assets (identify) - - -
Total Other Assets - -
Total Assets 5/467,636,147 5,114,421,499 4,920,280,368

BALANCE SHEET DATA (CONTINUED)

Liabilities

Last Completed FY
Dates:2014

One Year Prior to Last
Completed FY

Two Years Prior to Last
Completed FY

Current Funds

Dates:2013

Dates:2012

Unrestricted

Accounts payable 133,694,000 132,920,000 102,228,000
Accrued liabilities 163,370,000 139,476,000 100,095,000
Students' deposits - - -
Deferred credits 54,310,000 50,016,000 51,812,000
Other liabilities (Deferred revenue, Deposits, 230,818,000 129,148,000 114,974,000
Bonds, Notes and Contracts payable)
Due to - - -
Fund balance - -
Total Current 582,192,000 451,560,000 369,109,000
Noncurrent Liabilities
Accounts payable - -
Other (Other compensated absences, Bonds, 774,439,000 763,138,000 765,192,000

Notes ad Contracts payable)

Due to

Fund balance
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Total Noncurrent Liability

774,439,000

763,138,000

765,192,000

Endowment and Similar Funds

Restricted

Quasi-endowed

Due to

Fund balance

Total Endowment and Similar Funds

Plant Fund

Unexpended

Accounts payable

Notes payable

Bonds payable

Other liabilities (identify)

Due to

Fund balance

Total unexpended

Investment in Plant

Notes payable

Bonds payable

Mortgage payable

Other liabilities (identify)

Due to

Other plant fund liabilities (identify)

Total Investments in Plant Fund

Other Liabilities (identify)

Total Other Liabilities

Total Liabilities

1,356,631,000

1,214,698,000

1,134,301,000

Fund Balance

CURRENT FUNDS, REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND OTHER CHANGES

Last Completed FY

One Year Prior to Last

Two Years Prior to Last

L
Tuition and fees 291,184,000 281,981,000 263,631,000
Federal appropriations 0 0 0
State appropriations 273,839,000 257,456,000 253,909,000
Local appropriations 0 0 0
Grants and contracts 411,250,000 417,025,000 455,413,000
Endowment income 94,839,000 46,628,000 19,877,000
Auxiliary enterprises 120,294,000 108,996,000 96,812,000
Other (Patient Services, Sales & Services, Gifts) 2,424,254,000 2,226,030,000 1,998,720,000

Expenditure & Mandatory Transfers

Educational and General
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Instruction 409,331,000 402,493,000 375,622,000
Research 295,132,000 307,843,000 313,677,000
Public services 636,524,000 581,993,000 557,402,000
Academic support 98,610,000 92,754,000 91,934,000
Student services 29,939,000 28,252,000 26,266,000
Institutional support 50,621,000 77,127,000 43,079,000
Operation and maintenance of plant 73,198,000 80,424,000 64,663,000
Scholarships and fellowships 15,281,000 19,638,000 26,019,000
Other (Hospital, Component Units) 1,777,555,000 1,611,387,000 1,460,968,000

Mandatory transfers for:

Principal and interest 42,090,000 33,210,000 31,068,000

Renewal and replacements

Loan fund matching grants

Other (non-operating revenue/expense) 22,980,000 -4,215,000 5,112,000
Total Educational and General 3,451,261,000 3,230,906,000 2,995,810,00

Auxiliary Enterprises

Expenditures

Mandatory transfers for:

Principal and interest

Renewals and replacements

Total Auxiliary Enterprises

Total Expenditure & Mandatory Transfers

Other Transfers and Additions/Deletions

(identify)

Excess [deficiency of revenues over expenditures 164,399,000 107,210,000 92,552,000
and mandatory transfers (net change in fund
balances)]

INSTITUTIONAL INDEBTEDNESS

One Year Prior to Last Two Years Prior to Last
Completed FY Completed FY
Dates:2013 Dates:2012

For Capital Outlay 580,3158,605 555,234,338 526,748,564
For Operations | | |

Last Completed FY
Dates:2014

Total Debt to Outside Parties

Domestic Off-Campus Degree Programs and Academic Credit Sites: Report information for off
campus sites within the United States where degree programs and academic coursework is offered. (Add
additional pages if necessary.)

Degree Programs - list the names of degree programs that can be completed at the site.

Academic Credit Courses — report the total number of academic credit courses offered at the site.
Student Headcount - report the total number (unduplicated headcount) of students currently enrolled
in programs at the site.

Faculty Headcount - report the total number (unduplicated headcount) of faculty (full-time and part-
time) teaching at the site.
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PROGRAMS AND ACADEMIC CREDIT OFFERED AT OFF-CAMPUS SITES

Location of Site

WITHIN THE UNITED STATES

\ETL Degree Programs sy
City, State, ZIP Credit Courses Headcount

Graduate Center at St. George BSW 11 16 8
1071 East 100 So,, St. George, UT 87400
Graduate Center at St. George MSW 9 10 8
1071 East 100 So,, St. George, UT 87400
Graduate Center at St. George M.Ed. (Professional 10 5 7
1071 East 100 So,, St. George, UT 87400 Practice in Special

Education)
Graduate Center at St. George M.Ed. (School 17 13 13
1071 East 100 So,, St. George, UT 87400 Counseling)
Murray Campus M.Ed. (Educational Leadershipand | 2 15 2
5282 So. 320 West, Murray, UT 84107 Policy) and/or state school admin.
Murray, UT 84107 licensure
Sandy Campus BS/BA, 5 75 3
9875 So. Monroe St,, Sandy, UT 84070 Economics
Sandy Campus M.Ed. (Educational Leadershipand | 2 12 2
9875 So. Monroe St,, Sandy, UT 84070 Policy) and/or state school admin.

licensure
Snow College MSW (Rural 3 2 3
800 West 200 So., Richfield, UT 84701 Program)
Southern Utah University MSW (Rural Program) 3 6 3
351 W. University Blvd.
Cedar City, UT 84720
Utah Valley University MSW (Rural 3 7 3
800 W. Univ. Parkway, Orem, UT 84058 Program)
Weber State University MSW (Rural 3 5 3
3848 Harrison Blvd., Ogden, UT 84408 Program)

Programs and Academic Courses Offered at Sites Outside the United States. Report information for
sites outside the United States where degree programs and academic credit courses are offered, including
study abroad programs and educational operations on military bases. (Add additional pages if necessary.)

Degree Programs - list the names of degree programs that can be completed at the site.

Academic Credit Courses — report the total number of academic credit courses offered at the site.
Student Headcount - report the total number (unduplicated headcount) of students currently enrolled
in programs at the site.

Faculty Headcount - report the total number (unduplicated headcount) of faculty (full-time and part-
time) teaching at the site.
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PROGRAMS AND ACADEMIC CREDIT COURSES OFFERED AT SITES

Location of Site
Name

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES

Degrees/Programs

Academic Credit

Courses

Student
Headcount

Faculty
Headcount

City, State, ZIP
University of Utah Asia Campus

119 Moonhwa-Ro, Songdo
Yeonsu-gu

Incheon 406-840, Korea
University of Utah Asia Campus
University of Utah Asia Campus
University of Utah Asia Campus
Argentina (Various)

Armenia (Yerevan)

Austria (Vienna)

China (Tianjin)

Costa Rica (Various)

Cuba (Havana)
England (London)

England (London)

Fiji (Nadi Town)
France (Grenoble)
France (Paris)
France (Paris)
France (Paris)
France (Paris)
France (Paris)
France (Paris)/England (London)
Germany (Kiel)
Germany (Kiel)
Ghana (Kumasi)
Italy (Genova)

Italy (Siena)

BA/BS, Pre- Communication and
Communication

BA/BS, Pre-Psychology and Psychology
BSW, Pre-Social Work

Master of Public Health

Honors Ecology and Legacy

Global Health in Armenia

Health Promotion and Education in Vienna,
Austria

Intensive Chinese Language

Community Development in the Global
South with Spring Break in Costa Rica

Cuba: Community, Complexity and Change
British Studies: Street Scenes

Theatre, Fine Arts and
Humanities

Sustainable Tourism
Intensive French Language
Finance in Paris

Marketing and Finance in Paris
Marketing in Paris

Strategy and Finance in Paris
Strategy in Paris

Freshmen Business Scholars
Intensive German Language
International Studies in Kiel
Global Health in Ghana

Film and Media Arts in Italy

Intensive Italian Language

36
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24

22

24

29

21

21
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Italy (Siena)
Japan (Osaka)

Mexico (Oaxaca)

Mongolia (Ulaanbaatar)

Peru (Cusco)

Peru (Cusco)

Peru (Trujillo)
Spain (Oviedo)

Thailand (Various)

Thailand (Various)

Various

Intensive Italian Language
Intensive Japanese Language

Community Partnerships for Social Justice
Work in Mexico

Ancient Traces, Changing Spaces, Modern
Faces

Entrepreneurship and Poverty in Peru

Going Global in the College of Education:
Peru

Global Health in Peru
Intensive Spanish Language in Oviedo

Health Promotion and Education in
Thailand

Thailand International Elective: Pharmacy

Custom Program Abroad

N/A

INTRODUCTION
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PREFACE

n August 2014, Senior Vice President

Ruth Watkins asked Chief Accreditation

Liaison Officer and Dean of the Graduate
School, David Kieda, and Senior Associate Vice
President of Academic Affairs and Dean of
Undergraduate Studies Martha Bradley-Evans
to co-chair a committee tasked with drafting
the 2015 Year Seven Accreditation Self Study.
They created a Year Seven Self-Evaluation
Report committee that included more than
thirty key individual from across campus and
which organized in sub-committees around
each of the standards. As the outline for the
standards was developed through fall 2014,
dozens of additional individuals from the
broader campus were asked to submit data,
paragraphs, and narratives developing the
four goals and responses to the questions
embedded in the five standards. In parallel
with the Year Seven Self-Evaluation, a series
of five Town Hall meetings were held across
campus to establish open dialog with faculty,
staff, administrators, and students regarding
community’s interpretation and input on the
University’s success in implementing the Four
Big Goals. Committee members attended
each of these meetings, and feedback from
these meetings was used to inform the report
narrative. Through the final months of work
on the draft, a core executive committee that
included: Dr. Ruth Watkins, Dr. David Kieda,
Dr. Martha Bradley-Evans, Dr. Stacy Ackerlind,
Cathy Anderson and Dr. Mark Winter complet-
ed the document, gathered relevant data and
visualizations of data, and checked content,
links and made editorial improvements.

THE FOLLOWING GROUPS AND ORGANIZATIONS
FACILITATED BROAD PARTICIPATION IN THE SELF-
EVALUATION PROCESS:

Martha Bradley-Evans (co-chair), Senior Associate
Vice President for Undergraduate Studies, Academ-
ic Affairs

Dave Kieda (co-chair) Dean, Graduate School; Professor
of Physics and Astronomy

Stacy Ackerlind, Director for Assessment, Evaluation
and Research; Special Assistant to Vice President
for Student Affairs

Cathy Anderson, Associate Vice President for Budget
and Planning, Academic Affairs

Rick Anderson, Associate Dean for Scholarly Resources
& Collections, Marriott Library

Ed Barbanell, Associate Dean, Undergraduate Studies

Keith Bartholomew, Associate Dean, College of Archi-
tecture + Planning

Taylor Bench, Director, Economic Development

Mark Bergstrom, Associate Dean, College of Human-
ities

David Chapman, Distinguished Professor, Geology &
Geophysics

Ann Darling, Associate Dean, Undergraduate Studies
Alexa Doig, Division Chair, College of Nursing

Eric Eddings, Associate Dean for Research, College of
Engineering

Kari Ellingson, Associate Vice President for Student
Development, Student Affairs

Fred Esplin, Vice President for Institutional Advance-
ment

Robert Flores, Professor, College of Law
Cynthia Furse, Professor, Electrical Engineering

Sarah George, Director, Natural History Museum of
Utah

Paul Gore, Director of Institutional Analysis, Office of
Budget and Institutional Analysis

Rich Ingebretsen, Associate Dean for Student Affairs,
College of Science

Bill Johnson, President, Academic Senate and Profes-
sor, Geology and Geophysics

Hank Liese, Dean, College of Social Work

Jennifer Mabey, Assistant Dean for Postdoctoral
Affairs, Graduate School

Courtney McBeth, Director, Global Internships; Associ-
ate Director, Office of Global Engagement

John McNary, Director, Campus Design and Construc-
tion, Facilities Management

Sarah Munro, Director, University Neighborhood
Partners

Anne O’Brien, Director, Continuing Education
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Karen Paisley, Associate Dean, College of Health
Monty Paret, Associate Dean, Honors College

Mark Parker, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Studies, David
Eccles School of Business

Thomas Parks, Vice President, Research

Sarah Projansky, Associate Dean for Faculty and Academic
Affairs, College of Fine Arts

Wayne Samuelson, Vice Dean for Education, School of Med-
icine

Kathryn Stockton, Interim Associate Vice President, Office of
Equity and Diversity

Cory Stokes, Associate Dean for UOnline, Undergraduate
Studies

Mark St. Andre, Assistant Dean, Undergraduate Studies

Brenda Valles, Director, Research and Assessment, Office of
Equity and Diversity

Ruth Watkins, Senior Vice President, Academic Affairs

Amy Wildermuth, Associate Vice President for Faculty, Aca-
demic Affairs

Mark Winter, Director, Data Management & Visualization,
Office of Budget and Institutional Analysis

Cathleen Zick, Associate Dean for Undergraduate Studies,
College of Social & Behavioral Studies

THE FOLLOWING INDIVIDUALS PROVIDED ANALYTICAL AND
GRAPHIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE DATA ELEMENTS:

Elizabeth Duszak, Assistant Director, Student Affairs Assess-
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BRIEF HISTORY AND UPDATE ON
INSTITUTIONAL CHANGES SINCE THE
AD HOC SELF EVALUATION REPORT
(SEPTEMBER 2, 2014).

The University of Utah submitted its Accreditation
Year Three Resources and Capacity Self-Evaluation
Report to the Northwest Commission on Col-
leges and Universities (NWCCU) on September

on-campus visit of the NWCCU Evaluation Team
was held on October 29-31, 2012, and the results
and recommendation of the Evaluation Team were
summarized in the Fall 2012 Year Three Resources
and Capacity Peer-Evaluation Report.

In February 2013, NWCCU notified the University
of Utah that it had reaffirmed the accreditation of
the University of Utah based upon the Year Three
Resources and Capacity Peer-Evaluation Report,
and requested that the University address Recom-
mendations 1 and 2 of the Peer-Evaluation Report

Upon receipt of the Peer-Evaluation Report and
Recommendations 1 and 2, the University of Utah
developed and implemented a set of Universi-
ty-wide initiatives to implement these two recom-
mendations. An Ad Hoc Self-Evaluation Report was
submitted to NWCCU on September 2, 2014 (ac-

documented the structure and scope of these
initiatives, and provided details regarding accom-
plishments and expected future progress in imple-
menting these Peer-Evaluation Recommendations.
This Ad-hoc Self-Evaluation report was reviewed
and acknowledged in a letter from NWCCU to the

In parallel with the above activities, the University
of Utah submitted an omnibus notification (June
19, 2014) and request for minor changes to NWC-
CU (September 23, 2014) associated with revisions,
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suspensions, and additions to several degree
programs and certificate programs. Recent organi-
zational structure changes at the University of Utah
were also described in this omnibus notification.
These minor change requests were approved by
NWCCU, and all changes were documented by
NWCCU as being included under the ongoing ac-

On May 13,2015, the University of Utah submitted
a preliminary notification to NWCCU for change
requests to NWCCU regarding 26 minor revisions,
suspensions, and additions to several degree
programs and certificate programs. On May 21,
2015, an additional two change request preliminary
notifications were submitted to NWCCU, including
creation of a new Honors Minor, and notification of
College of Health realignment of College structure.
On May 26, 2015 NWCCU informed the University of
Utah that the College of Health realignment did not
need a formal application to NWCCU. The full pro-
posals for the remaining 27 minor change requests
were submitted to NWCCU on July 7, 2014. These
changes included the following:

1. Graduate Certificate in Adult/Gerontology
Acute Care Nurse Practitioner

2. Graduate Certificate in Big Data

3. Care Management Emphasis with Certificate
Option

4. Chemistry bachelor’s degree programs with a
Chemical Engineering Emphasis

5. Bachelor of Science in Occupational Therapy
Studies, Discontinuation

6. Discontinue English as a Second Language
Teaching Minor

7. Statistical Analysis for Economics (Transcript-
ed Emphasis)

8. Graduate Certificate in Family Nurse Practi-
tioner

9. Integrated Minor in Global Citizenship

10. Undergraduate Certificate in Music Technol-
ogy

INTRODUCTION

11. Minor in Music Technology

12. MS Mathematics Teaching (Degree Name
Change)

13. Graduate Certificate in Nursing Education
14. Graduate Certificate in Nurse Midwifery
15. Honors Ecology & Legacy Minor

16. Master of Architecture/Master of Real Estate
Development Dual Degree Program

17. Master of Architecture/Master of Science in
Architectural Studies Dual Degree Program

18. Juris Doctor/Master of City & Metropolitan
Planning Dual Degree Program

19. Master of Real Estate Development/Master
of City & Metropolitan Planning Dual Degree
Program

20. Gender Studies Graduate Certificate

21. BS/MSGIS Combined Program in Geographic
Information Science

22. Emphases in Geography

23. Certificate of Occupational Safety and Health
(COSH)

24. New area of emphasis in BA/BS degree in
Political Science in Community Involvement
and Nonprofit Leadership

25. Ph.D.in Population Health Sciences

26. Undergraduate Certificate in Social Justice
Advocacy

27. Graduate Certificate in Women's Health Nurse
Practitioner

On July 13, 2015, the University of Utah submitted
five additional minor change preliminary notifica-
tions to NWCCU concerning the creation of five
new online program delivery changes for existing
degree programs at the University of Utah. These
minor notifications included the following degree
programs:

1. Online BS Economics degree program
2. Online BS Psychology degree program
3. Online BS Social Work degree program
4

Online MS ESS Sports Pedagogy degree
program

xix
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5. Online RN to BS degree program degree
program

The full proposals for these minor changes were
submitted to NWCCU on August 28, 2015.

ADDITIONAL INSTITUTIONAL CHANGES
SINCE THE AD HOC SELF EVALUATION
REPORT (SEPTEMBER 2, 2014),
INCLUDING POLICY REVISIONS.

1. Revisions of Policy 6-317 and 6-405 Academ-
ic Visitors (10/14/2014)* This policy revision
clarified policies regarding documentation
of visiting scholars, post-docs and graduate
students, and provision of University resourc-
es for these campus visitors.

2. Revision to Policy 7-100 (10/14/2014)* This
policy was updated to provide accurate in-
formation regarding the Institutional Review
Board (IRB) as it has evolved over the past
decade.

3. Human Resources Policy Revisions
(10/14/2014)#

4. Interim Regulations on Campus Safety and
Sexual Misconduct (11/11/2014)

5. Faculty Club Constitution Revisions
(1/13/2015)#

6. Revision to Policy 6-100 (1/13/2015)* Revision
of policies associated with student instruction
and evaluation.

7. College of Health Realignment of Depart-
mental Structures (5/12/2015)#

8. New Divisions in the School of Medicine
(5/12/2015)#

9. Policy 3-150 Revisions (5/12/2015)* Revision
of policies associated with operations of cam-
pus auxiliary enterprises and their reporting
and accountability procedures to align with
state law.

10. Policy 4-004 Revisions (5/12/2015)* Revisions
and updating of Campus Information Securi-
ty Policies.

11. Policy 6-100 Revisions (5/12/2015)* Provision

of written guidelines associated with student
absences.

12. Policy 6-310 Revisions (5/12/2015)* Policy
associated with appointment and evaluations
of lecturer faculty and other instructional
personnel in interdisciplinary certain teaching
programs.

13. Student Media Policy and Procedure Chang-
es (5/12/2015)#

*Details regarding changes to university requlations

and Agendas.”

Divisional reorganizations have not generated any
changes in degree or certificate program names,
content, delivery, or student outcomes.

OTHER COMMUNICATIONS WITH WCCU
SINCE THE YEAR THREE RESOURCES AND
CAPACITY REPORT

On December 3, 2013, NWCCU requested an in-
ventory of all correspondence education currently
offered by the University of Utah. Prof. David Kieda,
Graduate School Dean, provided a listing of all
correspondence courses to NWCCU on December
4,2013.

UNIVERSITY GENERAL CATALOG

The University general catalog, containing current
listings of all degree, minors, and certificate pro-
grams; Course descriptions; academic and student
policies; General Education and degree require-
ments; registration; graduation requirements;

cost of attendance; tuition and fees; financial aid
and scholarships; student code; FERPA; academic
advising; academic calendar, student services and

XX INTRODUCTION



STANDARD ONE

MISSION, CORE THEMES & EXPECTATIONS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 2-3

Eligibility Requirement 2. AUTHORITY

The institution is authorized to operate and award degrees as a higher education institution
by the appropriate governmental organization, agency, or governing board as required by
the jurisdiction in which it operates.

The University of Utah is one of eight public colleges and universities in the state that
form the Utah System of Higher Education (USHE). The University of Utah operates un-

STANDARD 1
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Eligibility Requirement 3.................coocvrercr
MISSION AND CORE THEMES

The institution’s mission and core themes are clearly
defined and adopted by its governing board(s) consis-
tent with its legal authorization, and are appropriate
to a degree-granting institution of higher education.
The institution’s purpose is to serve the educational
interests of its students and its principal programs lead
to recognized degrees. The institution devotes all, or
substantially all, of its resources to support its educa-
tional mission and core themes.

The University of Utah's mission statement is clearly
ing to R312, the University of Utah is classified as

a Doctorate-granting University. As defined in this
mission statement and classification, the University
of Utah's main purpose is to discover, create and
transmit knowledge through education and train-
ing programs leading to undergraduate, graduate
and professional degrees. The University's educa-
tional programs culminate in 421 recognized bacca-
laureate, master’s, and doctoral degree programs.

The University’s mission statement as a higher
education institution was developed through a
series of broadly based public processes—town
hall meetings, focus groups, the Academic Senate
review— after which this statement was accepted
as representative of the mission and core values of
the University of Utah. The University of Utah Board
of Trustees and the Utah State Board of Regents ap-
proved the mission statement in 2005. The mission
statement represents the shared values of various
constituencies. The mission statement is published

The core themes of the University are Teaching, Re-
search, Public Life, and Health Care. The University
of Utah Board of Trustees adopted the core themes
on November 8, 2011.

The University of Utah dedicates all of its resources
to support its educational mission and core themes,

STANDARD 1.A: MISSION

The institution has a widely published mission state-
ment—approved by its governing board—that articu-
lates a purpose appropriate for an institution of higher
learning, gives direction for its efforts, and derives from,
and is generally understood by, its community.

The full text of the University of Utah Mission State-
mentis listed in Inset 1.1, and is also available online

STANDARD 1.B.1: CORE THEMES OR FOUR
BIG GOALS (2014)

The institution identifies core themes that individually
manifest essential elements of its mission and collec-
tively encompass its mission.

In its role as the flagship public university for the
State of Utah, the University establishes and cul-
tivates an environment that nurtures academic
excellence in teaching and research, and serves as
an economic, medical, scientific, social, and cultural
resource for the greater Intermountain West. The
University of Utah is a comprehensive research
university with very high research activity, a School
of Medicine, and four associated hospitals (cur-
rently providing more than $1 billion in health care
services annually). Our Health Sciences continues
to make substantive and enduring contributions to
the health and well-being of our community and its
members. Consequently, an additional core theme
(Health Care) was added to the three core themes
embodied in the 2005 mission statement (Teaching,
Research, and Public Life) to generate the four core
themes approved by The University of Utah Board
of Trustees in 2011. These four core themes were
outlined in the University of Utah Accreditation
Self-Evaluation Year-Three Report to NWCCU (2012).

THE UNIVERSITY’S FOUR BIG GOALS

In 2014, President David Pershing and Senior Vice
President Ruth Watkins developed a set of Four Big
Goals, dedicated to enable the realization of the

2 STANDARD 1



INSET 1.I: UNIVERSITY OF UTAH'S MISSION STATEMENT

The mission of the University of Utah is to serve the people of Utah and the world through the
discovery, creation and application of knowledge; through the dissemination of knowledge by
teaching, publication, artistic presentation and technology transfer; and through community
engagement. As a preeminent research and teaching university with national and global reach,
the University cultivates an academic environment in which the highest standards of intellectual
integrity and scholarship are practiced. Students at the University learn from and collaborate with
faculty who are at the forefront of their disciplines.

The University faculty and staff are committed to helping students excel. We zealously preserve
academic freedom, promote diversity and equal opportunity, and respect individual beliefs. We
advance rigorous interdisciplinary inquiry, international involvement, and social responsibility.

Teaching

In its role as a teaching institution, the University of Utah offers instruction in baccalaureate,
master’s, and doctoral degree programs. Its colleges, graduate, and professional schools include
architecture, business, education, engineering, fine arts, health, humanities, law, medicine, mines
and earth sciences, nursing, pharmacy, science, social and behavioral science, and social work.
The University commits itself to providing challenging instruction for all its students, from both
Utah and other states and nations, and encourages interdisciplinary work and the integration of
instruction and research opportunities. It expects and rewards superior teaching and academic
excellence among its faculty. It seeks the broad and liberal education of all its students and their
familiarity with a changing world.

Research

In its role as a research university, the University of Utah fosters the discovery and humane use of
knowledge and artistic creation in all areas of academic, professional, and clinical study. In both
basic and applied research, the University measures achievement against national and interna-
tional standards. Rigorous assessment and review are central to advancing its research programs
and creative activities, as are participation and leadership in national and international academic
disciplines. The University also cooperates in research and creative activities with other agencies
and institutions of higher education, with the community, and with private enterprise.

Public Life

In its role as a contributor to public life, the University of Utah fosters reflection on the values and
goals of society. The University augments its own programs and enriches the larger communi-

ty with its libraries, hospitals, museums, botanical gardens, broadcast stations, public lectures,
continuing education programs, alumni programs, athletics, recreational opportunities, music,
theater, film, dance, and other cultural events. The University facilitates the application of research
findings to the health and well-being of Utah’s citizens through programs and services available to
the community. The University’s faculty, staff, and students are encouraged to contribute time and
expertise to community and professional service, to national and international affairs and gover-
nance, and to matters of civic dialogue.

STANDARD 1 3
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University’s 2012 Core Themes of Teaching, Research,
Public Life, and Health Care. The Four Big Goals were
defined to support quantitative progress towards
the Four Core Themes outlined in the University

of Utah Accreditation Self-Evaluation Year-Three
Report to NWCCU (Figure 1.1). The Big Goals pro-
vide guidance for strategic planning, allocation of
resources, and new initiatives for the fulfillment of
the Core Themes. The Four Big Goals leverage the
existing competencies that comprise our strategic
advantage as a premier university in the Intermoun-
tain West. The Four Big Goals are:

1. Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
2. Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

3. Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life

4. Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

Town hall meetings were held to gather public
input about each of the Four Goals during spring
and summer 2015.1n 2015, President Pershing and
SVP Watkins launched the institutional dashboard
to quantitatively track institutional progress towards
the Four Big Goals and Core Themes.

1.A.2 MISSION FULFILLMENT

The institution defines mission fulfillment in the context
of its purpose, characteristics, and expectations. Guid-
ed by that definition, it articulates institutional accom-
plishments or outcomes that represent an acceptable
threshold or extent of mission fulfillment.

The University of Utah organizes the objectives for
each of its Core Themes according to the Four Big
Goals. Each Big Goal has several concrete objectives
that support progress in each of the Core Themes.
Strategies have been established for realizing each
of these objectives. Each strategy uses meaningful,
assessable, and verifiable performance indicators
which track progress towards the accomplishment
of the strategy. Some of these performance indica-
tors are used to directly assess the mission fulfill-
ment of each Big Goal and the overarching Core
Theme, and thereby support the assessment of the
fulfillment of the University Mission.

Each Big Goal is assessed with two different pro-
cedures. The first procedure assesses the level of
mission fulfillment of each Goal objective using
well-defined, robust performance indicators repre-
senting each objective. The results for each indica-
tor are directly compared to institutional thresholds

FIGURE 1.1: FLOW DOWN OF U'S MISSION TO THE CORE THEMES AND FOUR BIG GOALS

Mission Statement

University
Mission

Core Theme Teaching

Promote
Student
Success to
Transform Lives

Four Big Goals

Research Health Care

Develop and
Transfer New
Knowledge

Engage Communities to Improve
Health and Quality of Life

Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University
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ADJECTIVAL
DESCRIPTION

Numerical Rating

UNDERPERFORMING

0-7.9

GOOD

8.0-8.9

SUPERIOR

9.0-9.9

SELF REPORT 2015

EXCEPTIONAL

10

Rating Description
based on Indicator
Data

Does not meet perfor-
mance threshold. These
may include good pro-
grams that are striving
for higher achievement,
but have yet to achieve
it.

Meet performance
threshold. There may
be room for improve-
ment.

Consistently exceeds
performance threshold.
Clearly recognizable for
demonstrated success.

Substantial performance
in excess of performance
threshold. Easily recog-
nizable as a core strength
of the institution.

TABLE 1.1: REVIEWER SCORING GUIDE FOR COMPOSITE PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

to provide the most direct method of assessing
the University’s fulfillment of each Big Goal (core

theme). These performance indicators directly

measure the level of fulfillment of each Goal (core
theme) objective. This is called the quantitative
assessment of the individual Big Goals or Core

Theme.

A second procedure provides a more compre-

judged to meet the benchmark through one of the
following:

* Demonstrated meeting the objective bench-
marks through the direct quantitative assess-
ment.

* Demonstrated meeting the objective bench-
marks through the composite assessment

hensive, detailed assessment of the performance

of each objective. Each core objective is assessed
using a composite score derived from the mission
fulfillment status of each strategy. The average
score of each strategy is used to assess the level of

performance of the overarching objective. Table 1.1
provides guidance for individual reviewers to assign

a specific grade based upon demonstrated com-
parison of assessment results and defined thresh-

olds, as well as allowing assessment of the level of

performance exceeding threshold using additional
indicators provided in the narrative. After reviewing
the accreditation report narrative and indicator data
for each strategy, each member of the Senior Level
Accreditation Team assigns a numerical grade to

assess the composite level of performance of each
strategy, and the average scores of each strategy

and objective are tabulated. The resulting scores
provide the ability to explore the relative success of
different types of strategies, as well as the level of

fulfillment of each core objective. These scores are

referred to as composite assessments of individual

strategies. The average composite score for each

objective is tabulated and used to provide a sepa-
rate assessment of the level of mission fulfillment

for each Big Goal (core theme).

The acceptable threshold for mission fulfillment
is when every Big Goal (core theme) has been

score.

DESCRIPTION

* Demonstrated implementation of successful
strategy for improvement as evidenced by
meeting the composite assessment benchmark
of the relevant strategies.

STANDARD 1.B: CORE THEMES OR FOUR
BIG GOALS (2014)

1.B.2 The institution establishes objectives for each of
its core themes and identifies meaningful, assessable,
and verifiable indicators of achievement that form the
basis for evaluating accomplishment of the objectives
of its core themes.

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS
TO TRANSFORM LIVES

Student learning is at the center of Big Goal 1: learn-
ing that occurs in the classroom, through engaged

learning experiences (or high impact programs), or
through co-curricular activities (learning abroad,
jobs on campus, student research, and community

STANDARD 1

service). Table 1.2 illustrates the objectives, strat-
egies, and performance indicators for the goal of
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BIG GOAL 1 PERFORMANCE INDICATORS THRESHOLD RESULTS
First-year retention rates |i.  >90%, improving |i.  89% (2014), improving
Six-year graduation rates |ii. >70%; increasing |ii. 62.2% (2014), improving
iii. % first year student in 5-year trend iii. 54% (2014)
Promote Student Learning Community iii.  >50% iv.  70.4% (2014)
. iv. % freshmen receiving iv.  >70% V.  24.7 (2014), improving
Success to Transform Lives . g o - .
financial aid V. 26, improving
V.  Average freshmen
composite ACT
Objectives Strategies Performance Indicators
Student Success i. % freshmen receiving financial aid
Initiative ii.  Student Pell Grants
(Enrollment, iii. Composite ACT score
Scholarships, iv.  First-year retention rates
Scheduling) v.  Six-year graduation rates
i.  First-year retention rates
A. Improve ii.  Six-year graduation rates
- 'mp! General Education |iii. Credit hours attempted
Retention and . . - .
. Initiatives iv.  Teaching/course evaluations
Completion o o
R v.  Specialized accreditation exams
ates . :
vi. Graduating student survey
Learnin i. Learning community (LC) participation rate
s i.  First-year retention improvement in LC vs. non-LC
Communities - .
ii.  Student diversity
Student Success i. Number qf}adwsmg contacts
ii.  NSSE advising quality data
and Empowerment | ... .
iii.  Advising survey
i.  Student HIP participation rates
Community- ii.  CEL Rates
Engaged Learning iii. National Survey of Student Engagement
B. Student iv.  NSSE % service learning data
Engagement
Undergraduate i.  National Survey of Student Engagement
Research ii.  Published research
Opportunities iii. Survey: graduate school plans

TABLE 1.2: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS TO TRANSFORM

LIVES

promoting student success to transform lives.

OBJECTIVES

egies for improving retention and completion rates

include online and hybrid coursework opportunities
to eliminate bottleneck courses, strategic sched-
uling, support for learning communities, strategic

Big Goal 1 is divided into two main objectives:
improve retention and completion rates and student
engagement. The focus on improving retention and
completion rates is a direct response to assist the
large fraction of University of Utah students who are
married/in a committed relationship (43%), take a
six month or longer leave of absence to serve on as
a missionary for their church, or for family reasons
(18%) or are working more than 20 hours per week
while attending University classes (51.5%). Strat-

use of financial aid, holistic admissions and recruit-
ment, bridge advising, targeted support for diverse
students, and student success and empowerment

initiatives.

The University seeks to provide a well-defined and
purposeful educational experience, of significant
duration or intensity, that offers sustained mento-
ring, deep inquiry into a specific field or practice,
and a concentration of learning modes that enables

6 STANDARD 1
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students to develop their capacities for analysis,
creativity, and constructive action. Strategies for
improving access to these student engagement
experiences include comprehensive university sup-
port for community-engaged learning, undergrad-
uate research, learning communities, innovation
and entrepreneurship experiences, service learning,
internships and student leadership activities. Big
Goal 1, therefore, synthesizes the objectives of
integrating strategies for improving retention and
completion rates with strategies for increasing stu-
dent engagement in order to promote student success
and transform lives.

RATIONALE FOR PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS

The Big Goal to Promote Student Success to Transform
Lives is directly linked to the fulfillment of the Core
Theme of Teaching, and strongly linked to the Core
Themes of Research and Public Life. Direct indica-
tors of achievement and success were chosen to
support our commitments of providing challenging
instruction for all students, helping students to excel,
and promoting diversity and equal opportunity. The
diversity of our student body is measured by the
percentage of students who self-identify as African
American, Latina/o or Chicana/o, Asian American,
Pacific Islander, American Indian, or members of the
Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, and Question-
ing community.

Improve Retention and Completion Rates

We analyze records of retention and completion
rates using data tracked by the University’s Office of
Budget and Institutional Analysis (OBIA). These data
include six-year graduation rates, 1st year retention
rates, degree completion rates, average credit hours
attempted, academic quality learning outcomes
assessment (e.g. composite ACT score of entering
freshmen), financial aid awards, and diversity of the
student body. These data products can be subdivid-
ed according to discipline, student high school lo-
cation, family background, and diversity indictators.

Additional indicators include achievement scores
on specialized accreditation exams, total number of
peer mentors embedded in learning communities,
number and type of contacts between students

HIGHLIGHT

Strategies for improving access to these student engage-
ment experiences include comprehensive university support
for community-engaged learning, undergraduate research,
learning communities, innovation and entrepreneurship expe-
riences, service learning, internships and student leadership
activities.

and advisors, student outcomes surveys, teaching/
course evaluations, and student satisfaction surveys.
These data products are collected and analyzed by
OBIA from individual departments and colleges,

the Office of General Education, and the Division of
Student Affairs.

Student Engagement

We assess the performance of Learning Communi-
ties through the total number of students partici-
pating in learning communities, living and learning
communities or other cohort programs. We also
track the retention rates and six-year graduation
rates of individual Learning Communities to assess
their performance. We measure our success by the
number of available opportunities and the number
of students engaged in at least one deeply-engaged
learning experience, as measured by student en-
rollments in community-engaged learning oppor-
tunities, undergraduate research opportunities,

exit surveys, and through the National Survey of
Student Engagement (NSSE). Finally, we track the
diversity of the student body as another indicator of
performance.

These data products are compiled from institu-
tional recorded analysis by OBIA and the Office of
General Education. Comprehensive inventories of
student engagement activities are collected by the
Office of Engagement, MUSE, and the UGS Portfolio
team, and analyzed by OBIA. The National Survey
of Student Engagement (NSSE) provides a compre-
hensive comparison to peer institutions as well as
properly sampled historical trends.

STANDARD 1 7
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BIG GOAL 2

Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

i.

ii.

PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS

Total graduate
and professional
degrees awarded
Research
expenditures per
faculty FTE
Number of patents
& startups /yr.

THRESHOLD

i.  vs. Pac-12 peer i
ii. vs. RU/VH peers | ii.

iii. Increasing trend; | iii.

>15/year
iv. vs. Pac-12 peer iv.
V. Increasing V.

RESULTS

99% (2013)

196kS vs. 254k$
>6/year (5 year);
>15/year (2008-14)
3.2v. 2.4 (2013)
10/year (5 year)

iv.  Number of
research awards
per faculty FTE
V. Number of Named
appointments
Objectives Strategies Performance Indicators
Enhance support for i.  Graduate stipends/peer
graduate, professional, | ii. First-year retention rate
and postdoctoral iii.  Six-year Ph.D. completion rates
A. Develop a dynamic, | education iv.  Grad + prof degrees awarded

sustainable, creative
and research
environment for
development and
transfer of new
knowledge

Enhance national
ranking of creative and
research activities

ii.

Academic Analytic rankings

Faculty members’ national recognition (five year)

Graduate fellowships and awards

Improve faculty access
to long term support
for creative and
research activities

ii.

Number research awards per faculty FTE
Research expenditures per faculty FTE

Total awards /yr.

B. Balance support
for University’s
traditional creative
and research
strengths with
planned growth in
emerging disciplines

Recruitment and
retention of top
scholars

ii.

New faculty members
Number of named appointments

Faculty members’ national recognition (five year)

Transformative
Excellence Program

Number of new creative/ research clusters
Number of depts/cluster; number of colleges/cluster

C. Promote diversity
of faculty and
students in creative
and research
activities

Graduate School
diversity initiatives

Number of domestic diverse applicants
Percentage of diverse graduate and professional students
University Diversity scholarships

SVPAA diversity hiring
incentives

Percentage of diverse faculty members
Hiring incentive progress

D. Support economic
and cultural
development of State
of Utah through
transfer of knowledge

Technology
Development

TVC seed investments

Number of patents

Technology Transfer

ii.

Number of technology licenses
Number of startup companies
Licensing success of seed funded projects

TABLE 1.3: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER NEW KNOWLEDGE

STANDARD 1
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BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER
NEW KNOWLEDGE

DESCRIPTION

The U engages in cutting-edge teaching and re-
search that fosters inter- and trans-disciplinary inno-
vation, creativity, entrepreneurship, and knowledge
and technology transfer. Research and creative
activities are strongly linked to quality and success
in both graduate and undergraduate education, as
well as increased student engagement (Big Goal

1). Internationally recognized research and creative
activities also positively impact the local, regional,
and national communities as well as create public
understanding and appreciation for the benefits of
public and private investment in the University of
Utah. Active collaborators in research and creative
activities include national laboratories, national sci-
ence and research funding agencies (e.g. NSF, DOE,
NASA, NIH), city, county and state governments,
corporate and private sector industries, local and
national foundations, local communities, non-profit
consortiums and organizations, tribal governments,
and academic institutions across the globe. Tech-
nology development and transfer supports the
creation of spin-off companies that create new

job opportunities; breakthroughs in pharmaceuti-
cals, medical devices, and health care approaches
strongly enhance the health of members of the
community. Creative activities in the humanities,
arts, and athletics engage the community in events
that foster new ideas, inspire the individual, and en-
hance the quality of life. Goal 2 is therefore strongly
linked to Goals 3 (Engage Communities to Improve
Health and Quality of Life) and 4 (Ensure Long-Term
Viability of the University).

The University's strategy to develop and transfer new
knowledge centers upon the successful recruitment,
proper support, and mentorship of faculty, students
and staff working in creative and research activities.
The University actively balances support for estab-
lished strengths in research and creative activities
with investment in new, emerging disciplines. The
University supports research and creative activities
through comprehensive initiatives designed to pro-
vide dedicated resources to faculty, students, staff,
and external collaborators to germinate and sustain

HIGHLIGHT

The University’s strategy to develop and transfer new knowl-
edge centers upon the successful recruitment, proper support,
and mentorship of faculty, students and staff working in
creative and research activities.

these endeavors. The University maintains a broad
infrastructure of research and creative facilities on
campus (such as research labs, core research facili-
ties, libraries, performing arts facilities, lecture halls,
integrated conference center and hotel facilities,
high performance computing facilities, medical
facilities, and online databases) as well as additional
resources located in the local community, the state,
the nation, and around the world. The University
seeks to develop both innovative approaches to
long-standing academic problems as well as to
support new, interdisciplinary approaches to solve
multi-faceted problems involving elements of
science and engineering, social science, humanities,
natural resources, fine arts, business, health and
medicine, and law.

The University places its strongest dedication to
the provision of open access to the benefits of
creative and research activities to all communities.
This includes both the concept of enabling broad
access of the benefits of undergraduate, graduate
and professional education to the larger, diverse
community, as well as increasing the diversity of the
University’s faculty and staff. Table 1.3 illustrates the
four main objectives, strategies, and performance
indicators for Big Goal 2 (Develop and Transfer New
Knowledge).

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

The Big Goal of Develop and Transfer New Know/-
edge is directly linked to the fulfillment of the Core
Theme of Research, and strongly linked to the Core
Themes of Teaching, Health Care, and Public Life.
Direct indicators of performance were chosen to
support our commitments to measure achieve-
ment against national and international standards,
provide rigorous assessment and review to advance
research and creative activities, and foster faculty
who are at the forefront of their disciplines. Quality
of graduate and professional programs is strong-
ly linked with high quality research and creative
works; additional measures are chosen to assess

STANDARD 1 9
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the quality of graduate and professional degree
programs.

Graduate Student Support

Indicators of the University's ability to attract and
support top quality graduate and professional
students includes levels of graduate stipends com-
pared to peers and degree completion rates. The
number of nationally competitive fellowship and
research opportunities (e.g. NSF-GRFP, Fulbright),
provides a strong indicator of the quality of first-
year graduate students.

Research Support Quality and Balance

The University uses Academic Analytics to inventory
creative and research indicators such as number
and citations of refereed publications, books, grants,
honors and awards, and collaborative activities. The
University explores the diversity of grant sources as
a measure of the ability of the University to attract
long-term funding from a broad base of support.
The number and prestige of national faculty awards,
the number of new appointments, and the number
of named appointments measure the ability of the
University to attract and retain top quality facul-

ty members. The support of growth in new and
emerging disciplines is measured by the number of
grants and research clusters in these disciplines.

Faculty and Student Diversity

Faculty and student diversity are tracked through
historical data from the University's OBIA.

Broader Knowledge Transfer and Impact

The Technology and Venture Commercialization

Office keeps accurate records regarding number of
technology disclosures, number of patents filed/

awarded, number of technologies licensed, impact
on State of Utah GDP, etc. These records provide re-
liable, accurate indicators of the impact of Universi-
ty creative and research activities on local business.

HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah strategically supports multiple
programs that actively connect diverse communities to the
academic, medical, social, and cultural resources of the
University.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO
IMPROVE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE

DESCRIPTION

The life and health of the University is intrinsically
connected to the health and well-being of the
community. Mutual partnerships between faculty
and the residents of the city and state that advance
research, service, and teaching are strengthened.
Health Sciences at the University of Utah engages
the community through the provision of health
care from the local community to the broader In-
termountain West region. Both regular and auxiliary
(non-tenure) faculty are expected to engage with
the community to provide this critical and benefi-
cial link that helps lessen the distance between the
University and the community in which it exists. As
a consequence, the public perceives the University
to be an active participant in the Improvement in the
Health and Quality of Life of the community.

A major component of the mission of the Univer-
sity of Utah is to serve the people of Utah through
community engagement. Community engagement
includes increasing broader community access to
academic and university programs and resources.
The University serves as a hub for educational pur-
suits from early childhood education through senior
learners. University of Utah Health Sciences engag-
es the community through neighborhood clinics
and outreach educational programs to encourage
students within the K-12 system to pursue a degree
in health sciences. The larger community increas-
ingly interacts with the University by enrolling in
stimulating, culturally-relevant, comprehensive and
age-specific/developmentally appropriate educa-
tional opportunities. This includes credit, noncredit,
and professional courses in a wide range of topics,
from art to recreation to languages to technology.
The UOnline initiative now provides wider availabil-
ity of the U degree and certificate programs across
the state, regional, national, and global communi-
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BIG GOAL 3

Engage Communities to Improve
Health and Quality of Life

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS THRESHOLD RESULT

Online SCH per year, i. 90000, +4000/yr. 99302 (2014), +8440/

growth ii.  >14000 yr. (5 yrs.)
Number of community iii. >80% (referrals) ii. 15127 (2015)
members engaging in iii. 84% (2014)

Continuing Ed.
U Health Care Patient
Satisfaction

Objectives Strategies Performance Indicators
i Online sections offered
UOnline i.  Students taking at least one online course
ii. ~ Online Student Credit Hours (SCH) per year
iv.  UOnline program development/deployment
A. Increase Continuing i Number of community members engaged in Continuing Ed
cc;mmunity Education and i. ~ CE Enrollment/CE students
engagement Community ii.  Youth education enrollment growth
in U programs | Engagement iv. ~ Osher Institute membership

Osher course enrollment

U Health Care

Hospital & Clinical Uncompensated Care
Outpatient/ED visits/yr.

U Health Care Patient Satisfaction
Number of HSOIO programs supported

K-12 participation in enrichment programs

Office of i.  K-12 college preparedness measures (ACT, FAFSA application rates, scholarships
Engagement
awards)
ii. K-12 college acceptance rates
B. Increase Bennion
engagement Communit i. Number of volunteers
to general Service Ce)r,1ter i. ~ Number of community service hours through Bennion Center
community
Broader i.  Attendance at creative, athletic, and cultural events
community ii.  Attendance at museums and outreach centers
participation and | iii. Mass media reach
engagement iv.  Donor support for broader community engagement
University i. Percentage of west-side residents connected through UNP
C. Increase Neighborhood ii.  Number of UNP partners
engagement Partners iii.  UNP area educational impact
to diverse W ;
communities omen's i Go Girlz Program participation
Enrollment -
Initiative ii.  Pre-program/post-program surveys

TABLE 1.4: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO IMPROVE HEALTH
AND QUALITY OF LIFE

ties. The University of Utah strategically supports
multiple programs that actively connect diverse
communities to the academic, medical, social, and
cultural resources of the University.

Big Goal 3 has strong synergy and overlap with Big
Goal 1 Objective B Student Engagement. Big Goal 3
also has strong synergy with Big Goal 2 Objective
D Support economic and cultural development of
State of Utah through transfer of knowledge. Table
1.4 illustrates the Objectives, Strategies, and Typical

Performance Indicators for Big Goal 3 (Engage Com-
munities to Improve Health and Quality of Life).

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

The Big Goal of Engage Communities to Improve
Health and Quality of Lifeis directly linked to the
fulfillment of the Core Themes of Public Life and
Health Care, and strongly linked to the Core Themes
of Teaching and Research. Direct indicators of
performance were chosen to support the Univer-

STANDARD 1 11



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

sity’'s commitments to enrich the larger community,
and facilitate the application of research findings to
the health and well-being of Utah’s citizens through
programs and services available to the community.
Primary performance indicators of community en-
gagement include statistical trends in the number
of programs offered and the number of members
of the community who are engaged or are served
by the University enrichment programs. Additional
performance indicators include customer satisfac-
tion surveys and quality rankings performed by
both internal and external entities. These statistics,
surveys, and rankings are generally compiled by
the administrative units hosting the enrichment
programs, and are made publicly available through
yearly performance reports and website dissemi-
nation. The Office of Engagement maintains an up-
to-date database containing data and assessment
for all K-12 engagement activities from programs
across campus. University-wide trends are collated
and summarized by OBIA.

Increase community engagement in U
programs

Community engagement in U programs is assessed
through statistical trends in student enroliment,
number of courses offered, and number of com-
pleted student credit hours for academic courses

offered through Continuing Education and UOnline.

These enrollment and completion data are collated
by the Registrar's Office and are compiled accord-
ing to academic discipline and student background
by OBIA. General trends are available in the Univer-
sity President’s Dashboard and the OBIA website as
well as by specialized request to OBIA.

The Press Ganey composite inpatient and outpa-
tient satisfaction scores for University Health Care
are used as a performance indicator for health
care satisfaction. Press Ganey Associates, Inc. is the
industry’s recognized leader in health care perfor-
mance improvement, and their tracking of 10,000
health care organizations nationwide allows valid
comparison with peer institutions. The perfor-
mance of Health Science initiatives in Inclusion and
Outreach are judged by public participation rates.
Community inclusion and outreach programs and
the diversity of undergraduate students are served
by these initiatives.

Increase engagement to general community

Typical performance indicators for the Office of
Engagement and the Bennion Center include stu-
dent participation rates in various programs. These
statistics provide a direct measure of the number

of students affected by these programs. Additional
indicators include the number of community ser-
vice hours provided by the Bennion Center, number
of Community-Engaged Learning (CEL) courses
offered, and number of departments offering CEL
courses. Database studies of the ACT scores from
senior year in high school, college acceptance rates,
FAFSA completion rates, and scholarship awards all
provide additional indicators of the effectiveness of
these strategies. These data products are all current-
ly available through the Office of Engagement.

Quantitative evidence of community engagement
in cultural and athletic events is measured by the
number of individuals participating in these events,
as well as number and broad scope of dissemina-
tion of U research and creative accomplishments
through the University’s media footprint (broadcast
and web metrics). A strong indication of public
involvement with the University is the number of
donors to its museums, botanical gardens, athletics,
University-based public radio and television stations
and University entities that support arts and culture.

University faculty members are encouraged to be
participants in their local and professional com-
munities by contributing time and expertise. The
percentage of tenure-line, career-line, and adjunct
faculty who assist their local or professional com-
munity through teaching, research or service at
least once a year will be used as a performance
indicator. Faculty members regularly submit this
information each calendar year through the Faculty
Activity Report (FAR). These data are compiled and
analyzed by OBIA.

Increase engagement to diverse communities

Performance indicators for typical diversity engage-
ment initiatives such as University Neighborhood
Partners (UNP) and Women'’s Enrollment Initiative
include student participation rates and diversity.
These statistics provide a direct performance mea-
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sure of the number of diverse students engaged by
these programs. Additional performance measures
include number of engaged community partners,
pre- and post-program student survey results, and
impact on community access to higher education.
The administrative units for these programs collect
these data products, and datasets are made avail-
able to the general pubic and through OBIA and
the Office of Engagement.

BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM
VIABILITY OF THE UNIVERSITY

DESCRIPTION

As a preeminent research and teaching university
with national and global reach, the University of
Utah has historically played a leading role in the
economic, cultural, and social growth of the state
of Utah and the Intermountain West. Implicit in its
mission to provide challenging instruction for all its
students, to promote diversity and equal opportunity,
and foster reflection on the values and goals of society,
is a commitment to continue to make substantive
and enduring contributions to the community,
state, and nation.

Long-term viability of the university is guaranteed by
providing access to high quality, affordable education,
implementation of sustainable financial and envi-
ronmental practices, ongoing commitments to the
stewardship of physical facilities and human resources,
and implementation of transparent, data driven
long-term institutional planning. Strategies for long-
term viability of the university include a commitment
to sustained, active engagement and service with
the entire range of stakeholders in the University
mission: local and state government and commu-
nity members, federal funding agencies, local and
national businesses and industry, current and future
students, and university alumni. In an era where
baccalaureate degree costs and the concomitant
student debt places unsustainable burdens on
college students across the country, the University
of Utah commits to continuing to provide one of
the most affordable, highest quality educational
experiences in the nation.

Additional commitments are made to future gen-
erations to ensure that high quality educational,
research, medical, and cultural resources of the
University—degree programs, classroom, librar-

ies, research laboratories and facilities, museums,
performing arts and athletic programs and facilities
—will be available to sustain and grow the commu-
nity and region. These commitments underpin and
sustain the long-term economic, social, physical,
and cultural health of the region. Big Goal 4 under-
lies and supports all Four Core Themes of the Uni-
versity Mission. The fulfillment of the goal of Ensur-
ing the Long-Term Viability of the University, therefore,
provides for the fulfillment of the entire University
Mission. Table 1.5 illustrates the Objectives, Strate-
gies, and Typical Performance Indicators for Big Goal
4 (Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University).

PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

The Big Goal of Ensure Long-Term Viability of the
University directly supports each of the remaining
Big Goals, and thereby directly supports fulfillment
of the Core Themes of Teaching, Research, Public Life
and Health Care. Direct indicators of performance
were chosen to support mission fulfillment of our
most valuable commitment, to serve the people of
Utah and the world. Primary performance indicators
of Long-Term Viability include financial statistics
compiled from University records and IPEDS in
comparison to peer institutions, reviews of faculty
and academic programs provided by both internal
and external reviews, and assessments of levels of
compliance with university policies and procedures,
and with local, state, and federal guidelines and
requirements. Statistics, surveys, and rankings are
compiled by the individual administrative and ac-
ademic units, and made publicly available through
website dissemination. Overall trends are collected,
collated and summarized by University's OBIA.

HIGHLIGHT

In an era where baccalaureate degree costs and the concom-
itant student debt places unsustainable burdens on college
students across the country, the University of Utah commits
to continuing to provide one of the most affordable, highest
quality educational experiences in the nation.

STANDARD 1 13
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GOAL 4

Ensure Long-Term Viability of the

PERFORMANCE
INDICATORS

% Tuition and fees for
full-time U grads vs.

Pac-12 peer ii.
Annual private iii.

THRESHOLD RESULT

< median public 73.3% [in state];
Pac-12 84.5% [out] (2014)
125 MS/yr. ii. 200 MS/yr. (2014).

< 200; ongoing ii. 187 (2014); 32%

University donations to U progress towards reduction since 2011
iii. ~ Energy Utilization 2020 goal (160)
Index (EUI) per square
foot
Objectives Strategies Performance Indicators
Legislative i. Average Cost/FTE
g i.  State funding/student
advocacy -

A. Provide access
to high quality,
affordable
education

Mission-based funding

Scholarship /
financial aid office

% tuition and fees for full-time undergraduates vs. Pac-12 public
Average cost/FTE

Student debt upon graduation

Federal loan default rate

Development

Capital campaign goal
Annual support
Number of alumni donors

Graduate
Council reviews
(programs, CIB)

Review schedule compliance
CIB review process
Ongoing review process improvement

B. Sustainable
financial and

Sustainability

Building facility condition needs Index
Energy Utilization Index (EUI) per square foot

environmental | Office il STARS rating
2gfrlrfiii(:,:rative i. Procure to Pay Savings
C. Stewardship of services ii.  Risk reduction through Embedded Human Resources
Physical Facilities
and Human UUPM i.  Legal compliance
Resources ii.  Yearly staff review compliance
Faculty Review i.  Policy improvements
i.  Availability of University dashboards
OBIA ii.  Availability of OBIA data
D. Long-T
Insti(::tgio:arlm iii. GASB Compliance
Planning

Campus Master
plan

Building facility condition needs index
Campus Master plan updates

TABLE 1.5: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM VIABILITY OF THE UNIVERSITY

Provide access to high quality, affordable

education

Performance indicators for access to high quality,
affordable education include historical trends of
state and federal support for student education
and research, measures of student affordability

for University education (tuition costs and local/
federal scholarship availability), amount of develop-
ment (fundraising) success, and surveys of match

Additional measures of sustainability of academic
quality include clarity of administrative processes,
uniformity and quality of faculty, staff, and academ-
ic program reviews, customer satisfaction surveys
and quality rankings performed by both internal
and external entities. Data for peer institutions are
compiled from publicly available national surveys
and databases. The broad availability of IPEDS data
allows comparison of performance indicators with
peer institutions.

between physical infrastructure quality and needs.

14
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Sustainable Financial and Environmental
Practices

Progress in reduction of environmental impact is
assessed through a number of institutional and
standard external indicators. These include LEED
certification levels for new buildings, success of
green campus/community initiatives, Energy Utili-
zation Index building surveys and STARS index.

The national indicators are chosen to allow perfor-
mance comparison with peer institutions.

Stewardship of Physical Facilities and Human
Resources

Stewardship of physical resources is assessed by
institutional surveys that explore the quality and
suitability of physical infrastructure, and match to
the needs of the University. These surveys include
the Campus master plan and the Building Facility
Condition Needs Index. Stewardship of human
resources is assessed by the level of usage of HR
management tools to promote best practices, as
well as level of compliance with relevant local, state,
and federal laws.

Long-Term Institutional Planning

Long-term institutional planning performance

is assessed through trends in mission fulfillment
indicated by composite university-wide dashboards
compiled by OBIA. Performance is measured by the
number and quality of data products available, ease
of access for all members of the University commu-
nity, and availability of on-demand planning tools.
Additional performance indicators include admin-
istrative success in implementing initiatives for
transformative excellence, budget and administra-
tive transparency, campus master plan, information
technology and security, and strategic investments
and reallocation of university and college resourc-
es. Additional performance measures include
STARS rating and level of compliance with GASB.
These performance measures are compiled by the
relevant administrative and academic units, and

are broadly disseminated through yearly budget
reports and public websites. T
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RESOURCES & CAPACITY

\.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 4-21

Eligibility Requirement4 ... OPERATIONAL FOCUS AND INDEPENDENCE

The institution’s programs and services are predominantly concerned with higher edu-
cation. The institution has sufficient organizational and operational independence to be
held accountable and responsible for meeting the Commission’s standards and eligibility
requirements.

the University of Utah has sufficient organizational and operational independence to
be held responsible and accountable for meeting the Commission’s standards and

University of Utah, acting with approval of the Board of Trustees, is responsible to the
State Board of Regents for the enactment and the execution of rules for regulating and

STANDARD 2
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safeguarding the health, welfare, and the rights of
all persons at, in, or using the property, facilities and
resources existent at each institution and pertaining
to its various operations and property. This authority
extends to the responsibility of meeting NWCCU's
standards and eligibility requirements.

Eligibility Requirement 5 ...
NON-DISCRIMINATION

The institution is governed and administered with re-
spect for the individual in a nondiscriminatory manner
while responding to the educational needs and legit-
imate claims of the constituencies it serves as deter-
mined by its charter, its mission, and its core themes.

Utah State Board of Regents policy R801 mandates
nondiscrimination policies that comply fully with
federal and state laws. The University of Utah has es-
ply fully with R801 and federal policies, and outline
procedures for individuals to pursue discrimination
and sexual harassment complaints. In order to
implement these policies and effectively investi-
gate complaints, the University has established the
(OEO/AA), which is operationally separate from Hu-
man Resources. In addition, the University of Utah
has established the Office of Diversity and Equity,
which provides leadership in aligning the universi-
ty's non-discrimination policy and resources for the
governance and administration of the institution,
and supporting the University's core mission.

Eligibility Requirement6..................
INSTITUTIONAL INTEGRITY

The institution establishes and adheres to ethical stan-
dards in all of its operations and relationships.

The University of Utah has established and adheres
to strong ethical standards in all of its operations
and relationships. The University of Utah supports
adherence to these standards through clearly

University’s ethical standards and code of conduct

and has established standard resources and pro-

reporting violations of business conduct and ethical
standards. The University employs transparent,

Eligibility Requirement 7 ...
GOVERNING BOARD

The institution has a functioning governing board
responsible for the quality and integrity of the institu-
tion and for each unit within a multiple-unit institution
to ensure that the institution’s mission and core themes
are being achieved. The governing board has at least
five voting members, a majority of whom have no
contractual or employment relationship or personal
financial interest with the institution.

residents, geographically representing the entire
state. Fifteen regents and one student regent are
appointed by the Utah Governor, with consent of
the Utah State Senate. Two members of the State
Board of Education, appointed by the chair of that
board, and one member of Board of Trustees form
the Utah College of Applied Technology appoint-
ed by the chair of that board, serve as nonvoting
members. The Board of Regents major responsibil-
ities include selecting and evaluating institutional
presidents, setting policy, approving academic
programs, missions, and degrees, and submitting
a unified higher education budget request to the
Governor and State Legislature.

Eligibility Requirement 8 ...
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

The institution employs a chief executive officer who is
appointed by the governing board and whose full-time
responsibility is to the institution. Neither the chief ex-

18 STANDARD 2



SELF REPORT 2015

ecutive officer nor an executive officer of the institution
chairs the institution’s governing board.

University of Utah President David W. Pershing was
he devotes his fulltime effort to this role. President
Pershing does not serve on the Utah State Board of
Regents nor does he serve on the University of Utah
Board of Trustees.

Eligibility Requirement 9 ...,
ADMINISTRATION

In addition to a chief executive officer, the institu-

tion employs a sufficient number of qualified ad-
ministrators who provide effective leadership and
management for the institution’s major support and
operational functions and work collaboratively across
institutional functions and units to foster fulfillment
of the institution’s mission and achievement of its core
themes.

President Pershing has appointed an appropriate
number of vice presidents, directors, academic
deans and other qualified administrative staff to
fully support the university’s fulfillment of its mis-
sion and ensure the successful achievement of its
core themes. The sufficiency of these appointments
for carrying out the University mission is regularly

Eligibility Requirement 10.................. FACULTY

Consistent with its mission and core themes, the in-
stitution employs and reqularly evaluates the perfor-
mance of appropriately qualified faculty sufficient in
number to achieve its educational objectives, establish
and oversee academic policies, and ensure the integrity
and continuity of its academic programs wherever
offered and however delivered.

In accordance with University Policy 6-302, the
senior vice president for Academic Affairs, the
senior vice president for Health Sciences, academic
deans, and faculty have recruited qualified faculty
in sufficient number to achieve its educational ob-
jectives and ensure the integrity and continuity of
its academic programs. These faculty are evaluated

annually during the pre-tenure period according to
University policy 6-305, and are regularly evaluated
post-tenure according to University policy 6-311.

ty faculty play a key role in the governance of all
aspects of the academic programs and policies of
the University, including the establishment, period-
ic review, modification, and/or discontinuation of
degree and certificate programs. These rights and
responsibilities are established through their role as
a faculty member as well as through their elected
or appointed membership on the Academic Senate
and/or Graduate Council.

Eligibility Requirement 11...........ccccns
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

The institution provides one or more educational
programs which include appropriate content and
rigor consistent with its mission and core themes. The
educational program(s) culminate in achievement of
clearly identified student learning outcomes, and lead
to collegiate-level degree(s) with degree designation
consistent with program content in recognized fields
of study.

ty of Utah as a Doctoral-granting University, with a
mission to discover, create, and transmit knowledge
through education, research, and training programs
at the undergraduate, graduate, and professional
levels, and through community service. The Univer-

recognized fields of study, consistent with the Uni-
versity's defined mission. All educational programs

ongoing reviews ensure appropriate program con-
tent and rigor, consistent with national standards as
well as the University’s mission and core themes.
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Eligibility Requirement 12...............cccoooccvvvcrnne.
GENERAL EDUCATION AND RELATED INSTRUCTION

The institution’s baccalaureate degree programs and/
or academic or transfer associate degree programs
require a substantial and coherent component of
general education as a prerequisite to or an essential
element of the programs offered. All other associate
degree programs (e.g., applied, specialized, or techni-
cal) and programs of study of either 30 semester or 45
quarter credits or more for which certificates are grant-
ed contain a recognizable core of related instruction
or general education with identified outcomes in the
areas of communication, computation, and human
relations that align with and support program goals
or intended outcomes. Bachelor and graduate degree
programs also require a planned program of major
specialization or concentration.

The University of Utah offers degree programs only
at the baccalaureate level or higher. The Univer-
sity’s baccalaureate degree programs comply
General Education essential learning outcomes in
four categories: 1) Intellectual and Practical Skills; 2)
Knowledge of Human Cultures and the Physical and
Natural World; 3) Personal and Social Responsibility;

essential learning outcomes, and includes courses
in Quantitative Reasoning, Lower Division Writing,
American Institutions, and Intellectual Exploration.
The University of Utah works collaboratively with
other institutions in the state to establish trans-
ferable General Education that is coherent and
consistent in its structure and core requirements, in

quires a planned program of major specialization or
concentration, as outlined for each degree program

Eligibility Requirement 13 ...,
LIBRARY AND INFORMATION RESOURCES

Consistent with its mission and core themes, the
institution maintains and/or provides access to library
and information resources with an appropriate level
of currency, depth, and breadth to support the insti-

tution’s programs and services wherever offered and
however delivered.

University Policy 4-001 et seq. defines the admin-
istrative structure and policies associated with

the University’s information resources and data
management policies. The policy establishes the
appointment and authority of the campus Chief
Information Officer (CIO) to ensure that the Univer-
sity’s Institutional data and Information is securely,
reliably, and optimally used to support the mission
of the University. The policy also establishes the
faculty-led Information Technology Council, which
represents college and departmental interest in
information technology across campus. ITC over-
sees campus information technology plans, polices,
process and investments to support the University's
mission and core themes.

University Policy 4-002 establishes university
community’s rights and responsibilities regarding
establishment and use of information resources
for carrying out the University's mission and core
themes.

Under University Policy 6-015, the university estab-
lished the University Library System, and defined
the roles of the Library Directors and the faculty-led
Senate Advisory Committee on Library Policy
(SACLP). The Library Directors are appointed under
and authority to manage the University Library fa-
cilities, collections, personnel, supplies and equip-
ment to support the University's mission and core

of the Marriott Library, the Eccles Health Sciences
Library, and the S.J. Quinney Law Library. This stand-
ing committee provides stewardship of university
wide library resources, including recommendations
concerning library policies and practices, including
operational policies, the development of existing
holdings, and the expansion of existing facilities.

Through the University’s commitment and support
of the above policies, university maintains and
provides access to library and information resources
with the appropriate level of currency, depth, and
breadth to support the University’s programs and
services.
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Eligibility Requirement 14
PHYSICAL AND TECHNOLOGICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

The institution provides the physical and technological
infrastructure necessary to achieve its mission and core
themes.

The University of Utah has established and follows

to ensure that appropriate resources are made
available to successfully realize the University’s
mission and core themes. The University has also
established and follows transparent, written poli-

mission and core themes.

Eligibility Requirement 15................ccccnns
ACADEMIC FREEDOM

The institution maintains an atmosphere in which in-
tellectual freedom and independence exist. Faculty and
students are free to examine and test all knowledge
appropriate to their discipline or area of major study

as judged by the academic/educational community in
general.

existence of an academic environment where the
broadest possible latitude is accorded to innovative
ideas and experiments and where independence
of thought and expression are not merely tolerated
but actively encouraged. The University of Utah has
ance to the university community regarding the
rights and enforcement of responsible stewardship
of academic freedom across campus, in accordance

Eligibility Requirement 16............ ADMISSIONS

The institution publishes its student admission policy
which specifies the characteristics and qualifications

appropriate for its programs, and it adheres to that
policy in its admissions procedures and practices.

University Policy 6-404 defines the procedures

and standards associated with the development
and implementation of admissions policy for the
University of Utah. This policy is responsive to the
provides rules and regulations associated with stu-
dent admissions for all Utah institutions of higher
education.

Utah degree and certificate programs of study are
open to those who meet all criteria to become fully
matriculated students. The University of Utah does
not discriminate on the basis of race, color, religion,
national origin, sex, age, status as a disabled individ-
ual, sexual orientation, gender identity/expression,
genetic information or protected veteran’s status,
in admission, access to educational programs and
activities, or other University benefits or services.
Additionally, the University endeavors to provide
reasonable accommodations and to ensure equal
access to qualified persons with disabilities.

Eligibility Requirement 17 ...,
PUBLIC INFORMATION

The institution publishes in a catalog and/or on a web-
site current and accurate information regarding: its
mission and core themes; admission requirements and
procedures; grading policy; information on academic
programs and courses; names, titles and academic
credentials of administrators and faculty; rules and
regulations for student conduct; rights and respon-

STANDARD 2 21



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

sibilities of students; tuition, fees, and other program
costs; refund policies and procedures; opportunities
and requirements for financial aid; and the academic
calendar.

and links therein provide easy, transparent public
access to current and accurate information regard-
ing all aspects of the University of Utah. Top level
links provide easy access to comprehensive web-

credentials of every faculty member at the Universi-
ty are kept in a central Human Resources database.
The general public may access the database infor-
mation on any individual College, Department, or

Eligibility Requirement 18.............ccooocrnne.
FINANCIAL RESOURCES

The institution demonstrates financial stability with
sufficient cash flow and, as appropriate, reserves to
support its programs and services. Financial plan-
ning reflects available funds, realistic development of
financial resources, and appropriate risk management
to ensure short-term solvency and long-term financial
sustainability.

As documented in this report’s response to Stan-
dards 2.A.30 and 2.F, the University of Utah has
well-established financial planning linked to the

university’s established mission and goals. Financial
planning and budgeting are developed under the
umbrella of the Board of Trustees.

Eligibility Requirement 19..............cccccovvrrrs
FINANCIAL ACCOUNTABILITY

For each year of operation, the institution undergoes
an external financial audit, in a reasonable timeframe,
by professionally qualified personnel in accordance
with generally accepted auditing standards. Results
from the audit, including findings and management
letter recommendations, are considered in a timely, ap-
propriate, and comprehensive manner by the adminis-
tration and governing board.

According to Utah Statute §67-3-1, the Utah State
Auditor is authorized and required to perform, on

a regular basis, as established by state law, external
financial reviews of the University of Utah according
to generally accepted auditing standards and other
auditing procedures as promulgated by recognized
authoritative bodies. The State Auditor performs the
financial audit of the University of Utah on an an-
nual basis, and the results of these audits, including

findings and management letter recommendations,

sent to the president of the University of Utah, and
Audit Committee of the University of Utah Board of
Trustees.

the Audit Committee is required to meet with

the president to discuss and advise the Board of
Trustees on the results of completed and ongoing
audits. The Regents Audit Committee, defined and
authorized under Board of Regents Policy R565,
meets on a regular basis to review results of the
annual Independent State Auditor’s report from
each Utah State higher education institution. The
Regents Audit Committee provides advice and
recommendations to the full Board of Regents with
regard to financial oversight and systems of internal
control at each institution.

Eligibility Requirement 20.............. DISCLOSURE

The institution accurately discloses to the Commission
all information the Commission may require to carry
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out its evaluation and accreditation functions.

The University of Utah Accreditation Liaison Officer
(ALO) maintains ongoing contact and dialog with
NWCCU, and is committed to provide accurate,
transparent information as requested by the Com-
mission. The ALO is assisted in this commitment by

and up-to-date information to the ALO regarding
University budgets, student enrollment, retention
rates, degrees awarded, historical trends, diversity
statistics, etc.

Eligibility Requirement21............. RELATIONSHIP
WITH THE ACCREDITATION COMMISSION

The institution accepts the standards and related
policies of the Commission and agrees to comply with
these standards and policies as currently stated or as
modified in accordance with Commission policy. Fur-
ther, the institution agrees that the Commission may,
at its discretion, make known the nature of any action,
positive or negative, regarding the institution’s status
with the Commission to any agency or members of the
public requesting such information.

The University of Utah fully supports and complies
with NWCCU'’s policies and standards, and confirms
the Commission’s ongoing right to fully disclose the
University's accreditation status to any agency or
member of the public.

STANDARD 2.A: GOVERNANCE

2.A.1 The institution demonstrates an effective

and widely understood system of governance with
clearly defined authority, roles, and responsibilities.

Its decision-making structures and processes make
provision for the consideration of the views of faculty,
staff, administrators, and students on matters in which
they have a direct and reasonable interest.

The University's system of governance is clearly de-
fined under state law, statewide policy, and internal
University regulations. It includes a statewide gov-
erning board and an institutional governing board,
a well-defined administrative structure led by the
president, a cabinet, a council of academic deans,

and a team of department chairs and directors. The
governance system includes robust structures and
mechanisms for involvement of faculty, students,
and staff in decision making.

Title 53B provides for a dual-level board system

for governance of the institutions in the statewide
system. It establishes the State Board of Regents,
which is vested with the control, management, and
supervision of the eight public institutions of higher
education in the state, including the University of
Utah. The Commissioner for Higher Education is the
Chief Executive Officer of the Utah System of Higher
Education. The Board of Regents appoints the pres-
ident of each institution, who serves at the pleasure
of the Board. The Board delegates authority to the
presidents and boards of trustees for each of the
eight institutions, consistent with state law.

specifically reserved for the Board of Regents in
order to ensure the effective and efficient adminis-
tration and operation of the institution.

on behalf of the institution to facilitate communica-
tion with the community, fundraising and devel-
opment, alumni relations, selecting recipients of
honorary degrees, overseeing institutional budgets
and approving University regulations, and other
specific duties that may be authorized by the State
Board of Regents.

The internal governance system of the University is
best understood by reference to the descriptions
provided in University Regulations. That system
and particularly the involvement of administra-
tors, faculty, students, and staff in decision-making
processes are provided for explicitly within those
regulations. The University maintains a Regulations
University policies and subordinate rules (as well as
subordinate procedures, guidelines, forms and oth-
er helpful information) for the purpose of defining
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roles and rules for the operation of the institution.

As a fundamental principle, the regulations and
governance structures provide for extensive in-
volvement of the faculty and students on matters
of academic importance. This is accomplished most
clearly through the roles provided for the Academic
Senate within the governance system, as well as
through the roles of various standing and ad hoc
committees with faculty and/or student representa-
tion. As these roles reflect, the University has a long
history of “shared governance,’and that principle is
central to the governance culture of the institution.
That principle is reiterated throughout multiple sec-
tions of the regulations, a list of which can be seen

most fully described in Policies 6-001 and 6-002. The
Senate has an elected membership, made up pre-
dominantly of representatives of the faculty from all
colleges, as well as student representatives, and two
representatives of the academic deans. The presi-
dent of the Senate is a faculty member, elected by
the Senate members annually. Matters submitted
for Senate review are first reviewed by its Executive
Committee, elected annually by the Senate, which
sets the Senate’s monthly meeting agendas, and
acts on behalf of the Senate during recesses and

in urgent circumstances. The Senate has a set of
standing elected committees that are tasked to pro-
cess subject-specific issues and prepare them for
consideration by the full Senate. University admin-
istrators regularly meet with these various commit-
tees for consultation (@and in many cases are as-
signed to the committees in ex officio capacity). The
University president and senior vice presidents are
ex officio on the Senate. The president or a delegate
attends and reports at all Executive Committee and
full Senate meetings, and each meeting includes

an open discussion period with the administration.
The Senate president in turn participates in multiple
levels of administrative decision-making, including
regular participation in meetings of the University
President’s Cabinet, the Council of Academic Deans,
and the Board of Trustees.

As stated in Policy 6-001,“The University faculty
shall have authority, subject to the approval of the
Board of Trustees, to legislate on matters of educa-
tional policy, to enact such rules and regulations

as it may deem desirable to promote or enforce
such policies and to decide upon curricula and
new courses of study involving relations between
schools and colleges...The legislative power of the
University faculty collectively will normally be exer-
cised by the faculty through their representatives in
the Academic Senate and the college and Graduate
and Undergraduate councils.. "

The Senate acts on behalf of the faculty in all mat-
ters of educational policy, including requirements
for admissions, degrees, diplomas, certificates, and
curricular matters involving relations between
schools and colleges or departments. The Senate
receives reports from all faculty committees within
the scope of its authority, makes recommendations
to the University president on matters of profes-
sional interest and faculty welfare, and proposes
amendments or additions to University Regulations
to the Board of Trustees for the government of

the University. In particular, it is provided that all
changes to University Regulations that “directly or
significantly affect the carrying out of the Universi-
ty's academic missions”are to be presented for the
formal approval of the Senate, before subsequent
presentation for approval of the Board of Trustees.

In addition to the set of standing committees of
the Senate (whose faculty members and chairs are
determined by the Senate), the University has a
large number of other standing committees, with
membership mostly appointed by the University
president—but by longstanding tradition, reflected
in Policy 6-001, the president relies on the Senate’s
Personnel & Elections Committee and Senate lead-
ership to recommend the faculty appointees for
those numerous committees, and it is the Senate’s
staffed office which manages the membership
coordination. See the description of University
committees, maintained by the Senate office, at

The University of Utah Staff Council is established
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manResources/5-003.html) to provide a forum for
University staff members to express concerns, rec-
ommendations, and advice to the University admin-
istration and Board of Trustees on matters involving
wages, salaries, benefits, working conditions, and
other matters that may affect them in their roles as
University staff. As mandated by statewide regents
policy, the president of the Staff Council (along with
the president of the Academic Senate) has the right
to participate in meetings of the Board of Trustees,
“to provide the point of policy input”and is provid-
ed release time to carry on the functions of the Staff
Council. See Regents Policy R223—Faculty and Staff
Participation in Institutional Board of Trustees Meet-

student government organization, collect and
distribute student fees for activities and appoint
student representatives to University governance
committees throughout the University. ASUU is gov-
erned by the ASUU Senate and a set of officers, who
are elected annually by the student body. The ASUU
president and senators are automatically voting
members of the Academic Senate, and a subset are
voting members of the Executive Committee of the
Senate, thereby playing a crucial role in academically
significant University decision-making. See Policy

State law mandates student representation on the
statewide Board of Regents, and mandates that the
ASUU president be a voting member of the institu-
tional Board of Trustees. Student representatives are
included on the college Councils, the Undergradu-
ate and Graduate Councils (which play major roles
in academic decision-making), and on numerous
University-wide and college and department com-
mittees, particularly including committees with re-
sponsibilities for student-related matters. See Policy
As one example, the University has a student-pop-
ulated advisory board on setting student fees. See

php.

2.A.2 in a multi-unit governance system, the division
of authority and responsibility between the system and
the institution is clearly delineated. System policies,
regulations, and procedures concerning the institution
are clearly defined and equitably administered.

The State Board of Regents maintains a library

policies/) that delineate lines of authority and
responsibility for system governance, university
governance, master planning, academic affairs,
business and financial affairs, student financial aid,
capital facilities, personnel, and the operation of
the Office of Commissioner for Higher Education

sioner is the Chief Executive Officer of the Utah
System of Higher Education, and is appointed by

Utah System of Higher Education is performed

in consultation with the institutions through the
Council of Presidents, the group of Chief Academic
Officers, and through groups of representative fac-
ulty members from the institutions to coordinate
course articulation and transfer agreements within
the system.

The State Board of Regents delegates some author-
ity for institutional governance to the University of
Utah Board of Trustees. Specifically, the Board of
Trustees is responsible for oversight of university
budgets, expenditures, institutional policies and
procedures, facilities planning and construction,
and maintaining an institutional master plan. All
matters pertaining to approvals of academic pro-
grams, degrees and new academic units are sub-
mitted for approval by the Board of Trustees prior to
consideration by the State Board of Regents.

2.A.3 Theinstitution monitors its compliance
with the Commission’s Standards for Accreditation,
including the impact of collective bargaining
agreements, legislative actions, and external
mandates.

The University of Utah dean of the Graduate
School serves as the accreditation liaison officer
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for the institution (accreditation.utah.edu/), and is
responsible for monitoring compliance with the
standards of regional accreditation by the North-
west Commission on Colleges and Universities. The
dean prepares accreditation reports and advises
the University president on all matters pertaining to

maintenance of the University's accreditation.
GOVERNING BOARD

2.A.4 The institution has a functioning governing
board* consisting of at least five voting members, a
majority of whom have no contractual, employment,
or financial interest in the institution. If the institution
is governed by a hierarchical structure of multiple
boards, the roles, responsibilities, and authority of
each board—as they relate to the institution—are
clearly defined, widely communicated, and broadly
understood.

Under Utah law, the University and other institutions
within the state system of higher education have a
two-level board system. The State Board of Regents
is the governing board for the statewide system,
and the University and each of the other institutions
have institutional boards of trustees. The relative re-
sponsibilities and authority of the statewide regents
and the institutional trustee boards are specified in
the Utah Code and in the policies and bylaws of the
Regents. In general, the Board of Regents retains
authority over matters of system-wide importance,
and delegates to the institutional trustees authority
over matters of specific institutional concern.

The voting membership of the University of Utah
Board of Trustees consists of 10 persons, eight of
whom are appointed by the governor with the
approval of the Utah State Senate. There are two
ex-officio voting members representing alumni and
students: the president of the University of Utah
Alumni Association and the president of the Associ-
ated Students of University of Utah (ASUU).

SEE THE FOLLOWING:

cyr120/)

2.A.5 The board acts only as a committee of the
whole; no member or subcommittee of the board acts
on behalf of the board except by formal delegation of
authority by the governing board as a whole.

Utah Code 53B, Chapter 1, Section 104 specifically
states that the powers and authority of the State
Board of Regents are non-delegable, except as

The institutional Board of Trustees has the author-
ity to establish committees as it deems necessary
to properly fulfill its responsibilities; provided, that
such committees shall be advisory only.

The only committee that is empowered to act in
place of the Board of Trustees is its executive com-
mittee, which has the full authority of the Board
of Trustees to act upon routine matters during the
interim between board meetings. The committee
may act upon non-routine matters only under
extraordinary and emergency circumstances and
shall report its activities to the Board of Trustees at
its next regular meeting following the action. The
committee can be made up of three to five mem-
bers.

SEE ALSO:

2.A.6 The board establishes, reviews regularly,
revises as necessary, and exercises broad oversight of
institutional policies, including those regarding its own
organization and operation.

For statewide policies which are applicable to the
University, the statewide Board of Regents and
Commissioner of Higher Education have in place a
well-structured process for periodic review and revi-
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sion of policies, and that process includes reviews of
the bylaws of the Regents. The most recent review
of the Regents bylaws was in the spring of 2013.

system for adopting and revising those Regulations.
The Institutional Policy Committee is authorized un-
der Policy 1-001 to act as a clearinghouse for all new
policies, policy revisions, and other pertinent regula-
tions that have bearing on the University communi-
ty. The Committee ensures that all affected constitu-
encies are consulted on each policy-making project,
as well as maintaining the Regulations Library and
providing technical assistance to administrators and
committees engaged in policy formulation. It main-
tains a publicly accessible list of policies undergoing
review, and a digest of recently completed revision
projects. A representative from the President’s Office
is a member of the committee and acts as liaison to
the president and Board of Trustees. As the final step
in the process of any change(s) to University Poli-
cies, the Trustees have the final approval authority
(provided that all University Policies are consistent
with system-wide policies of the Regents board).
The Board of Trustees also exercises control over its
own bylaws for organization and operation, which

2.A.7 The board selects and evaluates reqularly

a chief executive officer who is accountable for the
operation of the institution. It delegates authority and
responsibility to the CEO to implement and administer
board-approved policies related to the operation of the
institution.

Under the dual-board system established by state
law (see 2.A4 above), the selection and evaluation
of the president of the University (@and the CEOs

of all other system institutions) is a responsibility
retained by the State Board of Regents, with formal
consultation from the institutional Board of Trust-
ees. The president is appointed by and ultimately
accountable to the Regents (serving “at the pleasure
of"the Regents). An Appraisal Committee of the
Regents regularly evaluates the president.

By policy of the Regents, the president is delegated
the authority to implement and administer both
those specific policies of the Regents, which are
applicable to the University, and all University of
Utah Regulations.

SEE ALSO:

2.A.8 The board reqularly evaluates its performance
to ensure responsibilities are fulfilled in an effective and
efficient manner.

Under the dual board system, both the statewide
Board of Regents and the institutional Board of
Trustees are regularly scrutinized for effectiveness.
The structure of the dual board system and other
features of the statewide higher education gov-
ernance system are frequently reexamined by the
state’s political leadership. Members and leaders
of both boards serve limited terms, so that their
effectiveness is evaluated recurrently in conjunction
with the appointment/reappointment processes.
In direct response to the relevant regional accred-
itation standards of the Northwest Commission
on Colleges and Universities, the Board of Regents
has in place a Regents Policy which requires that
it conduct annually an evaluation of its perfor-
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HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah appoints an appropriate number of
vice presidents, deans, department chairs and directors to
ensure the effective operation of the University’s 17 academic
colleges and nearly 100 academic departments and programs.

mance as a governing and policy making body.

The purpose of the self-evaluation is to assess the
effectiveness of the Board as a whole by assessing
the Board's performance in several categories. The
Executive Committee of the Board is responsible for
reviewing potential self-evaluation instruments and
recommending the instrument(s) and procedure(s)
for conducting the evaluation, including, but not
limited to, the use of anonymous surveys, online
assessments, and outside consultants or facilitators
as appropriate. The Board has the opportunity to re-
view the Executive Committee's recommendations
and makes the final determination about the instru-
ment(s) and procedure(s) to be used in conducting
the self-evaluation. See Regents Policy123-4, high-

LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT

2.A.9 Theinstitution has an effective system of
leadership, staffed by qualified administrators, with
appropriate levels of responsibility and accountability,
who are charged with planning, organizing,

and managing the institution and assessing its
achievements and effectiveness.

The university's administrative leaders include

the president, vice presidents, deans, department
chairs, library directors, and program directors. The
offices, duties and responsibilities of these leaders
are delineated in University Policy 2-005, requ-
university officers are appointed by the president, in
consultation with the Board of Trustees. Deans and
directors are reviewed on a five-year cycle by the
vice presidents to whom they report.

2.A.10 7he institution employs an appropriately
qualified chief executive officer with full-time
responsibility to the institution. The chief executive
officer may serve as an ex officio member of the
governing board, but may not serve as its chair.

Under the dual board system, the president of the
University of Utah is appointed by, and serves at

search process is carried out in consultation with the
University of Utah Board of Trustees, and the search
is conducted by a committee with broad repre-
sentation of the Regents, the Trustees, community
members, and university administrators, faculty, staff,
and students. The comprehensive search process
ensures that the president has all of the qualifica-
tions of a regular tenured member of the university
faculty as well as the skills and experience required
to operate the institution in an effective and efficient
manner. The president does not serve on the State
Board of Regents but is present for, and participates
in, the regular business meetings of the Board.

2.A.11 The institution employs a sufficient number
of qualified administrators who provide effective
leadership and management for the institution’s
major support and operational functions and work
collaboratively across institutional functions and units
to foster fulfillment of the institution’s mission and
accomplishment of its core theme objectives.

Title 53B of the Utah State code authorizes the
president of each institution to appoint admin-
istrative officers, deans, faculty members and
other professional personnel as required for the

appoints an appropriate number of vice presi-
dents, deans, department chairs and directors to
ensure the effective operation of the University's
17 academic colleges and nearly 100 academic

appointments for carrying out the university mis-
sion is regularly monitored by the Board of Trustees.

showing the top-level university administration
and duties is published on the president’s web site
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POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Academics

2.A.12 Academic policies—including those related
to teaching, service, scholarship, research, and artistic
creation—are clearly communicated to students
and faculty and to administrators and staff with
responsibilities related to these areas.

The University Regulations Library is web-based
and comprehensively organized into a logical us-

er-friendly system. The website contents are regular-

ly updated, fully searchable, and carefully indexed.
Regulations of an academic nature are grouped
into appropriate sections (Part 6 Academics & Part
7 Research). This highly transparent system makes
all University Regulations, both academic and
non-academic, readily available to all members

of the University community. Links to particularly
important Regulations are provided from various
other University websites, such as links leading from
the Faculty Handbook to faculty-related Regula-
tions, and links from student services sites leading
to student-related Regulations. See the Regulations

The Institutional Policy committee ensures that
representatives of affected constituencies are
consulted early in any revision project, typically
involved in the actual drafting, and then informed
when revisions are finally enacted. Because all aca-
demically significant revisions are required to flow
through the Academic Senate at the end stages of
a revision project, the elected senators are tasked
with keeping their constituents informed of major
changes before and after changes are adopted.
News of major changes is disseminated through
regular meetings of academic administrators, and
sent out campus-wide through AtTheU.utah.edu

2.A.13 Policies regarding access to and use of library
and information resources—regardless of format,
location, and delivery method—are documented,
published, and enforced.

The University of Utah has three libraries, each of
which is an independent organizational entity with

its own reporting line—the JW. Marriott Library
(and branches), the Spencer S. Eccles Health Sci-
ences Library, and the S. J. Quinney Law Library. The
web pages of each unit (see links below) outline
resource access policies, as well as contact informa-
tion. As reflected in those online descriptions, all

of the library resources, as well as the assistance of
the professional librarians in locating and using the
resources are broadly accessible to all members of
the University community.

J.WILLARD MARRIOTT LIBRARY

The dean of Marriott Library and University librarian
reports to the senior vice president for Academic
Affairs and is responsible for enforcement of library
policies in the Marriott Library. The director of the
Spencer S. Eccles Health Sciences Library reports to
the senior vice president for Health Sciences and is
responsible for enforcement of library policies in the
Eccles Library. The director of the S. J. Quinney Law
Library reports to the dean of the Law School and is
responsible for enforcement of library policies in the
Quinney Library.
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2.A.14 The institution develops, publishes widely,
and follows an effective and clearly stated transfer-
of-credit policy that maintains the integrity of its
programs while facilitating efficient mobility of
students between institutions in completing their
educational programs.

Some aspects of institutional practices on transfer
of credit are dictated by statewide policy of the
State Board of Regents, as a matter of ‘articulation’
of the relationship of credits granted by each of
the eight institutions within the System of Higher
Education (e.g., Regents Policy R470).

At the institutional level, credit transfer for under-
graduate admissions is governed by Policy 6-404,
which establishes the Credits and Admission
Committee, a faculty committee, to determine the
policy and rules affecting the Office of Admissions.
The committee is composed of 11 voting members
that include nine faculty members and two student
representatives. This committee has the authority to
determine the value of course credit and academic
standing for all entering undergraduate students
and has the power to act on all matters of admis-
sion or granting of credit, including the acceptance
of transfer or special credit. Committee recommen-
dations are forwarded to the Academic Senate for
approval. The University of Utah is also subject to
Utah State Board of Regents policies regarding the
articulation of transfer of credit. To ensure currency
in implementing the statewide Regents policies,
faculty and staff from the University of Utah partic-
ipate in annual "Majors Meetings”to discuss com-
mon courses and course materials being used at all
institutions in the Utah System of Higher Education
to facilitate mobility of students.

Additionally, and as a result of recent state legis-
lation, the University of Utah may award credit for
certain military service training and experience. The
University of Utah follows the American Council

on Education (ACE) Military Guide to determine
transferability, and will award credit that is ACE
recommended and parallel to coursework taught at
the University.

University of Utah policies are available online
through the University Regulations Library. Utah

State Board of Regents policies are available
through the state website. The rules and guidelines
regarding transfer credits are available on the Office

ulation guides regarding specific agreements are
also maintained by the Office of Admissions and are

Articulation guide is available electronically and is
distributed annually by the University. In addition,
the University will publish articulation agreements
on the Utah State Board of Regents website when
itis available. The “Getting Ready for the U" transfer
guides are updated annually and posted on the Of-
fice of Admissions'website. This information helps
students and advisors as they plan to transfer to the
University of Utah.

A petition process is available for all students who
may have course work that was not initially accept-
ed by the University of Utah through the Office of
Admissions. Course descriptions and syllabi are pro-
vided to the Office of Admissions and are forward-
ed to the appropriate academic department for
special consideration. Credit is posted to a student’s
record with departmental approval and recommen-
dation. If credit is denied, students are notified that
the department will not articulate the credit.

For admission to graduate programs, transfer credit
is limited to six semester credit hours, as specified

2.A.15 rolicies and procedures regarding students’
rights and responsibilities—including academic
honesty, appeals, grievances, and accommodations
for persons with disabilities—are clearly stated, readily
available, and administered in a fair and consistent
manner.

The policies on students'rights and responsibilities
are clearly stated in the University’s Code of Student

comprehensive “Student Code”identifies student
rights and standards for behavioral, academic and
professional conduct, and it establishes the proce-
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HIGHLIGHT

The CDS spearheads the University’s longstanding comprehen-
sive measures to ensure the success of students with disabil-
ities.

dures for appeals and grievances. The student code
is administered through the Office of the Dean of
Students.

Provisions regarding prohibition of discrimination
against students with disabilities, and accommo-
dation procedures for students with disabilities are
included in numerous University Regulations, in-

closely with other offices on campus as well as the
state to ensure fair and consistent application of ac-
commodation standards. The CDS spearheads the
University’s longstanding comprehensive measures
to ensure the success of students with disabilities.

2.A.16 The institution adopts and adheres to
admission and placement policies that guide the
enrollment of students in courses and programs
through an evaluation of prerequisite knowledge,
skills, and abilities to assure a reasonable probability
of student success at a level commensurate with

the institution’s expectations. Its policy regarding
continuation in and termination from its educational
programs—including its appeals process and
readmission policy—are clearly defined, widely
published, and administered in a fair and timely
manner.

For initial undergraduate level admissions, gov-

developed a placement system to assist each stu-
dent in identifying the appropriate course for math,
writing placement, and foreign language. Writing
placement is based on the Admissions Index, which
is a matrix developed from ACT/SAT composite
scores and high school grade point average. If a
student does not have an Admissions Index (trans-
fer students), has not taken an articulated course, or
objects to the designated placement, the student

can enroll in Writing 1010 or pursue a Writing Place-
ment Exam at the University Testing Center. Math
placement is based on ACT/SAT math scores, AP
test scores or scores on the AccuPlacer. Advanced
Placement Testing (AP) is accepted at the University
of Utah. Successful completion of various AP Exam
Areas will complete certain requirements within
math and writing. These policies are explained
clearly by High School Recruitment counselors
during visits to local schools and in:

* Undergraduate Bulletin and Student Resource

A student with a documented disability can pur-
sue a substitution from the Quantitative Literacy
requirement (math) and the foreign language re-
quirement for a Bachelor’s of Art through a process
including the student, the Center for Disability Ser-
vices and the academic department. The Center for
appropriate assistance based on the disability to
ensure the student has equal access.

The Code of Student Rights and Responsibilities
clearly specifies the University standards and pro-
cedures for termination from an academic program

department/college maintains a policy regarding
the minimum academic requirement necessary to
remain a student in good standing. The minimum
Grade Point Average necessary to remain a student
in good standing as an undergraduate student is

For admission to graduate degree programs, the
Graduate Council establishes minimum qualifica-
tions, including an earned baccalaureate degree
from an accredited institution, a minimum grade
point average of 3.0, and a level of English language
proficiency equivalent to a TOEFL iBT score of 80 or
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better. Each application is reviewed by a committee
of departmental or program faculty, which makes
recommendations for admission that are consis-
tent with program capacity and program goals for
academic excellence and diversity.

Readmissions regulations are provided for under
Policy 6-404 and the information for both graduate
and undergraduate students can be easily accessed

2.A17 The institution maintains and publishes
policies that clearly state its relationship to co-
curricular activities and the roles and responsibilities
of students and the institution for those activities,
including student publications and other student
media, if offered.

The relationship of the Associated Students of the
University of Utah (ASUU) and the University is gov-
erned by University Policy 6-401, and further details
are outlined in the ASUU constitution, popularly

and procedures for ASUU governance. The Associ-
ate Dean of Students serves as the advisor to ASUU.
Student clubs and organizations operate under the
governance of ASUU.

Student groups, such as the Residence Halls Asso-
ciation, Greek Life, Union Programming Board, and
Student Health Advisory Council, have staff or facul-
ty advisors who work closely with student activities
to ensure compliance with all state and federal laws
as well as school policies. They also serve as “sound-
ing boards”for student groups during the planning
processes.

The University offers a variety of student publica-
tions and other media outlets as part of its numer-
ous co-curricular student-life opportunities, and

has a detailed structure and published regulations
for management of those activities. Under Policy
6-401, the Student Media Council is established as a
standing council of the University appointed by the
Board of Trustees. The Trustees approve its operat-
ing procedures. The Council is responsible for the
University’s published policy regarding the Universi-
ty’s relationship to student publications.

Human Resources

2.A.18 The institution maintains and publishes its
human resources policies and procedures and regularly
reviews them to ensure they are consistent, fair, and
equitably applied to its employees and students.

The University continues to have two Human
Resources departments —one for the Hospitals and
Clinics and one for other campus organizations.
The different business model for the Hospitals

and Clinics as opposed to the rest of campus, with
attendant respective implications for operational
processes, procedures and guidelines, continues to
be the principal reason for the two HR departments.

The Human Resources administrative office has a
standing HR Policy Committee, which meets regu-
larly to review human resources related Regulations.
The HR Policy Committee has spearheaded major
revisions of University Regulations in recent years,
Policy review is undertaken by that Committee,
working with the Institutional Policy Committee
clearinghouse, and revisions are vetted through the
University Staff Council (formally representing staff
employees), the President’s Cabinet, the Council of
Academic Deans, and other administrative offices
as appropriate, before being enacted through the
formal Regulations approval system (involving the
Academic Senate and Board of Trustees). Require-
ments, terms, structure, and parameters associated
with creating, revising, reviewing, implementing
and retiring University Regulations can be found in

The roles of the Staff Council and Academic Senate
in the policy development system ensure that the
Regulations are carefully scrutinized for consistent,
fair, and equitable application to faculty and staff
employees, including students as employees.

2.A.19 Employees are apprised of their conditions
of employment, work assignments, rights and
responsibilities, and criteria and procedures for
evaluation, retention, promotion, and termination.

For non-faculty staff employees, discussion about
terms and conditions takes place at the individu-
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al department level and is directed by managers
and supervisors. In some respects, practices differ
between the University Hospitals and Clinics unit,
and the other units of the University. In Hospital and
Clinics departments, employees receive an offer
letter prior to commencement of employment.
Offer letters for new employees are not mandatory
although a number of departments do utilize these.
Examples of offer letter templates can be found
php. Supervisors and employees have access to

all pertinent information relating to conditions of
employment, rights and responsibilities and criteria
for evaluation, retention and promotion online.

The main, relevant policies links can be found at:

Information relating to conditions of employment,
work assignments and rights and responsibilities is
included in the online orientation process for new

Ethical Standards and Code of Conduct require-
ments are located at www.hr.utah.edu/ethicalstan-

For employees who are in a faculty appointment
status, the University has Regulations and evalu-
ation/supervision systems designed specifically

for faculty distinct from those applicable for staff
employees. These faculty-relevant Regulations

and systems are described in full detail with Stan-
dards 2.B.5 and 2.B.6 below. To summarize here,
the applicable Regulations consist of the detailed
contents of University Policies 6-303 and 6-310, and
the further detailed Supplemental “Statements’-- of
Faculty Retention, Promotion and Tenure Criteria,
Standards and Procedures (RPT) for tenure-track
faculty, of Tenured Faculty Review Procedures (TFR)
for tenured faculty, and of --Reviews of Career-line,
Adjunct, and Visiting Faculty Members, which all
academic departments/colleges are required to
develop and publish. Through these Regulations,
as well as individualized appointment & reappoint-
ment letters (with such individual details as course
assignments for a given year), the faculty members
in all categories are well-apprised of the expec-
tations of their employment and the standards

applied for their retention/reappointment and
promotion.

2.A.20 The institution ensures the security and appro-
priate confidentiality of human resources records.

The Chief Human Resources Officer for campus and
the Chief Human Resources Officer for University
Hospitals and Clinics act as the respective data
stewards for all human resources data. Appropri-
ate measures are taken by the respective human
resources departments to ensure data integrity,
security and confidentiality. All data are held within
PeopleSoft, the principal human resources infor-
mation system. Human Resources is progressively
automating employee processes that have data im-
plications — payroll, personal information changes,
new hires and job changes — reducing manual data
entry and likelihood of input error. Automated pro-
cesses also allow for electronic approvals aligned

to policy which enables compliance with audit
requirements. All HR employees are required to
sign a data security agreement. There is also a Data
Steward/Data Release in the HRIS System guideline.
HR offices have access control procedures in place
for employees and visitors. Access to online data
systems is controlled through the requirement of an
employee identification number and password.

Employee files are carefully maintained. See Policy

l. Employees are able to

view their personnel file, in person and on request.
The University of Utah has an Information Security
and Privacy Office, and the Security Policy can be

Employee Orientation also includes a module about
the security policy.

Institutional Integrity

2.A.21 The institution represents itself clearly, accu-
rately, and consistently through its announcements,
statements, and publications. It communicates its ac-
ademic intentions, programs, and services to students
and to the public and demonstrates that its academic
programs can be completed in a timely fashion. It requ-
larly reviews its publications to assure integrity in all rep-
resentations about its mission, programs, and services.
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HIGHLIGHT

The University has in place comprehensive systems for
addressing complaints and grievances promptly, fairly and
effectively.

The University of Utah is committed to proactive
communication with current and future students,
faculty, and staff. Through a comprehensive Univer-

clearly outlined, providing the necessary resources
for a successful academic experience.

The University’s Office of Marketing and Commu-
nications (umc.utah.edu/) is the central office for
articulating the messages, mission, and core values
of the University of Utah. UMC works collabora-
tively with colleges, departments, and programs to
produce strategic communications and ensures the
University’s brand is used correctly, consistently, and

effectively.

2.A.22 The institution advocates, subscribes to,
and exemplifies high ethical standards in managing
and operating the institution, including its dealings
with the public, the Commission, and external orga-
nizations, and in the fair and equitable treatment
of students, faculty, administrators, staff, and other
constituencies. It ensures complaints and grievances
are addressed in a fair and timely manner.

The University communicates and applies to all of
its personnel expectations of high ethical standards
in all University activities. For students, the Code

of Student Rights and Responsibilities (University
Policy 6-400) delineates expected ethical conduct
and provides for enforcement mechanisms. The
Code of Faculty Rights and Responsibilities (Uni-
versity Policy 6-316) establishes ethical canons and
standards of conduct for faculty in all activity areas
(teaching, research and service, including specif-
ically interactions with other personnel and the
public) and provides for enforcement mechanisms.
The University's Ethical Standards and Code of
Conduct Handbook (www.hr.utah.edu/ethicalstan-

ees (staff, administrators, and faculty) in all areas of

University operations.

Research activity in particular is governed by the
Policy for Research Misconduct (University Policy
7-001), which defines acceptable standards and
provides for enforcement. The office of the Associ-
ate Vice President for Research Integrity has specific
responsibility for training and enforcement on
research integrity.

The University has in place comprehensive systems
for addressing complaints and grievances promptly,
fairly and effectively. Complaints against students
are processed under the Student Code procedures,
those against faculty members under the Faculty
Code, and those against staff employees under
pertinent Human Resources Policies. For issues of
discrimination on prohibited grounds, complaints
are processed through the Office of Equal Opportu-
nity and Affirmative Action. For grievances raised by
faculty members, two standing committees of the
Academic Senate are of particular note. The Senate
Committee on Academic Freedom and Faculty
Rights (Policy 6-010), and the Senate Consolidated
Hearing Committee (Policy 6-011), have thorough
procedures for investigation and grievance reso-
lution. Also, beginning in 2014 the University has
newly established two ombudsman offices to facil-
itate resolution of grievances of faculty members—
one office available for faculty in the health sciences
colleges, and one for faculty in all other colleges.

2.A.23 The institution adheres to a clearly defined
policy that prohibits conflict of interest on the part

of members of the governing board, administration,
faculty, and staff. Even when supported by or affiliated
with social, political, corporate, or religious organi-
zations, the institution has education as its primary
purpose and operates as an academic institution with
appropriate autonomy. If it requires its constituencies
to conform to specific codes of conduct or seeks to
instill specific beliefs or world views, it gives clear prior
notice of such codes and/or policies in its publications.

The University has strict policies governing po-
tential financial conflicts of interest on the part of
its employees, including Policy 1-006: Individual
Financial Conflict of Interest Policy. Policies and spe-
cificissues are managed by the Conflict of Interest
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Committee. Faculty engaging in sponsored research
projects are required to disclose and manage po-
tential conflicts of interest as part of the process of
proposal submission. The Office of Research Integri-

site where faculty, staff, and students can manage
potential issues of conflicts of interest, compliance
and ethics.

2.A.24 The institution maintains clearly defined
policies with respect to ownership, copyright, control,
compensation, and revenue derived from the creation
and production of intellectual property.

Intellectual property rights associated with intel-
lectual work product of University personnel are
governed by University Policy 7-003: Ownership

of Copyrightable Works and Related Works; and
University Policy 7-002: Patents and Inventions. To-
gether these detailed Policies provide clear regula-
tions on ownership and rights of such property. The
University's attention to these issues has become
increasingly important in recent years as part of
major initiatives for commercializing intellectual
property developed by University personnel, re-
flected Technology Ventures and Commercialization
also has employees sign an intellectual property
assignment before beginning employment with
the University, which makes clear who owns what
intellectual property before the employment rela-
tionship begins.

2.A.25 The institution accurately represents its current
accreditation status and avoids speculation on future
accreditation actions or status. It uses the terms "Ac-
creditation” and “Candidacy” (and related terms) only
when such status is conferred by an accrediting agen-
cy recognized by the U.S. Department of Education.

Furthering the goal of accurate and transparent
communication, the University provides its accred-
itation status online, including links to specialized
accreditation by college, department, and/or
program. A site dedicated to regional accreditation
by the Northwest Commission on Colleges and

2.A.26 if the institution enters into contractual agree-
ments with external entities for products or services
performed on its behalf, the scope of work for those
products or services—with clearly defined roles and re-
sponsibilities—is stipulated in a written and approved
agreement that contains provisions to maintain the
integrity of the institution. In such cases, the institution
ensures the scope of the agreement is consistent with
the mission and goals of the institution, adheres to in-
stitutional policies and procedures, and complies with
the Commission’s Standards for Accreditation.

In most respects, the University does not ‘outsource’
work of an academic nature. The core academic
activities of teaching and research/ other creative
activity are conducted by University personnel. The
following description is most applicable for pro-
curement of non-academic products and services
that indirectly support the University's academic
missions.

The University of Utah is subject to the
Utah Procurement Code (le.utah.gov/

which broadly defines regulations governing
expenditures and contractual relationships. This
Code is based on the 2000 Model Procurement
Code for State and Local Governments provided
by the American Bar Association. The State of Utah
also conforms to and has adopted the Uniform
Commercial Code that defines buyer/seller rela-

Section and Business Operations Policies 3-100
through 3-193.

Policies and Rules require institutional oversight
and approval and when necessary are updated

to conform to changes in state laws, federal laws,
and institutional requirements. Procurement and
contractual processes within the University require
adherence to state law and University policy and
utilize various reviews and forms to ensure compli-
ance. For instance, in order to engage the services
of independent contractors, campus entities must
complete contractual forms which require review
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HIGHLIGHT

The University Speech Policy states: “Academic freedom shall
be recognized as a right of all members of the faculty, wheth-
er with or without tenure or continuing appointment, of all
administrative officers, and of all students.”

of Internal Revenue Service regulations, cost rea-
sonableness and/or competition and approvals in
addition to other requirements.

The University has adopted policies and rules
governing who has authority within each vice
president’s area to enter into contracts and other
types of agreements. See www.regulations.utah.

edu/administration/3-004 html and fos.admin.utah.

Additionally, before signature, all contracts require
review by the Office of General Council and the
Office of Risk and Insurance Management to ensure
that approved agreements contain language and
provisions to ensure that the integrity of the Univer-
sity of Utah is maintained.

Academic Freedom

2.A.27 The institution publishes and adheres to
policies, approved by its governing board, regarding
academic freedom and responsibility that protect its
constituencies from inappropriate internal and exter-
nal influences, pressures, and harassment.

The University has long-established comprehensive
regulations regarding academic freedom and re-
sponsibility. In keeping with the strong shared-gov-
ernance principle pervasive in the academic
regulations, these regulations are approved both
by the Academic Senate (elected representatives of
the faculty, students, and academic deans) and the
governing Board of Trustees, as well as the Univer-
sity president. By policy of the Utah State Board of
Regents, the University and the state’s other higher
education institutions are mandated to have in
place policies related to academic freedom and
professional responsibility (Regents Policy R481,

sity Speech Policy, which states the principle that
"Academic freedom shall be recognized as a right of

all members of the faculty, whether with or without
tenure or continuing appointment, of all admin-
istrative officers, and of all students”These issues
are further addressed in a section of the Code of
Student Rights and Responsibilities, which address-
es student freedom of expression (Policy 6-400), a
section of policy on freedom of the student press
(Policy 6-401), and a section on intellectual freedom
of faculty in the Code of Faculty Rights and Re-
sponsibilities (Policy 6-316). Other policies provide
safeguards against violations of academic freedom
in disciplinary actions taken against faculty, discon-
tinuance of programs, or in dismissals of non-faculty
personnel.

See Policy 6-307: Resignations of Faculty; Policy
6-313: Terminations and Program Discontinuance;
and Policy 6-309: Academic Staff, Educational Train-
ees.

The Senate Committee on Academic Freedom and
Faculty Rights is a standing elected committee of
the Academic Senate charged with investigating
and reporting to the Senate on instances of alleged
violations of academic freedom or related rights,
and more generally advising the Senate on any po-
tential threats to academic freedom (Policies 6-002
and 6-010).

2.A.28 Within the context of its mission, core themes,
and values, the institution defines and actively pro-
motes an environment that supports independent
thought in the pursuit and dissemination of know/-
edge. It affirms the freedom of faculty, staff, admin-
istrators, and students to share their scholarship and
reasoned conclusions with others. While the institution
and individuals within the institution may hold to a
particular personal, social, or religious philosophy,

its constituencies are intellectually free to examine
thought, reason, and perspectives of truth. Moreover,
they allow others the freedom to do the same.

Maintaining an environment that encourages
independent thought and sharing of knowledge

is central for the University. This commitment is
reflected in the preamble of the University Speech
Policy, which states that “the University must insure
within it the fullest degree of intellectual freedom
and protect the opportunity of all members of the
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University community and their guests to exercise
their intellectual freedom and protect their right to
communicate with others in the University commu-

and Responsibilities begins with the principle that
the University shall be maintained as “a place where
the broadest possible latitude is accorded to inno-
vative ideas and experiments, where independence
of thought and expression are not merely tolerated
but actively encouraged. The Code further provides
that faculty members "have the right to academic
freedom and the right to examine and communi-
cate ideas by any lawful means even should such
activities generate hostility or pressures against the
faculty member or the university. See Policy 6-316,
University’s “Student Bill of Rights” provides that
students are “entitled to academic freedom and
autonomy in their intellectual pursuits”and "have a
right to examine and communicate ideas.” See Pol-
php. Further, the University's “"Accommodations”
policy is a particular expression of these principles
which balances the academic freedom of the fac-
ulty to determine curricular content, and the rights
of students taking courses to “adhere to individual
systems of conscience, religion, and ethics, in some
cases by requesting an appropriate accommoda-
tion in course requirements to avoid conflicts with
a student’s “sincerely held core beliefs”" See Policy

2.A.29 individuals with teaching responsibilities
present scholarship fairly, accurately, and objectively.
Derivative scholarship acknowledges the source of
intellectual property, and personal views, beliefs, and
opinions are identified as such.

Through adoption and implementation of the
University’s Code of Faculty Rights and Responsibili-
ties, the faculty and administration have committed
to the principle that teachers “must not require
students to accept their personal beliefs or opin-
ions and must strive in the classroom to maintain

a climate conducive to thinking and learning. The
Code further provides that “Faculty members must
not misuse the classroom by preempting substan-
tial portions of class time for the presentation of

their own views on topics unrelated to the subject
matter of the course. Where faculty members find
it pedagogically useful to advocate a position on
controversial matters, they must exercise care

to assure that opportunities exist for students to
consider other views. Faculty members must not
reward agreement or penalize disagreement with
their views on controversial topics!” See Policy 6-316,
Code also explicitly prohibits plagiarism and other
forms of misconduct in research and other profes-
sional activities of faculty.

Finance

2.A.30 7he institution has clearly defined policies, ap-
proved by its government board, regarding oversight
and management of financial resources — including
financial planning, board approval and monitoring of
operating and capital budgets, reserves, investments,
fundraising, cash management, debt management,
and transfers and borrowings between funds.

The University has detailed Regulations governing
financial resources planning and management.
These are available in the General Administration
& Operations section of the Regulations Library,

regulations must go through the University’s policy
revision system, which includes coordination by
the Institutional Policy Committee and a rigorous
review process. Information on the process and the

The University also is responsible for adhering to
the policies of the Utah Board of Regents. The Uni-
versity's Office of Budget and Institutional Analysis
and the offices reporting to the Chief Business Offi-
cer provide an extensive series of reports to the Of-
fice of the Commissioner of Higher Education (staff
to the Regents). These reports deal with financial
matters of various kinds (budgets, tuition and fees,
tuition waivers, actual expenditures, assets and
liabilities, changes in assets, endowment perfor-
mance, bonded debt, and so on) as well as matters
that impact on finances such as enrollment.
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STANDARD 2.B: HUMAN RESOURCES

2.B.1 7he institution employs a sufficient number of
qualified personnel to maintain its support and opera-
tions functions. Criteria, qualifications, and procedures
for selection of personnel are clearly and publicly stat-
ed. Job descriptions accurately reflect duties, responsi-
bilities, and authority of the position.

The University of Utah employs both benefitted and
non-benefited staff employees in academic col-
leges and departments, hospitals and clinics as well
as administrative and auxiliary units. Administrative
and operational functions are managed locally at
the unit level. Managers have authority to balance
the workforce. Policy 5-102 Staff Employment

Policy describes the hiring process and details can

tions for hospital and clinic employees are available
through the hospital and clinics human resources
department. Both departments review positions for
essential functions and compliance requirements.

All job descriptions include minimum qualifications
and essential functions and are updated as nec-
essary. All positions are posted on the respective
careers pages for campus and hospitals and clinics.
The hiring process is decentralized and hiring man-
agers and supervisors are accountable for ensuring
compliance with policy. Both HR offices support
hiring managers and processes as required opera-
tionally.

University of Utah Human Resources Management,
(HRM) for the campus, excluding University Hospi-
tals and Clinics, is undertaking a project to enhance
the delivery of HR services and processes. The goals
are to increase customer service, improve efficiency
and value, and increase management capacity. The
model will have three elements. The first element

is a Customer Service Center (CSC) that will be de-
veloped and located at Central HR and will be the
main point of contact for employees. The CSC will
be responsible for ensuring all new hire actions are

completed, overseeing the majority of HRM trans-
actional processes, and answering questions related
to Payroll, Benefits, Employment Verification, and
Application Tracking.

The second element is embedding HR experts at
the college/unit and/or departmental level. The em-
bedded teams will include an HR Manager and HR
Analysts to provide strategic initiatives and services
for departments.

The third element involves Centers of Expertise,
such as Payroll, Benefits, Employee Relations, Com-
pensation, Recruitment, and Training & Develop-
ment who will remain at central HR. These centers
will provide up to date knowledge and training to
the embedded teams.

This project will likely involve staff organizational
changes and technology enhancements/services.
Currently, HRM is creating “as-is” process maps of all
HRM transactions and it is anticipated that “to-be”
processes will be developed for the majority of
transactional processes. A pilot of embedded HR

is currently underway in Student Affairs, with one
HR Manager and two HR Analysts. Baseline metrics
reports have been run and will be run again every
six months to monitor progress of the model.

2.B.2 Administrators and staff are evaluated requ-
larly with regard to performance of work duties and
responsibilities.

During the past three years, the University of Utah
Hospitals and Clinics and other areas of Health Sci-
ences (including the School of Medicine) designed,
developed and implemented an online staff perfor-
mance management system. Since its deployment
last year, 224 supervisors have already been trained
on this performance management system. Of the
5,600 staff employees at Health Sciences, over 600
employees’ performance reviews are in some stage
of completion. This system will continue to be eval-
uated and improved.

At the main campus, the Division of Human Re-
sources (HR) has collaborated with University
Information Technologies (UIT) to develop and
deploy an online staff performance management
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tool called University of Utah Performance Man-
agement (UUPM). UUPM is based upon a successful
performance management tool currently used by
the State of Utah. UUPM allows online communica-
tion between supervisor and employee, including
written documentation of job assignments, expec-
tations and yearly goals. The UUPM system pro-
vides additional opportunities for written feedback
between supervisor and staff member and also
strongly supports mentorship by management and
staff personal development.

UUPM is currently available for use across cam-

pus and will be the required tool used for all staff
performance management (non-Health Sciences)
by fall of 2015, keeping in mind that each college
and administrative area has its own performance
evaluation cycle, so it may take a year to implement
in all departments.

With the main campus launch of UUPM and the
existing Health Sciences performance manage-
ment tool, all departments on campus will perform
regular staff performance evaluations using a stan-
dardized online performance management system.
After the rollout of UUPM on the main campus,

HR and UIT will focus their next efforts on steadily
increasing the consistency between the Health
Sciences and UUPM tools.

Access to the respective performance management
tools requires employee authentication. Details of
the two performance management tools can be

The president’s cabinet reviews strategic goals
and achievements of academic units annually. The
two senior vice presidents conduct performance
reviews for each academic dean every five years.

2.B.3 7he institution provides faculty, staff, adminis-
trators, and other employees with appropriate op-
portunities and support for professional growth and
development to enhance their effectiveness in fulfilling
their roles, duties, and responsibilities.

The University has multiple resources for profession-

HIGHLIGHT

A crucial role in assurance of ongoing high quality of academ-
ic programs is played by the University’s seven-year review
cycle.

al development of employees at all levels which are
offered by a range of departments at either no cost
or low cost. Examples include the Training and De-
velopment units in the main campus and hospitals

Training and Development units in the respective
HR departments are responsible for new employee
orientation and job related skills training for staff
employees at all levels. Training and Development
units actively collaborate to provide professional
development for postdoctoral scholars and stu-
dents. The main campus Training and Development
team works closely with the two Offices of Academ-
ic Affairs and Faculty Development (main campus
and health sciences) to develop and implement
faculty professional development programs.

Additionally, the Training and Development teams
work closely with individual units to deliver custom-
ized training interventions to meet specific needs.
Benefited employees receive a 50% tuition reduc-
tion for credit and non-credit classes at the Universi-

Individual departments participate in training
offered by their respective professional associations
and University staff and faculty hold leadership
positions in a number of professional associations.

2.B.4 Consistent with its mission, core themes,
programs, services, and characteristics, the institution
employs appropriately qualified faculty sufficient in
number to achieve its educational objectives, establish
and oversee academic policies, and assure the integrity
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and continuity of its academic programs, wherever
offered and however delivered.

The University structures its academic operations
such that the members of the faculty have substan-
tial authority and responsibility for carrying out the
institution’s educational objectives. This includes the
primary roles in setting and implementing academ-
ic policies, carrying out the activities of the academ-
ic programs, and ensuring the effectiveness of each
academic program unit by periodically reviewing
each unit through a rigorous, transparent review
process that culminates in an evaluative report
presented to the Academic Senate and Board of
Trustees. The University further has in place systems
for careful hiring and periodic review of the faculty
members to ensure that faculty charged with these
various responsibilities have the appropriate qualifi-
cations and continue to meet the University’s high
standards.

The fundamental principle of faculty responsibility
and authority in setting academic policies is reflect-

shall have authority...to legislate on matters of edu-
cational policy, to decide upon curricula ... primary
responsibility for course content and materials,
degree requirements and curriculum [and] a right
to participate in decisions relating to the general
academic operations of the university including
budget decisions and administrative appointments.
See also Policy 6-300 (responsibilities and rights of
various categories of faculty). Policy 2-003 describ-
ing the role of the university president vis-a-vis the
faculty provides that the president commits “to the
faculty of the university, the general initiation and
direction of instruction...in fulfillment of the uni-
versity’s role as established in the state-wide master
plan for higher education.” Specific examples of

this role of the faculty in academic matters are the
requirement of faculty approval for development of
every credit-bearing course, and the requirement
that every course be taught by a qualified instruc-
tor:"In keeping with the principles of faculty shared
governance ... courses shall be approved by the
faculty members of course-offering units before
being submitted for higher-level approval [and]
should be taught, evaluated or directly supervised
by an instructor ... whose teaching qualifications

meet the criteria adopted by the course-offering
unit in furtherance of the University’s commitment

The faculty collectively carries out these responsibil-
ities through an established structure that includes
the faculty groups of each academic unit (primarily
the academic "department”), a college council for
each academic college, the Undergraduate Council
and Graduate Council, and the Academic Senate,

as well as various subject-specific university-wide
committees. See again Policy 6-001 and see the
Roster of University Committees maintained by the
Senate office on the Senate website academic-sen-

A crucial role in assurance of ongoing high quality
of academic programs is played by the University’s
seven-year review cycle for every academic depart-
ment and similar organizational units, with faculty
having major responsibility throughout the review
process. These include a self-study conducted by
the faculty and administrators of the unit, reviews
conducted by teams of University faculty from
outside the unit as well as participants external to
the University, consideration and approval of the
review reports by the Undergraduate/Graduate
Councils, and presentation of the review reports to
the Academic Senate prior to presentation to the
Board of Trustees.

Assurance of appropriate qualifications of the
individual faculty members who carry out these
multiple important responsibilities is accomplished
first through rigorous faculty appointments proce-
dures, in which the existing faculty of the appoint-
ing unit have a major role (See Policy 6-302—Ap-
pointments), and then through the periodic faculty
evaluation processes which are further described in
the response for Standard 2.B.6 below.

2.B.5 raculty responsibilities and workloads are
commensurate with the institution’s expectations for
teaching, service, scholarship, research, and/or artistic
creation.

Ensuring an appropriate balance of individual
faculty workloads with expectations for faculty is ac-
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complished primarily by providing for a strong role
of the faculty of each department, collectively, in
setting those expectations and periodically evalu-
ating individual faculty performance against those
expectations. The University's departments organize
their faculty workforces into distinct categories, with
differentiated expectations of work for the faculty in
each category, and the allocation of workloads and
responsibilities for faculty within each category is
regularly evaluated to be kept consistent with the
overall expectations.

Through major Policy revisions in 2014, the Univer-
sity changed the categorization and nomenclature
of categories of faculty. The former “regular”faculty
category was renamed as the “tenure-line” cate-
gory which comprises tenure-track and tenured
faculty. The nomenclature of “auxiliary” formerly
applicable for all categories of non-tenured faculty
was eliminated in favor of a set of several distinct
categories. The newly established “career-line”
category includes the full-time non-tenured facul-
ty typically expected to be long-serving, who are
further organized in three sub-categories according
to the nature of primary responsibilities: clinical,
lecturer, and research. The remaining major cate-
gories of faculty are adjunct, who are part-time, and
visiting, who are temporary (one can generally only
serve as a visiting faculty member for up to three
years) but may be either full- or part-time during
the temporary appointment). See Policy 6-300,
restructuring and renaming resulted from a lengthy
institution-wide dialogue, with a primary purpose
of promoting greater recognition and respect for
the important roles of faculty in the career-line cate-
gories. The reformed categories are serving well for
the additional purpose of aligning responsibilities
and workloads of individual faculty members with
the expectations applicable for each category, as to
the University's core missions of teaching, research/
other creative activity, and service.

Faculty members in the tenure-line category con-
stitute the foundation of the academic workforce,
and in general all tenure-line faculty are expected
to contribute to all three of the missions of teach-
ing, research/creative activity, and service. Those
expectations are required by Policy to be described
in“Statements of RPT and/ Tenured Faculty Review

Criteria and Standards” which each academic unit
(department or college) develops and submits for
joint approval by central administration and the

Academic Senate Faculty Review Standards Com-

of that policy is to establish a regular schedule for
reexamination and revision of these Statements,

as a means of ensuring they will be kept current
with national disciplinary norms and internal
departmental and institutional expectations. The
tenure-line faculty of each department collectively
have the primary role in setting expectations for
their members, through their role in drafting of the
written standards, and then applying the standards
in conducting periodic reviews of individual faculty
members (as described further under Standard
2.B.6). In particular, the teaching loads of each
tenure-line faculty member are carefully considered
in light of the expectations in that department for
the areas of research/creative activity, and service.
A common feature of departmental plans and
practices is to provide reduced teaching loads and
lessened service expectations for the tenure-track
(pre-tenure) faculty at crucial points in their proba-
tionary periods, to ensure adequate opportunity for
meeting expectations as to research/other creative
activity.

Faculty members in the non-tenure-line catego-
ries are typically not expected to contribute in all
three areas. Of the career-line faculty (full-time, and
typically long-serving), those in the sub-category of
“research faculty”, whose primary work is on re-
search projects, generally are not expected to teach.
Those in the clinical and lecturer sub-categories
have training or teaching as their primary academic
work and generally are not expected to make major
contributions in research/creative activity. There is
some flexibility to allow maximal matching of indi-
vidual skills and interests with institutional missions
and current needs—such that a particular research
faculty member might contribute to teaching and a
particular clinical or lecturer faculty member might
pursue some research. As further explained under
Standard 2.B.6, each college is required under Policy
6-310 to develop and follow a written Statement
(plan) setting the standards (expectations) for their
research, lecturer, or clinical faculty, by category.
There is some flexibility to allow maximal matching
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of individual skills and interests with institutional
missions and current needs—such that a particu-
lar research faculty member might contribute to
teaching and a particular clinical or lecturer faculty
member might pursue some research.

Faculty in these career-line categories are by
University policy limited to appointment terms of
no greater than five years, and may be considered
for reappointment at the end of each such term.
Under policy revisions made partially in response
to the 2006-2007 accreditation, a careful evaluation
process is required in conjunction with each such
reappointment (a thorough review at least every
five years, in addition to less extensive annual re-
views). The tenure-line faculty of their departments,
collectively, have a primary role in that periodic
evaluation and reappointment process (per the Ap-
pointments Policy 6-302). All such reappointments
are also presented to the Academic Senate before
approval by the Board of Trustees. This transpar-
ent system ensures that the contributions being
made by each individual full-time faculty member
in the career-line categories, and the expectations
for faculty in each category within a department,
are reviewed regularly, not only by departmental
administrators but also collectively by the core ten-
ure-line faculty of the department, before approval
of reappointments (including reappointments with
promotion in rank) is processed through central
administration, the Academic Senate, and Board of
Trustees.

The most recent relevant University policy revision
was adopted in May 2015 through a lengthy task-
force-led project, and is currently being implement-
ed. It adds significant rights and procedures regard-
ing reappointment for career-line faculty members
who have served for at least three-years full-time. It
articulates for such “long-serving full-time” mem-
bers basic due process rights to (i) seek reappoint-
ment, (ii) seek promotion in rank, (iii) receive notice
of upcoming periodic reviews, and have access to
the review file, and (iv) submit review materials—
including responses to all evaluations. Of particular
significance, a new oversight procedure is estab-
lished, with a University-level advisory committee,
such that a career-line faculty member who seeks
reappointment (with or without promotion in rank)
and receives a negative recommendation at the

academic unit level (i.e, college/department), has
the right to pursue the request for reappointment/
promotion up to the central administration lev-

el, and may have the case reviewed by the new
University Career-Line Reappointment Commit-
tee. This new committee will examine the lower
level recommendation, applying an “arbitrary and
capricious”standard in considering whether the
recommendation properly adheres to the criteria
and standards applicable under the approved State-
ment. The committee will then advise the central
administration, submitting recommendations as

to an appropriate disposition on disputed core
matters in the reappointment/promotion case. This
process is modeled on a long established process
for tenure-line faculty, under which a committee

of tenured faculty advises on disputes regarding
retention, promotion, and tenure. The new commit-
tee for career-line reappointment/ promotion cases
will consist of peers -- career-line faculty members
drawn from across the University, elected by their
career-line area colleagues. (Policy 6-310, May 2015).

Part-time faculty members are mainly in the catego-
ry of “adjunct”and are almost exclusively contribut-
ing to the teaching mission. They are rarely involved
in research or service activities within the University.
Given that they typically have their primary profes-
sional lives outside of the University, the University
appropriately focuses its evaluations directly on as-
suring that the teaching work they perform for the
University is in fact carried out effectively. The qual-
ity of their teaching contributions is assessed on
the basis of multiple indices, including a recurrent
student course evaluation process. Such adjunct
faculty members are required to go through the
periodic reappointment and concomitant evalua-
tion processes similar to those described above for
the career-line faculty, using criteria, standards, and
procedures developed by the departments specif-
ically appropriate for adjunct faculty, described in
the Statements to be jointly approved by central
administration and the Senate’s Faculty Review
Standards Committee. These processes must always
include scrutiny by the tenure-line faculty, and units
may also choose to provide for scrutiny by their
long-serving full-time career-line faculty with rele-
vant expertise (per Policies 6-310 and 6-302).
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2.B.6 All faculty are evaluated in a reqular, system-
atic, substantive, and collegial manner at least once
within every five-year period of service. The evaluation
process specifies the timeline and criteria by which
faculty are evaluated; utilizes multiple indices of
effectiveness, each of which is directly related to the
faculty member’s roles and responsibilities, including
evidence of teaching effectiveness for faculty with
teaching responsibilities; contains a provision to
address concerns that may emerge between regularly
scheduled evaluations; and provides for administrative
access to all primary evaluation data. Where areas for
improvement are identified, the institution works with
the faculty member to develop and implement a plan
to address identified areas of concern.

The University's colleges and departments (and oth-
er interdisciplinary academic units) have systematic
evaluation processes in place for all faculty, requir-
ing comprehensive evaluations no less frequently
than every five years, as well as more frequent
annual evaluations every spring. The processes are
organized according to categories of faculty.

For the "tenure-line”faculty, there is a particularly
rigorous “RPT" system for conducting retention,
promotion and tenure evaluations for “tenure-track”
(pre-tenure tenure-line) faculty throughout a pro-
bationary period of five to seven years. This includes
at least two rigorous formal reviews conducted
midway through and in the final year of the proba-
tionary period, as well as annual informal retention
reviews. (Policy 6-303). For tenured faculty, existing
policy requires departments to conduct compre-
hensive reviews every five years in addition to
annual reviews (Policy 6-303), and the University is
currently engaged in a lengthy project which will
culminate in a major revision of the policy for these
“Tenured Faculty Reviews—TFR". Fundamental as-
pects of these review processes for the tenure-line
faculty are mandated at the state level by policy

of the Utah State Board of Regents (Regents Policy
R481) and implemented through the University's
comprehensive institutional policy (6-303). Under
the RPT and Tenured Faculty Review processes,

all tenure-line faculty are evaluated in the three
areas of teaching, research/other creative activity,
and service. The reviews are conducted collegially
within the academic department, and results and

recommendations reported up through channels
to the president of the university. These review
systems must themselves undergo rigorous review,
with the review plans, including criteria, standards,
and procedures, documented in a Statement that
must be approved at multiple levels. The Senate
Faculty Review Standards Committee is a standing
committee of the Academic Senate made up of
elected tenured faculty representing all colleges of
the University, and is charged with reviewing and
jointly with central administration finally approving
the RPT and TFR evaluation Statements adopted
for each academic department. (Policies 6-002 and
6-303).

In reviewing these faculty evaluation systems, the
Standards Committee and central administration
pay particularly close attention to methods for eval-
uation of teaching. Departments have long been
required to integrate into their systems reviews and
recommendations of individual faculty prepared by
departmental Student Advisory Committees (SAC’s),
prepared according to guidelines approved by

the Standards Committee, and to employ multiple
other indices of teaching performance (including
data gleaned from the institution-wide course
evaluations conducted each semester per Policy
6-100). Departments with ‘best practices'have
typically included teaching assessments based on
peer observations, and under recent policy revi-
sions adopted on recommendation of the Senate’s
Standards Committee those will now be presump-
tively required.

For 2015-2016 and following years, major focus will
be directed at the systems for review of tenured
faculty. Over the past year a TFR Task Force has be-
gun developing a policy revision proposal, through
a series of discussions with various administrators
and faculty representatives. This will continue in the
coming year and the revised policy is anticipated
to be presented for final approvals of the Academic
Senate and Board of Trustees within the year. It is
contemplated the revised policy will require more
thorough TFR systems to be implemented within
the departments and colleges (with contents of the
governing Statements developed first within those
units, and then jointly approved by central admin-
istration and the Senate’s Standards Committee,
guided by an approved template). And it is expect-

STANDARD 2 43



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

ed to include formalization of specific procedures
for addressing areas of concern identified upon
review of a tenured faculty member—including
adding a significant new University-level appeals
process. This appeals process is being designed to
assure that the most serious measures to address
identified concerns regarding a tenured facul-

ty member’s performance are applied fairly and
consistently, and that members exhibiting sub-par
performance are extended ample opportunities
and support for improvement of performance, be-
fore the more serious measures are implemented. In
response to feedback garnered in the consultation
to date, the policy is also being crafted to ensure
that the review systems appropriately identify and
recognize good performance by tenured faculty
members.

For faculty in the non-tenure categories (career-line,
adjunct, and visiting), and for other teaching per-
sonnel without faculty appointments, the University
has been strengthening its periodic evaluation
processes in the period from 2007 to the present,
partially in response to a recommendation from the
NWCCU accreditation review carried out in 2006-
2007. At the time that review was being completed,
the University responsively adopted a new Poli-

cy 6-310, which requires each of its colleges (or
other academic units) to develop a written plan

for periodic evaluation of faculty in the career-line,
adjunct, and visiting categories, and also “non-facul-
ty instructional personnel” (graduate students and
postdoctoral fellows with teaching responsibilities).
The University refined that Policy in 2010 with
further detail, following the NWCCU's follow-up

site visit and Interim Report of fall 2009, and then
significantly revised it again in 2014 as part of a
major project focused primarily on the important
roles career-line faculty have within the University.
In accord with the original Policy, all colleges have
been developing and putting into place interim
versions of the evaluation plans (through written
Statements of criteria, standards, and procedures),
and the central administration and the faculty
members of the Standards Committee are currently
working with the colleges to further refine those
plans in accord with the latest Policy changes. (See
further description of these evaluation systems for
career-line faculty, including the recent history of
major policy changes, in the section for Standard

2-B-5 above).

While most appointments of the non-tenure cat-
egories of faculty are within traditional academic
departments, situated within academic colleges,
some appointments of career-line faculty (and
non-faculty teaching personnel) are based in an
alternative type of academic unit which the Uni-
versity refers to as an Interdisciplinary Academic
Program (Policy 6-001). By means of the 2010
policy revisions (prompted partly by follow up

for the preceding NWCCU accreditation round) a
process was established by which such programs
can achieve qualified status and be authorized to
host appointments of career-line faculty in teach-
ing roles. The interdisciplinary units which have
achieved such authorization (individually approved
by central administration and the Academic Sen-
ate) are referred to as Qualified Interdisciplinary
Teaching Programs (Policy and Rule 6-310). These
interdisciplinary teaching programs are required to
develop and implement rigorous review process-
es for their career-line faculty (and also teaching
personnel without faculty appointments) similar to
those processes which are applicable for career-line
faculty appointed in the more traditional academic
departments and colleges. A University-level “In-
terdisciplinary Teaching Programs Faculty Appoint-
ments Advisory Committee” jointly with central
administration approves the contents of the faculty
review plans (Statements) each such program
develops, and also approves the appointments/ re-
appointments and promotions-in-rank of individual
career-line faculty members in these programs. This
system was designed to ensure thorough scrutiny
of each such unit’s plans for appointment/ review
and reappointment/promotion, and also thorough
scrutiny of each individual appointment/ reappoint-
ment/ promotion decision within these units, to a
degree equaling or exceeding what occurs in the
more traditional types of academic units. Because
teaching is the central mission of each such unit,
the evaluation systems for all focus primarily on fac-
ulty member contributions to teaching. There are
presently six such qualified interdisciplinary units:
Entertainment Arts and Engineering; Environmental
and Sustainability Studies; Ethnic Studies; Gender
Studies; Honors; and LEAP (Learning, Enhancement,
Achievement, and Progress). Some of the important
contributions faculty of these six programs make,

44 STANDARD 2



SELF REPORT 2015

especially to teaching at the undergraduate level,
and other aspects of student success, are highlight-
ed elsewhere in this Report (e.g. Standard 4).

In conjunction with the major development of
rigorous performance review systems for the
career-line faculty which the University has been
engaged in since the 2006-2007 accreditation, it
has also been quite dramatically expanding the
roles of career-line faculty members in shared-gov-
ernance activities, through a series of revisions of
policies relevant to shared-governance structures.
Of most direct relevance to the topic of reviews

of faculty performance, this first included making
career-line faculty members a part of the system for
developing and approving contents of the State-
ments which guide the departmental (or other unit)
processes for appointing, reviewing, and reappoint-
ing/ promoting career-line faculty members. The
Senate Faculty Review Standards Committee has a
prominent place in that system, and the first step

in the dramatic expansion was to bring career-line
faculty into that committee’s activities on an ad hoc
basis. That was followed with formally revising the
policy controlling the committee structure, in 2014,
to now include a set of elected career-line facul-

ty members, so there is peer participation in the
committee’s responsibility for final approval of the
Statements.

The 2014 change to that particular Senate com-
mittee was accompanied by sweeping changes to
the entire Senate structure. Designated positions
for career-line faculty were established for the main
body of the Senate itself (adding 18 such posi-
tions, elected by career-line peers representing 18
college areas), and career-line members have been
integrated into the Senate’s ten standing commit-
tees; including the vital Executive Committee (see
Revised Policy 6-002). They have also been integrat-
ed into various Senate ad hoc committees. And as a
most recent step (begun May 2015) the University
Career-Line Reappointment Committee, whose role
in reviewing disputes regarding faculty reappoint-
ments/ promotions is described above for Standard
2-B-5, is being created with a membership exclu-
sively of career-line faculty members.

ATask Force on Career-line, Adjunct, and Visiting
faculty has been instrumental in accomplishing

these various policy revisions, and is currently con-
tinuing to work on related issues on various fronts,
in coalition with relevant Senate committees, other
University committees, and administrators. One
aspect of that work is to encourage and facilitate
integration of career-line faculty members into
academic governance structures at the level of
colleges, departments, and other academic units,
particularly in roles where their expertise and work
capacity are most clearly advantageous. The recent
revisions to policies regarding career-line faculty
explicitly encourage units to integrate such faculty
into shared-governance roles, and direct units to
recognize service in shared-governance activities
as valuable contributions to be accounted for in
faculty member reviews (Policy 6-310).

The task force also plans in 2015-206 to begin
turning some attention to the adjunct category of
faculty.

For all of its categories of faculty, the University's
evaluation systems are developed and implement-
ed primarily by the faculty within the individual
departments or colleges so that the evaluative
Criteria are tailored to each discipline, within param-
eters set by an institution-wide Policy. They provide
for periodic review, with comprehensive reviews
no less frequently than every five years, provide for
mechanisms to address concerns arising between
those five-year comprehensive reviews, provide for
departmental/college/central administrator ac-
cess to all primary evaluation data, and provide for
mechanisms to timely and effectively address any
areas of concern identified in the review of any fac-
ulty member. The University has been very actively
reviewing and revising these evaluations systems
in recent years, and plans to continue aggressively
improving them over the next several years—in-
cluding particularly major attention in the coming
year to the systems for review of tenured faculty.

HIGHLIGHT

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching
classifies the University of Utah as a large four-year public
research university with very high research activity.
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STANDARD 2.C: EDUCATION RESOURCES

2.C.1 The institution provides programs, wherever
offered and however delivered, with appropriate
content and rigor that are consistent with its mission;
culminate in achievement of clearly identified student
learning outcomes; and lead to collegiate-level degrees
or certificates with designators consistent with pro-
gram content in recognized fields of studly.

The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching classifies the University of Utah as a large
four-year public research university with very high
research activity. The undergraduate program is
classified as balanced (arts & sciences/professions,
with high graduate coexistence), and the graduate
program is listed as comprehensive doctoral with a
medical school. A comprehensive searchable list of
undergraduate and graduate degrees, minors and
certificates offered by the University is published
the balance of academic programs across tradition-
al disciplines.

The creation of each new academic program is
accomplished only by a rigorous process of propos-
al and review, starting in the academic department
and college, and progressing to the Undergraduate
Council or Graduate Council, as appropriate, the
senior vice president (Academic Affairs or Health
Sciences), approval by the Academic Senate, Board
of Trustees and the State Board of Regents. All
degree programs articulate a clearly defined set of
expected learning outcomes (learningoutcomes.

utah.edu/) as well as the measures used to assess
learning outcomes. Institutional assessments of
program effectiveness and achievement of student

learning outcomes are performed by the Graduate

2.C.2 The institution identifies and publishes expect-
ed course, program, and degree learning outcomes.
Expected student learning outcomes for courses,
wherever offered and however delivered, are provided
in written form to enrolled students.

Expected learning outcomes for every degree
program are published on the University of Utah
regulations require that course descriptions, which
are published in course syllabi and distributed to
enrolled students, clearly state the learning out-
comes and activities that are essential to the award

ing Excellence publishes a guide to the creation of
course syllabi that are in compliance with university

uate Council requires courses fulfilling a General
Education requirement have syllabi that indicate
which learning outcomes are addressed. A com-
prehensive collection of General Education course
syllabi is available for inspection.

2.C.3 Credit and degrees, wherever offered and
however delivered, are based on documented student
achievement and awarded in a manner consistent
with institutional policies that reflect generally ac-
cepted learning outcomes, norms, or equivalencies in
higher education.

All academic programs are subject to rigorous
internal review and subsequent external review

by chief academic officers of other Utah System of
Higher Education institutions at the time they un-
dergo approval by the State Board of Regents. This
process ensures high quality design, demonstrated
need, financial sustainability and learning outcomes
that reflect generally accepted learning outcomes
in higher education. In addition, many programs
undergo ongoing periodic external review for
specialized accreditation. The Graduate and Under-
graduate Councils are charged with conducting
ongoing reviews of academic programs throughout
the University on a 7-year cycle to ensure that credit
and degrees are being awarded in a manner con-
sistent with University policies. Each review begins
with preparation of a departmental self-study doc-
ument, two site visits by teams of internal reviewers
and external reviewers, input from the department
chair and dean, preparation of a summary report

by the respective Council, and a wrap-up meeting
with the department chair, dean, and cognizant
senior vice president to identify action items in
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response to the recommendations of the review.

Documentation of program reviews are maintained
by the Graduate School for all programs except
those having only an undergraduate component
(e.g., LEAP Program and Honors College), which are
maintained in Undergraduate Studies.

2.C.4 Degree programs, wherever offered and how-
ever delivered, demonstrate a coherent design with
appropriate breadth, depth, sequencing of courses,
and synthesis of learning. Admission and graduation
requirements are clearly defined and widely published.

Degree programs follow depth, breadth, and course
sequencing standards as determined by specialized
accreditation requirements or, in programs without
specialized accreditation, follow the depth, breadth
and sequencing of nationally recognized programs
of study. The course requirements and sequencing
are periodically reviewed to align with national
trends through ongoing curricular review at the
department level and external reviews on the seven
year cycle.

Sample programs of study have been created for
every bachelor degree program. They demonstrate
a suggested sequencing of courses, and can be
found on the major pages of the General Catalog
graduate and graduate programs is presented on
the websites of the individual departments offering
the degrees and certificates. These documents

are reviewed by the Graduate or Undergraduate
Council as part of the seven-year cycle of program
reviews to ensure that programs are up-to-date and
are offered with the appropriate level of academic
rigor. The Office of Admissions publishes specific
admissions requirements for undergraduate and

Graduation requirements for baccalaureate degrees
are published in the university’s General Catalog
rﬁéﬁfgf&"é'i}-é-r;/"aegree.The Office of Undergrad-
uate Studies maintains a detailed description

of General Education and Baccalaureate degree

php). In addition, every undergraduate student

can access the Degree Audit Requirements System
edu), which allows students to run degree audits
upon request, including “what-if" queries to test the
effects of changing or adding majors and minors.

Graduate students are required to develop an
official program of study to satisfy the requirements
of the degree for which they have been admitted.
The program of study is entered into the Graduate
Records Tracking System, which can be viewed by

to determine which degree requirements remain to
be satisfied prior to graduation.

2.C.5 raculty, through well-defined structures and
processes with clearly defined authority and respon-
sibilities, exercise a major role in the design, approval,
implementation, and revision of the curriculum, and
have an active role in the selection of new faculty.
Faculty with teaching responsibilities take collective
responsibility for fostering and assessing student
achievement of clearly identified learning outcomes.

As to curriculum, all of the university's educational
programs evolve through processes that ensure
academic rigor and compatibility with institutional
mission, and the faculty collectively has core roles
in those processes. As provided in Policy 6-001 "The
faculty of each academic unit... shall have, subject
to the approval of the Academic Senate and appeal
to the University faculty, jurisdiction over all ques-
tions of educational policy affecting that academic
unit, including requirements for entrance, gradua-
tion, and major, and prescribed subjects of study!
New courses are approved by departmental faculty,
then by college curriculum committees (with facul-
ty membership), and finally by the Office of Curricu-
lurn Administration (curriculum.utah.edu/).

New curricular programs (degrees, minors, empha-
ses, or certificates) are subject to additional levels of
review by the Graduate Council or Undergraduate
Council (primarily faculty membership), cognizant
senior vice president, Academic Senate (primarily
faculty membership), Board of Trustees and the
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State Board of Regents. Courses that satisfy institu-
tional General Education or Baccalaureate degree
requirements are reviewed on a 5-year cycle by
faculty committees and the Undergraduate Council.
The Graduate and Undergraduate Councils review
the curricula of other ongoing programs and cours-
es, including those satisfying departmental major
requirements, as part of the seven-year cyclical pro-
gram review process, in accordance with Regents

As to selection of new faculty, University Policy
6-302 establishes a procedure governing every
appointment of every new faculty member (in ev-
ery category— tenure-line, career-line, adjunct, or
visiting). The core of that process is that the existing
faculty in the appointment departments serve as
the "Departmental Faculty Appointments Advisory
Committee” which reviews, votes upon, and makes
a specific recommendation as to every proposed
appointment. That recommendation is the primary
basis of the ultimate decision on each appointment
(which by state law ultimately rests with the Univer-
sity president and Board of Trustees).

Faculty in departments and programs are responsi-
ble for establishing and assessing student learning
outcomes at the course and program level. Student
learning outcomes for all University degrees are
Outcomes and requirements are tailored to the
practices of each discipline; therefore, a wide variety
of assessment tools and techniques are employed,
including student course evaluations, capstone
courses and exams, professional licensure exams,
student portfolio reviews, exit interviews, alumni
questionnaires, and student job placement data.

2.C.6 Faculty with teaching responsibilities, in part-
nership with library and information resources per-
sonnel, ensure that the use of library and information
resources is integrated into the learning process.

Faculty teaching in the undergraduate curriculum
have strong partnership connections with the
central Marriott library faculty. Faculty with teach-
ing responsibilities work closely with library-based
services, including the Digital Scholarship Lab (DSL),
the office of Teaching and Learning Technologies

(TLT), and the Center for Teaching and Learning Ex-
University’s teaching community through a variety
of workshops, courses, one-on-one consultations,
and a database of instructional resources. DSL, TLT
and CTLE are all housed in the Faculty Center of the
Marriott Library, which allows faculty to cover all of
their teaching needs in one location. Subject based

classroom and teaching and librarian faculty work
together to ensure that students learn to find and
use scholarly resources appropriately.

Additionally, library and information resources are
integrated into the learning process at the depart-
ment level, as well as through faculty connections
as well as through a number of undergraduate
teaching and learning communities including: the
Honors College; Learning, Engagement, Achieve-
ment Progress (LEAP) Program, Undergraduate
Research Opportunities Program (UROP), ACCESS
Program, and Innovation Scholars. In each of these
programs, library faculty are an integral part of the
curriculum, ensuring that the use of library and
information resources is integrated into the learning
process. For example, LEAP students visit the Marri-
ott Library 5 times each semester.

Faculty with teaching responsibilities often contact
the Marriott Library, the Eccles Health Sciences
Library or the Quinney Law Library to arrange for a
guest lecture from a librarian faculty member that
teaches students how to access peer-reviewed,
scholarly information in their subject area. These
course integrated instruction sessions are sup-
plemented by online tutorials and library guides
available 24 hours a day anywhere in the world via
an Internet connection. In addition, librarians are
available for consultations in person, via email, over
the phone, or by web conference.

As a particular example, instruction in legal research
methodology is a fundamental component of the
law school J.D. curriculum. Quinney law librarian
faculty with juris doctor degrees teach a required
Basic Legal Research course to first year law stu-
dents, and a popular elective course in Advanced
Legal Research. Law library faculty also provide in-
struction, lectures and tours to undergraduate Uni-
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versity courses that have a law-related component,
such as Mass Communication Law (Department of
Communication, College of Humanities).

Other examples in the Health Sciences include: The
School of Medicine and College of Nursing include
librarian instruction in the curriculum. The Eccles
Health Sciences Library works with curriculum com-
mittees in the School of Medicine and the College
of Nursing, and partners with the School of Dentist-
ry and Colleges of Health and Pharmacy to incorpo-
rate information and health literacy, and informatics
concepts into curricula. Librarian faculty visit class-
rooms to present lectures on library resources and
skills, as well as teach curriculum-integrated classes.
College of Pharmacy students visit the Library twice
a year for instruction on databases and citation
management tools. The Eccles librarian faculty are
lead partners in the Health Sciences'inter-profes-
sional education initiatives that include teaching
within simulated patient care environments and
disaster response training in a local hospital.

Library faculty work with members of the School

of Medicine Curriculum Committee and sit on the
Baccalaureate Curriculum Committee and Program
Committee for the College of Nursing. To support
evidence-based practice, library faculty provide
both curricular-based and special classes on knowl-
edge resources, the research process, health literacy,
informatics concepts, systematic reviews, citation
management and more. For example, library faculty
meet with 3 year medical students in their OB/
GYN and Pediatrics clerkships, during each of the 8
rotations, to facilitate learning about finding, ana-
lyzing, and applying evidence-based information.
Further, first year Pharm.D. students participate in

at least two library sessions, in which they identi-

fy studies that support or refute claims made by
pharmaceutical companies about particular drugs.
Library faculty also participate in undergraduate
and graduate orientations, as well as faculty retreats,
hosted by each of the Schools and Colleges. As in-
ter-professional education initiatives expand on the
Health Sciences campus, library faculty have been
key partners in co-chairing the program, develop-
ing scenarios and facilitating simulated patient care
experiences. In addition, library faculty ensure that
relevant and needed knowledge resources are avail-
able for students and acquire non-owned materials

on an as needed basis through interlibrary loan and
pay-per-view document systems. While face-to-
face instruction is prevalent, librarians engage with
academic faculty to deliver online instruction to
distance education nursing students using various
meeting technology tools. In addition, librarians
create online Research Guides directed to specific
student populations; these guides are used by stu-
dents to support independent learning, and allow
them to review the services, resources and tutorials
offered by the library.

The partnership connections between teaching fac-
ulty and the libraries administrators are continually
reexamined through the work of the Senate Adviso-
ry Committee on Library Policy, a standing commit-
tee of the Academic Senate. See Policy 6-002.

2.C.7 Credit for prior experiential learning, if granted,
is: a) guided by approved policies and procedures; b)
awarded only at the undergraduate level to enrolled
students; c) limited to a maximum of 25% of the credits
needed for a degree; d) awarded only for documented
student achievement equivalent to expected learning
achievement for courses within the institution’s reqular
curricular offerings; and e) granted only upon the
recommendation of appropriately qualified teaching
faculty. Credit granted for prior experiential learning

is so identified on students’ transcripts and may not
duplicate other credit awarded to the student in ful-
fillment of degree requirements. The institution makes
no assurances regarding the number of credits to be
awarded prior to the completion of the institution’s
review process.

The University of Utah students may, with the per-
mission of a department chair, “challenge”a course
for credit by taking an examination assessing the
learning outcomes for the course. An exam grade of
C- or better is required, along with the final approv-
al of the Credits and Admissions Committee, per
edu) before credit is awarded. Challenge exams

are offered on a credit/no-credit basis; no grade

is recorded for the course challenged. This type of
course challenge is rarely used. The full procedure is
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Additionally, and pursuant to Utah Code 53B-16-
107 and Board of Regents Policy R470-8.6.1, the
University of Utah must provide written notification
to each admissions applicant that it is allowable for
university credit to be awarded for military service
and training based upon a review of recommen-
dations from a Regent-approved post-secondary
association(s) (e.g. American Council on Educa-
tion (ACE)) and deemed parallel to the course-

Before university credit may be applied, the student
must provide a Joint Services Transcript (JST) and
meet with an advisor to discuss the applicability of
the coursework, review financial aid implications
and other factors. Four lower-division elective
credits may also be awarded to military veterans or
service members who have completed at least 181
cumulative days of U.S. active military service and
were honorably discharged or are currently active
duty.

2.C.8 The final judgment in accepting transfer credit
is the responsibility of the receiving institution. Trans-
fer credit is accepted according to procedures which
provide adequate safeguards to ensure high academic
quality, relevance to the students’ programs, and integ-
rity of the receiving institution’s degrees. In accepting
transfer credit, the receiving institution ensures that
the credit accepted is appropriate for its programs

and comparable in nature, content, academic quality,
and level to credit it offers. Where patterns of student
enrollment between institutions are identified, the insti-
tution develops articulation agreements between the
institutions.

Acceptance of transfer credits at the University of
Utah depends upon the quality of instruction from
the sending institution, comparability of the nature,
content, and level of credit earned, and appropri-
ateness and applicability of credit to the University
and the student’s educational goals.

For undergraduate-level courses, in accordance

HIGHLIGHT

The mission of general education is to prepare individuals

to become effective students of the 21st century, part of a
global village, different from anything experienced by any
previous generation.

approves rules regarding acceptance of transfer
credit based on recommendations made by the
Credit and Admissions Committee. The current rules

ucation has developed an unusually strong system
of common course numbering, course articulation
and credit transfer, particularly for courses that satis-
fy General Education degree requirements. A course
transfer guide is published online by the Office of

For graduate programs, Graduate School policy
limits the transfer of graduate credits from another
institution to a maximum of six semester credit
hours, subject to evaluation and recommendation
by the Director of Graduate Studies of the program
and approval by the Dean of the Graduate School.

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

UNDERGRADUATE PROGRAMS

2.C.9 The General Education Component of under-
graduate programs demonstrates an integrated course
of study that helps students develop the breadth and
depth of intellect to become more effective learners
and to prepare them for a productive life of work,
citizenship, and personal fulfillment. Baccalaureate de-
gree programs and transfer associate degree programs
include a recognizable core of general education that
represents an integration of basic knowledge and
methodology of the humanities and fine arts, math-
ematical and natural sciences, and social sciences.
Applied undergraduate degree and certificate pro-
grams of thirty (30) semester credits or forty-five (45)
quarter credits in length contain a recognizable core of
related instruction or general education with identified
outcomes in the areas of communication, computa-
tion, and human relations that align with and support
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program goals or intended outcomes.

The General Education component of undergrad-
uate programs at the University of Utah uses a
distribution model to help students acquire insights
and knowledge about a broad range of intellectual
traditions. The University also now offers an inte-
grated option to completing General Education in
two semesters, which is called “Block U!" Students
select one of six different contemporary issues or
themes around which courses are organized. Stu-
dents also complete a capstone course in the sec-
ond semester. Current Block U options include: Arts
and Advocacy, Entrepreneurship & Society, Global
Citizenship, Medical Humanities, Privacy & Surveil-
lance, and Water & Sustainability. One of the Block
U programs, Global Citizenship, is being developed
into an Integrated Minor that will allow students to
integrate advanced language study with their Gen-
eral Education curriculum in Global Citizenship.

The mission of general education is to prepare
individuals to become effective students of the 21st
century, part of a global village, different from any-
thing experienced by any previous generation. The
educational goals and structure of General Educa-
tion at the University of Utah are as follows:

1. To understand the premise of American
Culture, which is met by taking an approved
course in American Institutions. The following
four courses are approved to achieve this goal:
Economics 1740, History 1700, Political Science
1100, and Honors 2212.

2. To develop the rhetorical skills necessary to
succeed in college level writing, which is met
by taking an approved lower division writ-
ing course. The following three courses are
approved to achieve this goal: Writing 2010,
Honors 2211, and English as a Second Lan-
guage 1060 (for International Students).

3. To develop the ability to use and critically
evaluate numerical information, which is met
by taking two approved lower division courses
in quantitative reasoning. They may take Math
1030 (or a higher level course if indicated by
their placement scores) and a statistics or logic
course from an approved list of courses.

4. To be introduced to four broad areas of
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intellectual inquiry, which is met by taking six
approved courses in intellectual explorations
(courses representing the intellectual tradi-
tions of the humanities, fine arts, social and
behavioral sciences, and physical and natural
sciences). Courses taken for the purpose of
meeting the requirements of the student’s
academic major are not considered part of the
General Education curriculum.

a. Courses approved to carry the Humanities
designation help students achieve a critical
understanding of human thought, cultures,
and civilization from perspectives charac-
teristic of the humanities. These courses
strive to foster analytic, interpretive, and
creative abilities and help students devel-
op intensive, interactive communication
skills needed to succeed at the University
and to contribute to the larger community
as educated and informed citizens. One
hundred and twenty-eight courses from
26 departments and 5 programs carry this
designation.

b. Courses approved to carry the Fine Arts
designation introduce students to ways of
experiencing and understanding a variety
of artistic concepts, structures, and forms.
These courses explore the world through
varying aesthetic viewpoints and seek to
foster critical and creative interpretations
of artistic expression. Sixty-four courses
representing 11 departments and the
Office of Undergraduate Studies carry this
designation.

c. Courses approved to carry the Social and
Behavioral Sciences designation help stu-
dents understand institutions, cultures, and
behaviors. Such courses acquaint students
with fundamental concepts, theories, and
methods of analysis used in the social
and behavioral sciences. They also enable
students to think critically about human
behavior. Eighty-three courses from 19
departments, the Honors College, the
University Writing Program and the Office
of Undergraduate Studies carry this desig-
nation.

d. Courses approved to carry the Physical, Life

51



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

and Applied Sciences introduce students
to the ways in which scientists, engineers,
and scholars in scientifically-based techni-
cal fields gain knowledge and understand-
ing. They illustrate the interplay between
observation, theory, experiment, deduc-
tion and application. Seventy-six courses
representing 10 departments carry this
designation.

Students select courses from approved and des-
ignated lists of courses meeting the University's
General Education requirements, with consultation
of advisors in University College or their academ-

ic departments. These courses are reviewed by a
committee of expert faculty and approved by the
Undergraduate Council every five years. Since 2009
learning outcomes, using the American Association
of Colleges and Universities LEAP Essential Learning
Outcomes, have been identified for each course
carrying a general education designation.

BACCALAUREATE DEGREE REQUIREMENTS

This distribution model is complemented by a set
of Baccalaureate Degree Requirements that help
students acquire essential skills in communication
and writing, quantitative reasoning or language
competence, diversity, and international relations.
Baccalaureate Degree Requirements are upper
division courses (the Diversity requirement is an
exception to this pattern and courses at both the
lower and upper division are approved to meet this
requirement), typically not taken in the first semes-
ter at the University, and often integrated with the
student's major field of study. The following four ed-
ucational goals are met with Baccalaureate Degree
Requirements:

1. To prepare students to speak and/or write
clearly using the standards and practices of
a particular discipline, students take an ap-
proved upper division Communication/Writ-
ing course set within a major. These courses
provide advanced instruction in speaking and
writing. One hundred sixteen courses repre-
senting 45 departments, the Honors College,
the Office of Undergraduate Studies, and the
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University Writing Program are approved to
carry this designation.

2. To prepare students to understand and work

productively in an environment characterized
by increasing domestic diversity, students take
an approved Diversity course. Courses that
are approved to carry this designation explore
American culture, including its norms, laws,
public policies and discourse in the context of
its rich and varied cultural diversity. One hun-
dred and one courses representing 33 depart-
ments, the Honors College, and the Office of
Undergraduate Studies are approved to carry
this designation.

3. To prepare students to understand and work

productively in an increasingly global envi-
ronment, students take an approved upper
division International course. These courses
help students accept and appreciate the in-
terdependence of nations and the viewpoints
of other nations, and give them the ability to
communicate with people across international
borders. Ninety-eight courses representing 25
departments, the Honors College, the Univer-
sity Writing Program, the Middle East Center,
and the Office of Undergraduate Studies are
approved to carry this designation.

4. To prepare students to understand and work

productively in environments heavily influ-
enced by numerical systems of reasoning and
decision making, students who are pursuing
a Bachelor of Science or a Bachelor of Social
Work degree take two approved upper divi-
sion courses in Quantitative Reasoning. These
courses promote the further development

of students’ quantitative reasoning skills. One
hundred and fifty-nine courses are approved
to carry this designation.

5. To prepare students to understand and work

productively in environments whose systems
of reasoning and decision making are heavily
influenced by language, students who are
pursuing a Bachelor of Arts degree are expect-
ed to achieve competence in 4th semester
level of a foreign language or American Sign
Language. This requirement is managed by
the Department of Languages and Literature.



With the consultation of advisors in University
College or their academic departments, students
select courses from approved and designated lists
of courses meeting the General Education require-
ments of the University. These courses are reviewed
by a committee of expert faculty and approved by
the Undergraduate Council every five years. Since
2009 learning outcomes, using the American Asso-
ciation of Colleges and Universities LEAP Essential
Learning Outcomes, have been identified for each
course carrying a baccalaureate designation.

2.C.10 7he institution demonstrates that the General
Education components of its baccalaureate degree
programs (if offered) and transfer associate degree
programs (if offered) have identifiable and assessable
learning outcomes that are stated in relation to the
institution’s mission and learning outcomes for those
programs.

In 2008, the University of Utah Undergraduate
Council adopted the AAC&U LEAP statement of

courses that satisfy General Education requirements
for baccalaureate degrees. The LEAP Essential
Learning Outcomes were thereby determined to be
consistent with the mission of the University and

its General Education program. The course approv-
al process used by the Undergraduate Council
requires that identifiable and assessable learning
outcomes be established for each General Educa-
tion course, and that the outcomes are mapped
onto the LEAP Essential Learning Qutcomes.

2.C.11 The related instruction components of applied
degree and certificate programs (if offered) have
identifiable and assessable learning outcomes that
align with and support program goals or intended
outcomes. Related instruction components may be
embedded within program curricula or taught in
blocks of specialized instruction, but each approach
must have clearly identified content and be taught or
monitored by teaching faculty who are appropriately
qualified in those areas.

The University has no applied degree and certificate
programs that qualify for federal financial aid under
federally define “gainful employment”regulations.

GRADUATE PROGRAMS

2.C.12 Graduate programs are consistent with the in-
stitution’s mission; are in keeping with the expectations
of their respective disciplines and professions; and are
described through nomenclature that is appropriate to
the levels of graduate and professional degrees offered.
They differ from undergraduate programs by requiring
greater depth of study and increased demands on stu-
dent intellectual or creative capacities; knowledge of
the literature of the field; and ongoing student engage-
ment in research, scholarship, creative expression, and/
or appropriate high-level professional practice.

As a comprehensive doctoral-granting university
with very high research activity, the University of
Utah offers 282 graduate degree programs consis-

descriptions, curricular designs and expected learn-
ing outcomes for these degrees are in harmony
with similar programs at peer institutions. For exam-
ple, all of the Ph.D. programs offered by the Univer-
sity are consistent with the educational taxonomy
utilized by the National Research Council in its
Data-Based Assessment of Research Doctorate Pro-
many years, it has been the practice of the Univer-
sity of Utah to program curricular design, relying in
the first instance on department- and college-level
expertise in specific disciplines and professions.
The Graduate School, through the policy-making

and academic units to preserve and enhance the
highest standards of excellence in their individual
disciplines. Each department establishes policies
that are enforced through the regulatory power

of the Graduate School (admissions criteria and
degree requirements). The Graduate Council relies
heavily on the expertise of external reviewers, pro-
fessional societies, specialized accreditation com-
missions and national rankings for indicators of the
academic rigor, quality and standards of individual
units, degrees and programs. Each proposed new
graduate degree or‘emphasis’ goes through a rigor-
ous multi-level approval process coordinated by the
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Graduate Council. For existing programs, potential
problems are identified and remediated through
the rigorous system of 7-year cyclical program re-
view. These exhaustive processes for initial approval
and regular reexamination ensure that each grad-
uate program is rigorous and reflects national and
international norms within a discipline.

2.C.13 Graduate admission and retention policies
ensure that student qualifications and expectations
are compatible with the institution’s mission and the
program’s requirements. Transfer of credit is evaluated
according to clearly defined policies by faculty with a
major commitment to graduate education or by a rep-
resentative body of faculty responsible for the degree
program at the receiving institution.

In keeping with its commitment that each disci-
plinary department and professional school retains
maximum control over the admission of gradu-
ate and professional students, each department
establishes its own admission requirements and
procedures, and recommends students for admis-
sion to graduate study. These recommendations
are subject to minimum admissions criteria set by
the Graduate School, including an earned bacca-
laureate degree from an accredited institution (or
equivalent), a minimum GPA of 3.0 (or equivalent),
and for international students, a minimum English
proficiency demonstrated by a minimum TOEFL
iBT score of 80 (or equivalent). Additional infor-
mation typically used by departments for making
admissions recommendations include letters of
recommendation, standardized achievement test
(Graduate Record Exam), written statement of
interest, publications and professional experience.
Occasionally, departments request exceptions to
the minimum GPA requirement for students whose
overall record shows promise and strong indicators
for success in graduate study. The Graduate School
has a current policy of providing rapid administra-
tive approvals for such exceptions limited to 5% of
an incoming class of students. The main purpose of
this administrative approval process is to empower
departments to recruit students who may make
exceptional contributions to the diversity of the
student body but who otherwise lack the tradi-
tional academic record for admission. Requests for
exceptions beyond the 5% limit are subject to de-

tailed review and approval by the Graduate Admis-
sions Committee. Graduate transfer credit is strictly
limited to 6 semester credit hours and is granted
only with the recommendation of the Director of
Graduate Studies of the department or program

to which the student is matriculated and upon
approval of the Graduate School. Every student’s
individualized program of study must be approved
by each of the members of that student’s graduate

The Graduate School requires that master’s degrees
be completed within four consecutive calendar
years; doctoral degrees must be completed within
seven consecutive calendar years. Students must be
continuously registered throughout their programs
of study, unless a formal leave of absence is granted.
Policies for retention of graduate students are the
responsibility of individual departments and pro-
grams. However, the Graduate School meets with
Directors of Graduate Studies monthly to review
best practices for graduate student recruitment, ad-
mission, retention, tracking, outcomes assessment
and student success.

2.C.14 Graduate credit may be granted for intern-
ships, field experiences, and clinical practices that

are an integral part of the graduate degree program.
Credit toward graduate degrees may not be granted
for experiential learning that occurred prior to matric-
ulation into the graduate degree program. Unless the
institution structures the graduate learning experience,
monitors that learning, and assesses learning achieve-
ments, graduate credit is not granted for learning
experiences external to the students’ formal graduate
programs.

Specific professional preparation programs within
the University do grant credit for internships and
practicums that are designed and monitored by
the offering department. Good examples of this
effective practice are in the Colleges of Nursing,
Health, Social Work and Law. No graduate credit is
granted for experiential learning external to degree
programs.

2.C.15 Graduate programs intended to prepare stu-
dents for research, professional practice, scholarship,
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or artistic creation are characterized by a high level of
expertise, originality, and critical analysis. Programs
intended to prepare students for artistic creation are
directed toward developing personal expressions

of original concepts, interpretations, imagination,
thoughts, or feelings. Graduate programs intended

to prepare students for research or scholarship are
directed toward advancing the frontiers of knowledge
by constructing and/or revising theories and creating
or applying knowledge. Graduate programs intended
to prepare students for professional practice are direct-
ed toward developing high levels of knowledge and
performance skills directly related to effective practice
within the profession.

The rigorous processes for review and approval of
new graduate degree and certificate programs (by
the department, college, Graduate Council, cog-
nizant senior vice-president, president, Board of
Trustees, Commission for Higher Education, Utah
Chief Academic Officers and Utah State Board of
Regents) ensures that programs have a coherent
design that is commensurate with practices at peer
institutions and ensure assessment of expected
learning outcomes that are consistent with the
highest academic standards. Likewise, the system
of cyclic 7-year program reviews (with both internal
and external review teams) ensures that programs
continue to perform at the highest levels of aca-
demic excellence, and that any potential problems
are identified and corrected.

Graduate programs intended to prepare students
for research, scholarship, and artistic creation nor-
mally require the preparation, defense and publica-
tion of an original thesis or dissertation. Programs
intended to prepare students for professional
practice normally require a capstone project and/
or exam intended to demonstrate knowledge and
skills directly associated with effective practice in
the profession.

CONTINUING EDUCATION AND NON-
CREDIT PROGRAMS

2.C.16 Credit and non-credit continuing education
programs and other special programs are compatible
with the institution’s mission and goals.

Continuing Education and Community Engage-
ment (CECE) supports the mission of the University
by supporting student success and contributing to
the quality of public life in Utah. CECE offers credit
courses in a variety of locations and at flexible times
to meet matriculated students needs. Continuing
Education and Community Engagement creates
pathways to the University through programs that
introduce new students to campus, such as youth
education programs and programs for English
language learners. CECE's community engagement
programs reach out into the K-12 community
inspire and prepare young people for higher edu-
cation. CECE offers professional development and
technology education, as well as graduate school
test preparation courses for those working toward
advanced degrees. A variety of personal enrichment
courses for students of all ages extend the reach of
the University into the community.

2.C.17 The institution maintains direct and sole
responsibility for the academic quality of all aspects

of its continuing education and special learning
programs and courses. Continuing education and/or
special learning activities, programs, or courses offered
for academic credit are approved by the appropriate
institutional body, monitored through established pro-
cedures with clearly defined roles and responsibilities,
and assessed with regard to student achievement. Fac-
ulty representing the disciplines and fields of work are
appropriately involved in the planning and evaluation
of the institution’s continuing education and special
learning activities.

The University assumes sole responsibility for the
academic element of all its instructional programs.
It does not maintain contractual relationships with
any organization that is not regionally accredited.
Although individual academic colleges may seek
approval from other organizations to certify a
course or courses for professional continuing edu-
cation units, the college retains full responsibility for
the quality of the offering.

The Continuing Education Academic Program
Advisory Committee provides oversight of the
University’s continuing education activities. In ad-
dition, each academic college offering continuing
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education courses or programs ensures that both
planning and evaluation of these offerings involves
full-time faculty with appropriate credentials. Some
colleges maintain program advisory committees
specifically for helping plan and evaluate individual
programs. Courses that are offered for academic
credit must be approved by the appropriate unit’s
curriculum committee. (See University Policy 6-100.)

2.C.18 The granting of credit or Continuing Education
Units (CEUs) for continuing education courses and
special learning activities is: a) quided by generally
accepted norms; b) based on institutional mission and
policy; ¢) consistent across the institution, wherever
offered and however delivered; d) appropriate to the
objectives of the course; and e) determined by student
achievement of identified learning outcomes.

The granting of any University course credit, in-
cluding for any continuing education and special
learning activities, is governed by University Policy

on Education report, provides that “Credit awarded
for successful educational performance should reflect
comparable quality and be uniformly defined within
an institution, regardless of the methods of instruction
used, the time when the course is taught or the site"
The Policy further provides that “A University credit
hour shall represent approximately three clock hours
of the student’s time a week for one semester. Both
instructional programs and courses utilize the stan-
dard of one semester hour of credit for 45 hours of
student involvement.

With reference to continuing education units (as
distinct from University credit) Policy 6-100 states,
“The national standard for Continuing Education

Units (CEU) is ‘ten contact hours of participation in an
organized continuing education experience under re-
sponsible sponsorship, capable direction, and qualified
instruction.” The University adheres to this policy in
all of its continuing education noncredit offerings.

2.C.19 The institution maintains records which
describe the number of courses and nature of learning
provided through non-credit instruction.

All Continuing Education courses are assigned a

course number and records regarding each listed
course are regularly archived in the PeopleSoft
software database. This historical database program
allows Continuing Education administration to track
the course name and full description of the course,
including learning objectives and length of course.

STANDARD 2.D: STUDENT SUPPORT
RESOURCES

2.D.1 Consistent with the nature of its educational
programs and methods of delivery, the institution
creates effective learning environments with appropri-
ate programs and services to support student learning
needs.

The University of Utah strives to provide appropri-
ate educational programs and delivery methods to
meet the needs of our diverse campus. An increas-
ing number of students are combining online
coursework with on-campus classes. Many students
work during the day and must take classes in the
evening. The University is offering a wider array of
delivery methods than ever before. The Honors Col-
lege allows highly motivated students to engage
with similar students in an academically challenging
environment that engages the whole student. The
LEAP (Learning Engagement Achievement Prog-
ress) Program gives students the opportunity to
participate in a small class environment with the
same students and instructor over two semes-

ters. The Block U program engages students in a set
schedule of thematically organized General Educa-
tion course that culminates in a meaningful inte-
grated and applied project. Diversity Scholars enroll
in a two semester course that connects students
with mentoring opportunities at a local elementary
and middle school. For students with a greater need
for assistance, the Strategies for College Success
course introduces them to tips for making a suc-
cessful transition to the University. Tutoring, the
Supplemental Instruction program, and the Writing
Center all provide support for students who may
be struggling with specific courses. The University’s
goal is to meet the student’s interests and needs in
the most appropriate method for the individual.
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HIGHLIGHT

The objective of the Office of Admissions is to admit an
undergraduate student body of highly qualified, intellectually
curious, diverse and actively involved students.

2.D.2 The institution makes adequate provision for
the safety and security of its students and their proper-
ty at all locations where it offers programs and services.
Crime statistics, campus security policies, and other
disclosures required under federal and state requla-
tions are made available in accordance with those
regulations.

The University of Utah has in place and adheres
to comprehensive policies regarding safety and
security of students, and all other members of the
University community. The centerpiece of those is

of Public Safety has a central role in assuring safety.
The mission of the Department to provide a safe,
crime-free environment for anyone who chooses to
work, live, learn, or visit the University of Utah. This
is accomplished by enforcing federal, state and
local laws and ordinances, as well as University
regulations. Public Safety also provides services to
the University community that promote awareness
and education, in order to prevent crime, promote
personal safety, and protect property. Timely warn-
ings are provided to the campus community when
deemed appropriate through the Campus Alert
system._

Every effort is made to keep the University com-
munity well informed about issues, interests, and
policies relevant to safety and security on cam-
pus. Information concerning safety and crimes on
campus, current crime statistics and other relat-
ed items are published and distributed annually
through the Annual Campus Security and Fire
Safety Report (dps.utah.edu/wp
sites/3/2015/07/2

/

sure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime
Statistics Act (20 USC § 1092(f).

2.D.3 Consistent with its mission, core themes, and
characteristics, the institution recruits and admits stu-
dents with the potential to benefit from its educational

offerings. It orients students to ensure they understand
the requirements related to their programs of study
and receive timely, useful, and accurate information
and advising about relevant academic requirements,
including graduation and transfer policies.

At the undergraduate level, admission to the
University of Utah is governed by University Policy
and is based on an individualized holistic evaluation
process. The holistic evaluation process focuses

on factors that the University has determined to
have bearing on the success of the applicant as
well as identifies their valuable contributions to the
campus community. These are evaluated through
an applicant’s excellence in academic achievement,
intellectual pursuits, and creative endeavors; an
understanding of and respect for historically under-
represented populations; significant commitment
to service to others through public service activities,
community engagement, leadership, or familial
responsibilities; integrity, personal maturity, moti-
vation, and resiliency; and the ability to contribute
to and benefit from a culturally diverse learning
community.

The objective of the Office of Admissions is to admit
an undergraduate student body of highly qualified,
intellectually curious, diverse and actively involved
students. The University is committed to providing
excellence in its teaching/learning environment, to
promoting high levels of student achievement, and
to offering appropriate academic support services.
By identifying students with outstanding potential
and fostering continued personal development in
the classroom and the community, the University
of Utah expects that future leaders of the state, the
region, the nation, and the global community will
emerge among its alumni.

Completion of New Student Orientation is required
for new undergraduates, both freshmen and
transfer students. Orientation provides informa-

tion about university academic requirements and
co-curricular activities. During these sessions, all
students meet with academic advisors from specific
colleges if their major is known and with University
College if they are undeclared. Mandatory first-year
advising is also a requirement prior to registering for
second semester classes.
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Institutional and program graduation requirements

other publications provided by academic depart-
ments at New Student Orientation and through
University College. The Graduation Division of the
Registrar's Office verifies that graduation require-
ments for certificates and degrees are applied
consistently.

Student recruitment and admission to graduate de-
gree programs are a shared responsibility between
the Graduate School, the Office of Admissions, and
individual departments and programs. The Grad-
uate School sets minimum standards for admis-
sion to programs, while the Office of Admissions
processes admission applications for all programs
except JD and MD. Programs review applications
and make recommendations to the Office of Ad-
missions for admission. Once admitted, students
receive information on orientation and advising
directly from the academic program (usually the Di-
rector of Graduate Studies or the graduate program
coordinator). International students receive spe-
cialized advising and orientation from International
Student & Scholar Services and from the Graduate
School International Teaching Assistant Program

to ensure a smooth transition to graduate study as
well as compliance with federal immigration and
visa regulations.

2.D.4 in the event of program elimination or signif-
icant change in requirements, the institution makes
appropriate arrangements to ensure that students en-
rolled in the program have an opportunity to complete
their program in a timely manner with a minimum of
disruption.

Elimination of a degree program or significant
change to degree requirements requires prior
approval by the State Board of Regents. All such
proposals must first be approved by the Undergrad-
uate or Graduate Council, the senior vice-president
(Academic Affairs or Health Sciences), the Academic
Senate and Board of Trustees prior to consideration
by the State Board of Regents. Regents Policy R401

requires that currently enrolled students must be
provided a way to complete a program in a reason-
able period of time consistent with accreditation
standards prior to program discontinuance.

2.D.5 7he institution publishes in a catalog or pro-
vides in a manner reasonably available to students
and other stakeholders, current and accurate informa-
tion that includes:

A. Institutional mission and core themes

B. Entrance requirements and procedures
admissions.utah.edu

D. Info on academic programs, courses, including de-
gree and program completion requirements, expected
learning outcomes, required course sequences, and
projected timelines to completion based on normal
student progress and the frequency of course offerings

E. Names, titles, degrees held, and conferring institu-
tions for administrators and full-time faculty

G. Tuition, fees, other program costs
fbs.admin.utah.edu/income/tuition/

H. Refund policies and procedures for students who
withdraw from enrollment
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J. Academic Calendar

2.D.6 Publications describing educational programs
include accurate information on:

A. National and/or state legal eligibility requirements
for licensure or entry into an occupation or profession
for which education and training are offered.

B. Description of unique requirements for employment
and advancement in the occupation or profession.

There is no one publication that provides compre-
hensive information on legal eligibility requirements
for licensure for all programs. Instead, each program
or college provides to its students the information
about how their program meets the national and/
or state legal eligibility requirements for licensure

or entry into an occupation or profession for which
the education and training are offered. Examples,
with links to accreditation policies, include:

* Division of Occupational Therapy, College of

2.D.7 The institution adopts and adheres to policies
and procedures regarding the secure retention of
student records, including provision for reliable and
retrievable backup of those records, regardless of their
form. The institution publishes and follows established
policies for confidentiality and release of student
records.

The University of Utah has in place and adheres to
comprehensive regulations on security of sensitive

Information Technology. The University has devel-
oped stringent procedures that every University

employee must adhere to in order to gain access
to sensitive data. All employees review a security
presentation during new employee orientation that
emphasizes the importance of keeping institutional
data secure. Access to student data is granted only
to University employees with a legitimate educa-
tional interest in the records. All employees who
are granted access to student records acknowl-
edge they have completed a Family Educational
Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) Review and affirm
they have read and will comply with the provisions
for security and confidentiality of employee and
student records and files as outlined in University
Policies.

The Student Administration database resides in

a Clustered Database Environment. This reduces
unplanned downtime ensuring availability even
after the loss of one or more servers hosting the
database. The database can be recovered to any
point in time and is backed up using secure backup
technology. Online and offsite copies are kept for
Disaster Recovery. All access to the student infor-
mation must be explicitly assigned to a user, usually
on a role basis. The access security system ensures
that only authorized University officials have access
to protected student records. Additionally UIT USS,
which supports the Student Administration System,
is audited on a regular basis by both internal and
external entities.

2.D.8 The institution provides an effective and
accountable program of financial aid consistent with
its mission, student needs, and institutional resourc-
es. Information regarding the categories of financial
assistance (such as scholarships, grants, and loans)

is published and made available to prospective and
enrolled students.

Financial aid programs are primarily overseen or
coordinated through the University’s Financial Aid
Office and the newly created University Scholar-
ship Office, the missions of these two offices are to
facilitate student access to the University of Utah
by administering federal, state, and institutional

aid programs in an equitable and comprehensive
manner. Included in this mission are the important
goals of recruitment and retention, whereby prom-
ising students are attracted to the University and

STANDARD 2 59



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah’s favorable 3.9% default rate is due

in part to the University’s Loan Orientation Program, which
informs and reminds student borrowers of their borrowing

obligations.

supported as they pursue their educational goals. In
order to achieve an effective financial aid program,
the Financial Aid Office and the University Schol-
arship Office must collaborate continually with
on-campus departments and off campus agencies
to assure compliance with all federal, state, and
institutional guidelines and regulations.

The PeopleSoft financial aid module records all
offers, awards, and amounts paid to participating
students. This permits the financial accounting
system to access the information. Through careful
coordination, the Income Accounting Office is
then able to receive financial aid and scholarship
data electronically to generate cash receipts and
disbursements. This separation of responsibility
allows for objective reconciliation of the applicable
accounts by staff members of the Financial Aid, In-
come Accounting and General Accounting Offices.

The Financial Aid Office and the University Schol-
arship Office provides access to obtaining federal,
state and institutional aid. Located in the Student
Services Building, the Financial Aid Office and the
University Scholarship Office are accessible to all
employees, students, and prospective students
during standard business hours 8:00 a.m. to 5:00
p.m., Monday and Wednesday through Friday; Tues-
day’s hours are 10:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. In addition,
both offices also conduct informational and out-
reach presentations throughout the University and
the community at large.

The University of Utah offers students a variety of
grants, loans and scholarships. Information re-
garding the various types of financial assistance
available at the University of Utah can be found
on the Financial Aid and Scholarships website at
financialaid.utah.edu/. For additional information

2.D.9 Students receiving financial assistance are
informed of any repayment obligations. The institu-
tion regularly monitors its student loan programs and
institution’s loan default rate.

All students receiving loans of any type are required
to complete at least one entrance counseling
session before the Financial Aid Office certifies their
first Federal Direct Loans (subsidized or unsub-
sidized), Perkins loans or PLUS Direct Loans. The
counseling session provides information about how
to manage student loans, both during and after col-
lege. In addition, students are required to complete
exit counseling at the end of their academic careers
at the University of Utah.

The University, through the Financial Aid Office,
receives the Cohort Default Rate from the Depart-
ment of Education annually. With regard to the loan
default rate for the University, the Student Loan
Office accounts for the Federal Perkins Loans and its
respective default rate. The Financial Aid Office ac-
counts for all Federal Direct Loans (DL) through the
Free Application for Federal Student Aid (FAFSA).

The official cohort default rates are important to
the University and are reviewed carefully by the
Financial Aid Office because they affect the Univer-
sity’s eligibility to participate in the Title IV Student
Financial Assistance Programs. The University of
Utah's favorable 3.9% default rate is due in part to
the University’s Loan Orientation Program, which
informs and reminds student borrowers of their
borrowing obligations.

2.D.10 The institution designs, maintains, and evalu-
ates a systematic and effective program of academic
advisement to support student development and
success. Personnel responsible for advising students
are knowledgeable of the curriculum, program
requirements, and graduation requirements and are
adequately prepared to successtully fulfill their respon-
sibilities. Advising requirements and responsibilities are
defined, published, and made available to students.

The University of Utah utilizes a“split model” un-
dergraduate advising system, which divides initial
advising between University College and academic
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majors, minors, and certificate programs, they
engage advisors in academic subunits to under-
stand curricular and co-curricular opportunities and
plan for degree completion. Advisors at University
College are available for students throughout their
undergraduate experience to clarify degree require-
ments (excluding major and minor requirements)
and explain academic policy and procedures. In
addition to academic advisors, students can utilize
technology tools for informational advising. These
include a Degree Audit Report (DARS), a Gradua-
tion Planning System (GPS), the online catalog, and
various websites provide by service agencies and
academic departments that explain requirements
for a degree.

Students are introduced to academic advising as
prospective students and meet advisors at the
campus Orientation. Also, students receive the
annual Undergraduate Bulletin, which clearly defines
academic advising, advisor responsibilities, advi-
see responsibilities, locations for advising, degree
requirements, and the Mandatory Advising Pro-
gram (MAP). MAP requires students to meet with
an advisor during their first semester of enrollment
and during their second year of enrollment before
they can continue with enrollment. Students are
notified of this requirement via e-mail, postcards,
the Undergraduate Bulletin, the posting of campus
banners, and announcement in appropriate cours-
es. Students are directed to a website maintained
by University College that explains the learning
outcomes for MAP and provides advisor contact
information. In addition to these contact points, it
is clearly communicated to students that advisors
are available to meet with students any time during
their undergraduate experience.

Campus advisors are hired, trained, and managed
through a service or academic unit. In addition,
University College employs a Coordinator for
Advisor Education and Development. This position
coordinates an 8 hour orientation program for new
advisors called Advising Basics (offered 5 times a
year), training for technology tools such as Peo-
pleSoft and DARS (offered 4 times a year), monthly
advising in-services on various topics, an advisor
listserv & website, and an annual advising confer-
ence. Additionally, there is coordination between
this position and the Coordinator for the Mandatory

Advising Program (MAP) to provide annual training
and resources to advisors involved in the MAP. The
MAP training focuses on content as well as ped-
agogy of advising and tools to create productive
relationships with students. Finally, the university
advising community has organized the University
Academic Advising Committee (UAAC) to create a
network for advisors that meets monthly for cam-
pus updates on policy, processes, and resources.
sub-committees that focus on various topics such
as the Academic Advisor position, advisor awards,
assessment, marketing & promoting advising, and
appreciative advising. Members are from the cam-
pus community and periodic reports are made to
the campus to maintain a proactive dialogue on the
subject of academic advising for undergraduates.

Academic advising is assessed through various tools
on a regular basis. These measurement tools include
surveying after various activities, campus-wide
surveys that are specific to advising, campus-wide
surveys that include items on advising (NSSE, U of U
Senior Survey, and academic department surveys),
focus groups, and data organized by the Office of
Budget and Institutional Analysis (OBIA). From these
tools that contribute to holistic assessment, data are
gathered and analyzed for change.

Institutional changes that emerged from this ongo-
ing assessment process include the Mandatory Ad-
vising Program, the implementation of degree plan-
ning with GPS, and the initiation of a Coordinator
for Advisor Education and Development. The most
recent round of assessment resulted in the cam-
pus purchasing an electronic tool for scheduling
online appointments with advisors, which will be
implemented for undergraduate advisors in 2014-
15 on a voluntary basis. Also, there is a movement
to bridge the academic policy of the department,
college, and university that students are required to
know through new advising positions called “Bridge
Academic Advisors! Staff members serving in these
roles are trained on policy and process for all three
areas so that students receive holistic information as
they negotiate the campus to achieve their degree.

Students in graduate programs are assigned faculty
supervisory committees. Committee members, and
in particular the committee chairs, are primarily
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responsible for student-specific academic advising.
Each academic program appoints a Director of
Graduate Studies to coordinate graduate advising
within the department or program. A complete

list of Directors of Graduate Studies is published

2.D.11 Co-curricular activities are consistent with
the institution’s mission, core themes, programs, and
services and are governed appropriately.

The Associated Students of the University of Utah
(ASUU) is the university-wide student government,
and the central campus clearing house for a rich
array of student clubs and organizations which
carry out extra-curricular and co-curricular activities
registration of approximately 600 student clubs and
organizations. These groups cover a wide range

of interests including academic, artistic, political,
and athletic interests. All of the currently registered
groups can be accessed through the ASUU Website.
To help provide access to activities that meet the
needs of many students, ASUU has cabinet boards
and directors for Diversity, Campus Relations,
Non-Traditional Student Qutreach, and a First Year
Council. The co-curricular activities are focused on
providing social, educational and recreational sup-
port of the student experience.

To reinforce the learning goals of these activities,
learning outcomes have been developed around
the themes of Academic Persistence & Achieve-
ment, Campus Community, Civic Engagement &
Social Responsibility, Critical Thinking, Diversity &
Inclusion, Global Citizenship, Health & Wellness,
Leadership, and Practical Competence. Co-curricu-
lar activities and events offered through ASUU have
corresponding learning outcomes.

The relationship of ASUU and the University is

Book outlines all bylaws, policies and procedures for

ASUU governance. The Director of Student Involve-
ment and Leadership serves as the advisor to ASUU.

Student groups, such as the Residence Halls Asso-
ciation, fraternities and sororities, Union Program-
ming Council, Bennion Center service groups, and
Student Health Advisory Council, have staff or facul-
ty advisors who work closely with student activities
to ensure compliance with all state and federal laws
as well as school policies. They also serve as “sound-
ing boards"for student groups during the planning
processes.

Evaluation of co-curricular programming is con-
ducted jointly through advisors and students. The
Student Affairs Director of Assessment, Evaluation
and Research works closely with many of the
student organizations to help identify needs and
evaluate the effectiveness of their programming
and student engagement efforts.

2.D.12 ifthe institution operates auxiliary services
(such as student housing, food service, and bookstore),
they support the institution’s mission, contribute to

the intellectual climate of the campus community,
and enhance the quality of the learning environment.
Students, faculty, staff, and administrators have oppor-
tunities for input regarding these services.

Housing & Residential Education (HRE) have
facilities which include, in addition to living space,
classrooms, computer labs, a tutoring program,
study space, and two 24-hour community buildings
with café’s. The programming model is based on
the University of Utah Student Affairs Learning Do-
mains. In collaboration with Academic and Student
Affairs partners, there are 26 unique Living Learning
opportunities. Two unique student engagement
initiatives include the Social Justice Advocate pro-
gram and the Late Night Programming team. A new
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Living Learning
Community “Lassonde Studios” building will be
opening fall 2016 in partnership with the David
Eccles School of Business Lassonde Institute.

The University Guest House and Conference
Center operates a hotel and conference program
on campus. The Guest House provides temporary
housing for students during academic breaks when
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the residence halls are closed, as well as overflow
housing when the residence halls are full. Faculty
and staff who may have recently relocated from
another location or are doing business with the Uni-
versity also stay at the Guest House. Approximately
50 students are employed by the Center. Many of
them use their experience at the guest house to ful-
fill a degree requirement. The conference program
brings approximately 8000 high school students on
campus each year, and exposes them to the Univer-
sity and college life at a time when they are making
decisions about their future.

University Student Apartments (USA) supports
the academic, research and public service missions
of the University of Utah by providing convenient,
moderately-priced apartments for eligible students,
faculty, staff and their families. Residents have the
opportunity to be involved in their community by
being a Resident Assistant, Mom’s Club Coordina-
tor, or a member of the Community Safety Patrol.
In addition, they may serve on the USA Resident
Council that represents the interests and concerns
of residents by proposing policy and providing
programming.

With 11 locations on campus, Dining Services
feeds more than 10,000 people each day. In addi-
tion to a casual sit-down restaurant, it also operates
several convenience stores and cafes, the athletic
dining facility and a food court. Dining Services
also operates a large, buffet-style dining hall in the
heart of Heritage Commons, the section of campus
dedicated to on-campus housing and residential
education. Dining Services meets regularly with
Housing & Residential Education staff and resident
assistants to get feedback about its services as well
as texting services to receive immediate feedback
from students. Dining Services sponsors a variety of
activities throughout the year that contribute to the
University’s academic mission and donates $10,000
annually to the Emerging Leaders scholarship,
awarded through Housing & Residential Education.

The University owned Campus Store is comprised
of six locations and four websites. We provide
students, faculty, staff, alumni, and members of

the campus community with insignia merchan-
dise, computer hardware and software, traditional,
electronic and rental textbooks, and general books.

HIGHLIGHT

The University is a Division | member of the National Colle-
giate Athletic Association, and a member of the Pac-12 athlet-
ic and academic conference.

Also available are school supplies, other necessary
course materials, and convenience store products.
Students, faculty, and staff have the opportunity
to participate on the Campus Store Advisory and
Review Committee. This committee is actively
involved in the development and monitoring of
Campus Store policy and procedures, and makes
recommendations to improve operations.

In addition to these five auxiliary units, the Universi-

of the University by providing educational, artistic
and cultural opportunities for students and mem-
bers of the community. All auxiliary units report to
university officials and governing boards, which
provide opportunities for students, faculty, staff and
administrators to provide input on their operation.

2.D.13 intercollegiate athletic and other co-curricular
programs (if offered) and related financial opera-

tions are consistent with the institutions mission and
conducted with appropriate institutional oversight.
Admission requirements and procedures, academic
standards, degree requirements, and financial aid
awards for students participating in co-curricular pro-
grams are consistent with those for other students.

The University of Utah has an extensive set of inter-
collegiate athletic programs, administered through

is a Division | member of the National Collegiate
Athletic Association, and a member of the Pac-12
athletic and academic conference. Those affiliations
require regular comprehensive scrutiny of the ath-
letic programs, and the University maintains rigor-
ous internal oversight mechanisms. These include a
standing athletics advisory committee with faculty
membership, which reviews athletics operations
and reports annually to the Academic Senate.

Student-athlete applicants are subject to the same
admission policies and procedures as the general
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student body. There is no special consideration
given only to student-athletes in the admissions
process. The only accommodation made during

the admissions process is the extra time committed
to evaluating the student-athlete applications and
reviewing all subsequent decisions, ensuring that
each applicant meets established admission criteria.
The University of Utah's policies and procedures
concerning admission are available for inspection.
The Athletics Department Student-Athlete Handbook
discusses academic eligibility from the student-ath-
lete perspective.

As mandated by University Policy 6-100 and de-
scribed in the University General Catalog, all stu-
dents are required to maintain a cumulative grade
point average of not less than 2.0. The cumulative
grade point average of a student who has trans-
ferred to the University is computed on the work
taken at the University of Utah only.

* Academic Probation: A student who fails to
maintain a cumulative grade point average
of 2.0 or above shall be placed on scholastic
probation and have a hold placed on his or
her registration. To clear this hold, the student
must contact University College to determine
the conditions under which the student will be
allowed to register.

e Suspension: A student whose cumulative
grade point average has been below a 2.0
for three consecutive semesters is subject to
suspension. A registration hold will be placed
on the student’s record and will prevent the
student from registering for courses at the
University during the suspension period. The
suspension period will be for a minimum of
three (3) semesters unless revoked on appeal.

According to the University Student-Athlete Hand-
book, student-athletes must follow the University
policy grade point average requirements as men-
tioned above.

The University's Office of Financial Aid and Scholar-
ships administers scholarships for student-athletes.
Student-athletes may receive institutional financial
aid, based on athletics ability, outside financial aid

for which athletics participation is a major criterion,
and certain education expenses, up to the value of
a full grant-in-aid, plus any other financial aid un-
related to athletics ability up to cost of attendance.
The value of a“full grant-in-aid”and “cost of atten-
dance”are set by the Financial Aid Office based on
federal guidelines.

2.D.14 The institution maintains an effective identity
verification process for students enrolled in distance
education courses and programs to establish that the
student enrolled in the distance education course or
program is the same person whose achievements are
evaluated and credentialed. The institution ensures

the identity verification process for distance education
students protects student privacy and that students are
informed, in writing at the time of enrollment, of cur-
rent and projected charges associated with the identity
verification process.

Distance Education offers a variety of courses to
students who have a desire to earn undergraduate
credit and to professionals looking for credit or
non-credit courses to progress within their fields.
Credited courses are written, approved and taught
by campus department representatives and are
available in fully online or hybrid formats. Non-cred-
it courses are written and taught by leaders within
the industry.

Many of the online and print courses has a proc-
tored final exam and most have proctored midterm
exams. Guidelines for proctoring exams are strictly
enforced and require all students to take midterms
and final exams at a university or college testing
center, and show a picture ID. If a university or col-
lege testing center is not available within a reason-
able distance, a high school principal or a public
head librarian may be eligible to proctor the exam.
In each instance, the Office of Distance Education
verifies the authenticity of the proctor prior to each
exam being sent. In addition, a strictly maintained
policy is in place requiring the students to pass the
final exam in order to pass the course. This deters
students from having someone else complete their
course requirements (assignments, projects, discus-
sions) and allows Distance Education to verify via
picture ID the student actually taking the exam.
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Privacy for each student is maintained by only
providing the students first and last name to the
proctor, no additional information is given. If the
student’s name that appears on the picture identifi-
cation varies from the name given to the proctor by
Distance Education, the assessment is not giv-

en. Students are notified of our privacy act through
our website which states:

“The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
of 1974 (FERPA), as amended, is a federal law that
sets forth requirements regarding the privacy

of student records. FERPA governs the release of
records maintained by an educational institution
and access to those records. Institutions that
receive funds administered by the Federal Office
of Education are bound by FERPA requirements.
Failure to comply with them may result in the loss
of federal funding. The Distance Education office,
in keeping with FERPA, is forbidden from releasing
personally-identifiable student education records
or files to anyone but the enrolled student. No
information will be disclosed to parents, spouses,
children or friends of an enrolled student.”

Students are also required to read and agree to the
Continuing Education’s Drop/Refund policy prior to
enrolling in a Distance Education course. Students
are also notified at the time of enrollment of the
Continuing Education Privacy and Security Policy

STANDARD 2.E: LIBRARY AND
INFORMATION RESOURCES

2.E.1 Consistent with its mission and core themes,
the institution holds or provides access to library and
information resources with an appropriate level of
currency, depth, and breadth to support the institu-
tion’s mission, core themes, programs, and services,
wherever offered and however delivered.

Librarians and library staff from the JW. Marriott Li-
brary, the Spencer S. Eccles Health Sciences Library,
and the S.J. Quinney Law Library work with depart-
ments as new programs are instituted to support
those programs. The libraries have worked aggres-
sively to increase the number of online resources

offered, ranging from making an increasing number
of e-journals and e-books available to joining archi-
val initiatives like HathiTrust that provide campus
users with a wealth of resources beyond those held
physically in the libraries.

Different support means are evolving such as Marri-
ott Library’s patron-driven acquisition program that
involves the procurement of online resources for
faculty and students in the moment that their need
is realized. Marriott Library staff delivers journal
articles on demand, usually directly to desktops or
offices, ranging from 5 minutes to 24 hours. A vigor-
ous digitization program has helped to make state
and regional primary sources broadly available.

In addition, Eccles Health Science Library has inno-
vative online repositories like the Neuro-Ophthal-
mology Virtual Education Library (NOVEL), a world-
class open access repository of digital sources, and
e-channel, an alternative multimedia publishing
venue.

Eccles Health Sciences Library’s physical location
within the Health Sciences campus and Quinney
Law Library’'s proximity to the Law School help em-
bed the librarians within practice contexts ensuring
that teaching, research, and patient-care faculty,
students, and staff have ready connections to
library collections and services. The Hope Fox Eccles
Health Library, located in the lobby of the University
Hospital, provides a convenient source of health
information and research assistance to patients and
family members.

2.E.2 Pianning for library and information resources
is guided by data that include feedback from affected
users and appropriate library and information resourc-
es for faculty, staff, students, and administrators.

The JW. Marriott Library, the Spencer S. Eccles Health
Sciences Library, and the S.J. Quinney Law Library
assemble a variety of data from user surveys, from
statistics compiled by the Association of Research Li-
braries and Association of Academic Health Sciences
Librarians, from LibQUAL+ and building use surveys,
and from other assessment tools that help ensure
each library's responsiveness to user needs. Usage of
new journal and database subscriptions is routinely
evaluated after the initial subscription period and at
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J. Willard Marriott Library

Association of Research Libraries Statistics 2009-2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Volumes Held 2,970,901 2,992,502 3,159,576 3,285,712 3,523,013
Total Current Serials 63,843 68,225 86,266 > >
Total Interlibrary Lending 32,724 29,411 29,968 29,756 28,536
Total Interlibrary Borrowing 25,820 24,351 22,160 21,411 21,563
Total Materials Expenditures $5,651,075 $4,866,874 $5,681,485 $6,169,974 $6,383,298
Total Library Expenditures $18,406,269 $17,850,038 $18,467,339 $18,934,332 $19,496,302

Eccles Health Sciences Library
Association of Research Libraries Statistics 2009-2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Volumes Held 197,641 195,139 193,813 189,337 200,424
Total Current Serials 3,497 3,488 3,249 * *
Total Interlibrary Lending 9,227 3,325 2,368 2,594 1,888
Total Interlibrary Borrowing 10,209 6,113 5,570 4,693 5,384
Total Materials Expenditures $958,738 $1,145,847 $1,258,569 $1,377,074 $1,667,236
Total Library Expenditures $4,026,695 $4,061,802 $5,113,122 $4,682,798 $4,940,219

S.J. Quinney College of Law Library
Association of Research Libraries Statistics 2009-2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Volumes Held 250,434 254,324 271,327 270,526 242,130
Total Current Serials 4,586 4,601 4,605 * *
Total Interlibrary Lending 528 453 343 420 491
Total Interlibrary Borrowing 1,007 991 777 1,111 802
Total Materials Expenditures $705,045 $715,374 $687,265 $879,348 $890,775
Total Library Expenditures $1,515,413 $1,414,949 $1,411,284 $1,612,817 $1,705,953

**Measure no longer collected by Association of Research Libraries beginning FY2012.

TABLE 2.1: J. WILLARD MARRIOTT LIBRARY

regular intervals in order to ensure that funding is
allocated to purchase library resources that are most
relevant to needs of students and faculty.

At the Marriott Library the growing program of
patron-driven acquisition makes user feedback an
automatic part of the collection-building process.
Under a patron-driven system, online books and
journals that have not yet been purchased or
licensed are made available to students and faculty
for their use and the purchase happens as a direct
result of actual demand and in a manner transpar-
ent to the user. This minimizes the analytical guess-
work required in traditional collection development
and eliminates the distance between librarians' per-

ceptions of users'needs and users’actual research
behavior.

At a broader level, planning of library resources is
guided by the Senate Advisory Committee on Li-
brary Policy, a standing committee of the Academic
Senate. (See Policy 6-002)

2.E.3 Consistent with its mission and core themes,

the institution provides appropriate instruction and
support for students, faculty, staff, administrators, and
others (as appropriate) to enhance their efficiency and
effectiveness in obtaining, evaluating, and using library
and information resources that support its programs
and services, wherever offered and however delivered.
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The JW. Marriott Library, the Spencer S. Eccles
Health Sciences Library, and the S.J. Quinney Law Li-
brary provide an array of services to enhance library
user effectiveness.

The goal of the Marriott Library staff is to supply
access to high quality knowledge, coupled with
high-tech, high-touch services that remove the
mystery from research and learning. Users are of-
fered a solid grounding that will serve them for the
entire life experience of finding, utilizing, evaluating,
and creating knowledge. Library faculty design and
provide instruction in a variety of campus and on-
line settings to enhance students'ability to obtain,
evaluate, and use library and information resources.
For example, the Marriott Library works with the
Honors College and the Learning, Engagement,
Achievement, Progress (LEAP) Program to provide
carefully directed instruction designed to introduce
these concepts in the context of program goals and
student projects. Librarians also provide course-tai-
lored instruction to give students skills to find and
evaluate information and to use that information in
an ethical manner. Courses offered through Marri-
ott Library’s Book Arts program and opportunities
to work throughout the Library further enhance
students’ educational experiences.

The Marriott Library’s Knowledge Commons
combines access to hundreds of computers and
software packages along with expert staff to assist
students and faculty in the use of these technolo-
gies. As they complete course assignments, stu-
dents can move from an idea to a finished product
with assistance from librarians and other library
staff to help them find, evaluate, use, and proper-
ly cite information resources. Faculty can consult
with librarians with subject expertise to complete
literature reviews for grant applications or for the
completion of a scholarly article or book. The Eccles
Health Sciences Library has staff located in the
Health Sciences Education Building who videotape
classes, schedule special events, offer building use,
information resources, services, and technology
support.

The Eccles Health Sciences Library director co-chairs
the inter-professional education activities of the
Health Sciences to develop students' knowledge

HIGHLIGHT

The J.W. Marriott Library, the Spencer S. Eccles Health
Sciences Library, and the S.J. Quinney Law Library regularly
reevaluate their resources and services.

of each other’s professions. Library faculty provide
instruction in the programs of all five health sci-
ences colleges/schools. The Eccles Health Sciences
Library also worked with a University-wide interest
group to develop an online tutorial for students and
faculty to learn about health literacy.

The Quinney Law Library faculty provides struc-
tured courses in legal research for law students.

2.E.4 The institution regularly and systematically eval-
uates the quality, adequacy, utilization, and security of
library and information resources and services, includ-
ing those provided through cooperative arrangements,
wherever offered and however delivered.

The JW. Marriott Library, the Spencer S. Eccles
Health Sciences Library, and the S.J. Quinney Law
Library regularly reevaluate their resources and
services (Table 2.1).

The Marriott Library conducts regular reviews of

its subscriptions, evaluating usage levels, cost per
use, and ongoing relevance to the curriculum; the
Library adjusts subscription lists and delete and add
titles each year based on findings, on budgetary
constraints, and on faculty and student need. The
quality and adequacy of these resources are not
always easy to assess in objective terms, but can be
inferred from usage patterns and from patron feed-
back, which is actively solicited by methods that
include formal surveys (including LibQUAL+) and

a variety of formal and informal locally generated
feedback forms. College and interdisciplinary teams
keep in close and constant contact with University
departments and colleges, monitoring changes

to individual research agendas and the University
curriculum as a whole and communicating such
changes to the collection development team.

The Marriott Library’s physical security program

is administered by a staff of full- and part-time
security personnel. Collections are also protected
by the Automated Retrieval Center (ARC) in which
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one million of the Library’s three million items are
housed, reachable only by trained personnel with
special clearance. The rare and unique materials

in Special Collections are housed behind multi-

ple levels of security and in a recently renovated
physical environment that is constantly controlled
for temperature and humidity. The Marriott Library’s
internationally-recognized preservation program
ensures that physical collections, particularly rare
and unique materials, are maintained and repaired.

At the Eccles Health Sciences Library, electronic
resources and services, the use of collaborative and
innovation-focused spaces, and curricular instruc-
tion and consultation are under constant review
and transformation in accordance with the rapidly
changing need of the health sciences colleges,
schools, and healthcare facilities the Library serves.
Lean projects are activated as needed to assess and
reassess whether the Library’'s resources, services,
spaces, and policies are effectively meeting health
sciences personnel’s information and collaboration
needs.

The Quinney Law Library submits statistics annual-
ly to the American Bar Association, its accrediting
agency, and subscribes to the cumulative take-

offs from that survey to inform its evaluations. The
Library's physical security was enhanced in fall 2011
though implementation of an alarm and cam-
era-based security system. The Quinney Library also
conducts an annual review of all subscriptions, eval-
uating usage levels and ongoing relevance to the
curriculum, adjusting subscription lists and deleting
and adding titles each year based on findings.

STANDARD 2.F: FINANCIAL RESOURCES

2.F.1 7he institution demonstrates financial stability
with sufficient cash flow and reserves to support its
programs and services. Financial planning reflects
available funds, realistic development of financial
resources, and appropriate risk management to ensure
short-term solvency and anticipate long-term obliga-
tions, including payment of future liabilities.

The University of Utah has a series of financial
planning processes and fiscal control measures

that work in concert to help ensure the University’s
mission, goals, and strategic objectives have the
best chance of being achieved. While the Univer-
sity operates in a largely decentralized manner,
there is a shared understanding of the University's
financial positions, the resource streams available,
and the manner in which funds are allocated. The
University has a budget system that is used across
campus. The system allows departments and units
to budget all sources of revenue and the expenses
associated with those revenues. The budget system
includes a robust set of reports for tracking and ana-
lyzing budgets and comparison to actuals. Budgets
can be included in the University financial system
(PeopleSoft) on an individual account level to
provide detailed monitoring during the fiscal year.
The management reports are also available online,
as are various perspectives on University finances
that are updated annually. Management reports
from PeopleSoft are required by regulations to be
reviewed by the responsible person at least month-
ly. The responsible person is assigned and approved
by the General Accounting Department.

A good measure of financial reserves is the amount
of unrestricted net assets. These are resources that
are not reflective of investments in non-current
assets, nor are they resources that have had other
external restrictions placed on their usage. Even
though much of this balance is set aside for specific
purposes internally, it could be used for any insti-
tutional purpose, including meeting unforeseen
fluctuations in operating revenue, expenses, and
debt service.

The central administration maintains a variety of
reserve accounts: contingency funds, unrestricted
gifts, a cash management reserve, the internal defi-
cit reduction pool which functions in effect as a re-
serve for short term problems, and a research over-
head reserve. Altogether, the University is confident
that it has adequate reserves to meet problems that
have a reasonable probability of occurring.

The Utah State Legislature allows public colleges
and universities to carry forward unspent state-ap-
propriated operating funds from each fiscal year to
the next. The amount of the carry-forward should
not be more than 7% by Regent’s policy. The Uni-
versity's central administration also permits oper-
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ating units across the institution to carry forward
unspent funds within unit budgets rather than
sweeping them into central accounts. As a result of
these two policies, at any given time unallocated,
unencumbered money is available within operating
units outside the central administration. Of course,
unit managers typically have plans for these funds
and the funds are not distributed evenly across
operating units, but for some units the funds could
be of considerable help in mitigating the impact of
a serious budget problem if the problem required
budget cuts across operating units.

Each School of Medicine clinical department is
asked to maintain sufficient cash reserves to: 1)
support normal day-to-day business operations, 2)
allow time to adjust for unanticipated losses of rev-
enue streams or increases in operating expenses, 3)
fund faculty recruitment and start-up costs, and 4)
provide for growth in clinical and research endeav-
ors. The School has a detailed set of requirements
for establishing and maintaining cash reserves in
each department.

Total cash reserves and the reserves for each of the
units are monitored on a monthly basis.

2.F.2 resource planning and development include
realistic budgeting, enrollment management, and
responsible projections of grants, donations, and other
non- tuition revenue sources.

The University of Utah develops and implements
budgets on an annual, fiscal-year cycle which
begins July T and ends June 30. All units within the
University budget are on this cycle, regardless of
source of funds.

In late winter of each year the Budget Office distrib-
utes a budget development schedule. The schedule
is a calendar showing when key events will take
place, including the distribution of the president’s
budget letter, the period of time when the budget
system will accept budget entries, meetings of
deans with the two senior vice presidents, and vice
presidents with the President.

The budget cycle officially begins with distribution
of the president’s budget letter. The letter typically

comes out within a week to ten days following

the close of the legislative session in early March.
The letter contains general guidelines, such as the
directive that money must be spent in accord with
legislative intent, and specific guidelines related

to compensation, such as permissible ranges for
faculty and staff raises, or other matters. The pres-
ident’s letter is followed closely by a memo from
the Budget Office explaining any technical issues or
details related to that year's budget submission.

Budgets are entered into the University's budget
system by individuals in budget departments and
entities across the campus. Final budgets are deliv-
ered to the Budget Office for review.

The Budget Office provides training in the develop-
ment of budgets annually for administrators and for
small groups or individuals as needed.

The University includes budgets for each budget
center in the PeopleSoft system. These reports are
distributed monthly to the responsible person.

The associate vice president for Enrollment Man-
agement under the director of the senior vice
president for Academic Affairs is responsible for
establishing strategic enrollment targets that are
consistent with the University’s mission, and meet-
ing those targets by implementing appropriate
admissions standards and criteria.

The vice president for Institutional Advancement

is responsible for planning and projecting income
from donations. Similarly, the vice president for
Research plans and projects income for sponsored
projects. Both vice presidents report on these
non-tuition revenue sources at reqular meetings of
the Board of Trustees.

The largest source of non-tuition income is from the
University Hospitals and Clinics and School of Med-
icine clinical operations, Financial planning, opera-
tion and oversight of these units is the responsibility
of the senior vice president for Health Sciences.

2.F.3 The institution clearly defines and follows its pol-
icies, guidelines, and processes for financial planning
and budget development that include appropriate
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opportunities for participation by its constituencies.

At a very high level of aggregation the operating
budget function is split into several large parts.

The budget director reports to the associate vice
president for Budget and Planning (AVPBP) who
reports to the senior vice president for Academic
Affairs (SVPAA). Each college or other major budget
center (museums, libraries, plant operations, human
resources, etc.) employs administrative managers
who are responsible for all financial and administra-
tive functions of the units.

The senior vice president for Health Sciences
(SVPHS) and members of her immediate staff are
responsible for the budgets of all units reporting to
the SVPHS including the Hospital and Clinics. Each
entity within the Health Sciences Center employs
one or more people responsible for its consoli-
dated financial operations and budgeting. Most
departments within the Colleges of Health, Nursing,
and Pharmacy, School of Dentistry and School of
Medicine also employ administrative managers
who are responsible for all financial and administra-
tive functions of the departments. All financial and
administrative managers report directly to the dean,
department head or director of their unit.

Integration of the budget process occurs at vari-
ous levels. For example, all operating budgets run
on the same budget software. The two senior vice
presidents provide budget advice to the president,
who ultimately submits budgets to the Board of
Trustees.

2.F.4 The institution ensures timely and accurate
financial information through its use of an appropriate
accounting system that follows generally accepted
accounting principles and through its reliance on an
effective system of internal controls.

The University utilizes the PeopleSoft accounting
system built and sold by Oracle Corporation. It is a
fully functional system for recording, categorizing,
summarizing and reporting financial transactions
in accordance with generally accepted accounting
principles, using the economic resources measure-
ment focus and the accrual basis of accounting.
According to the annual Independent State Audi-

tor's Reports, the University’s financial statements
are in conformity with generally accepted principles
of accounting.

The University is, by law, audited by the State
Auditor’s Office which functions as an independent
audit firm. All funds of the University are encom-
passed in the annual financial audit conducted by
that office. The Single Audit of federal government
funds is also conducted by the State Auditor’s Of-
fice which is considered “independent”in relation to
the University.

The University of Utah's internal auditing program
(web.utah.edu/internal_audit/) is established and
governed by University regulations. According to
regulation “the Internal Audit Department derives
its authority directly from the Board of Trustees

and the president, and is authorized to conduct
such reviews of university organizational units or
functional activities as are necessary to accomplish
its objectives. Internal Audit is authorized access

to all records, personnel, and physical properties
relevant to the performance of audits. The Internal
Audit Department is charged with the responsibility
to review the fiscal operational and administrative
operations of the University. It is intended to be

a protective and constructive link between poli-
cy-making and operational levels! The Office of Fi-
nancial and Business Services (fbs.admin.utah.edu/)
publishes and distributes policies and educational
resources regarding financial management for the
benefit of the entire university community.

2.F.5 Capital budgets reflect the institution’s mission
and core theme objectives and relate to its plans for
physical facilities and acquisition of equipment. Long-
range capital plans support the institution’s mission
and goals and reflect projections of the total cost of
ownership, equipment, furnishing, and operation of
new or renovated facilities. Debt for capital outlay
purposes is periodically reviewed, carefully controlled,
and justified, so as not to create an unreasonable drain
on resources available for educational purposes.

The University has a systematic approach to ana-
lyzing and prioritizing capital needs. The process
involves analysis by technical staff and a review by
the two senior vice presidents and the University
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president. Buildings move from a wish list to a five-
year plan to a one-year plan, depending on prior-
ities and prospects for funding. All of this occurs
within the framework of the long range develop-
ment plan for further developing the University’s
physical facilities.

The State Legislature requires that each year

the University submit its one-year plan for both
state-funded and non-state-funded capital proj-
ects and its five-year plan for state-funded capital
projects. In these reports the University indicates

in broad terms the purpose of the project, its size,
the source of funds (state, private, and/or institu-
tional), and whether state funds will be requested
for operation and maintenance of the new facilities.
Internally, the University maintains tables showing
in greater detail the sources of funds over the next
three years for projects that will require institutional
funds in addition to those from governmental or
private sources.

The University must obtain legislative approval for
all capital projects even if they are privately funded.
The State Board of Regents coordinates the ranking
of capital projects for all Utah institutions of higher
education. The Regents use an algorithm to rank or-
der the various capital projects submitted for state
funding by the University and other institutions
within the Utah System of Higher Education. For
privately funded projects both the legislature and
the Regents must approve these projects when the
University is asking for operation and maintenance
funding. The external review by both of these enti-
ties helps provide a control that plans for physical
facilities fit the University's missions and needs.

The capacity for and desirability of issuing ad-
ditional debt is analyzed carefully by University
management and its outside advisors. The prudent
use of debt is seen as a strategic financial tactic in
accomplishing the overall missions of the University
and its capital planning objectives. Several Board of
Regents policies deal with the use and limitations
of debt, such as“Issuance of Revenue Bonds for
Facilities Construction or Equipment”

HIGHLIGHT

By state statute, the University is audited by the State Audi-
tor’s Office which functions as an independent audit firm.

A comprehensive list of Board of Regents policies
on Business and Financial Affairs is available from
Section 5 of the Board of Regents Policies web site,

The University maintains detailed documentation
of indebtedness, and conscientiously maintains a
conservative philosophy in staying well under the
relevant debt capacity limits, so as not to affect the
quality of educational programs by siphoning off
funds for debt service payments that could other-
wise be used for educational purposes. Information
is adequately documented in the University's annu-
al audited financial statements which are publicaly
available. Specifically, statement footnotes list each
year's obligations as well as future debt service ob-
ligations for the following five years. Reports for the
past 12 years are available at fbs.admin.utah.edu/

2.F.6 The institution defines the financial relationship
between its general operations and its auxiliary enter-
prises, including any use of general operations funds to
support auxiliary enterprises or the use of funds from
auxiliary services to support general operations.

The Utah State Board of Regents’policies and
University Regulations, and, in some cases, rele-
vant bond covenants govern auxiliary enterprise
operations. Board of Regents and University pol-
icies require auxiliary enterprises to be financially
self-supporting and to pay their appropriate share
of costs for physical plant operations and other
directly chargeable support costs related to their
operation. They are also required to pay an appro-
priate share of general administrative support costs
of the University.

All freestanding auxiliary operations have positive
fund balances and bonded auxiliary enterprises
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generate positive cash flow and maintain invest-
ment grade bond ratings.

Financial results for each auxiliary enterprise are
reported to the Board of Trustees semi-annually and
to the Board of Regents annually.

2.E.7 roreach year of operation, the institution
undergoes an external financial audit, in a reasonable
timeframe, by professionally qualified personnel in ac-
cordance with generally accepted auditing standards.
Results from the audit, including findings and man-
agement letter recommendations, are considered in a
timely, appropriate, and comprehensive manner by the
administration and the governing board.

By state statute, the University is audited by the
State Auditor’s Office which functions as an inde-
pendent audit firm. All funds of the University are
included in the annual financial audit conducted by
that office. The Single Audit of federal governmen-
tal funds is also conducted by the State Auditor’s
office which is considered independent in relation
to the University.

The University has established policies and practic-
es to ensure appropriate action is taken regarding
audit recommendations. A written response to each
recommendation is obtained from responsible line
managers. All management letters are submitted to
and reviewed by the Board of Trustees'audit com-
mittee which evaluates the adequacy of manage-
ment’s responses and the sufficiency of corrective
actions.

2.F.8 Al institutional fundraising activities are
conducted in a professional and ethical manner and
comply with governmental requirements. If the institu-
tion has a relationship with a fundraising organization
that bears its name and whose major purpose is to
raise funds to support its mission, the institution has a
written agreement that clearly defines its relationship
with that organization.

All institutional fundraising activities are governed
by policies adopted by the Board of Trustees and
overseen by the vice president for Institutional
Advancement. The activities are conducted in a pro-
fessional and ethical manner consistent with guide-

lines adopted by the Council for Advancement and
Support of Education, the National Committee on
Planned Giving, the American Committee on Gift
Annuities, and other professional organizations
serving the development community. The Uni-
versity maintains relationships with the University
of Utah Research Foundation and the University

of Utah Hospital Foundation, which have written
agreements to promote the research and health
care missions of the University, respectively. All ac-
tivities of the foundations are monitored within the
formal University administrative structure.

STANDARD 2.G — PHYSICAL AND
TECHNOLOGICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

2.G.1 Consistent with its mission, core themes, and
characteristics, the institution creates and maintains
physical facilities that are accessible, safe, secure, and
sufficient in quantity and quality to ensure healthful
learning and working environments that support the
institution’s mission, programs, and services.

The management, maintenance, and operations

of the University’s facilities are adequate to sup-
port the educational programs and services of

the institution. All buildings are open, functional,
and provide a healthy and safe environment for
the occupants. Staffing levels are monitored and
compared with other peer organizations and
institutions. Capital improvement needs to facilities,
infrastructure, and utilities are identified through
self and independent consultant inspection. These
needs are reviewed, scoped, designed, priced and
submitted for funding. A preventive maintenance
program has been established to maintain campus
equipment to extend life, minimize failure, and help
prevent unscheduled down time of critical equip-
ment. Corrective maintenance or failure calls are
repaired by a staff of skilled and licensed craftsmen,
in a timely manner to minimize down time and
inconvenience to students, staff, and faculty. See
facilities.utah.edu.

2.G.2 The institution adopts, publishes, reviews requ-
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larly, and adheres to policies and procedures regarding
the safe use, storage, and disposal of hazardous or
toxic materials.

The University of Utah has established policies and
procedures regarding the safe use, storage and dis-

authority for these and other health and safety
related issues.

Policy 3-300 establishes general responsibilities and
accountability, related to health and safety for all
levels of University involvement from the president
of the University through all University faculty, staff,
and students. The policy is reviewed periodically to
ensure it aligns with established federal, state and
local regulations and with best practice guidelines.

There are two established entities with responsibili-
ty for oversight of the safe use, storage, and disposal
of hazardous or toxic materials on campus.

The Environmental Health and Safety Department
(EHS) has primary responsibility to promote, create,
and maintain a safe and healthful campus environ-
ment including management of regulated waste.
EHS is responsible for interpretation of federal,
state, and local regulations related to occupational
and environmental health and safety. EHS provides
guidance and support to University of Utah opera-
tions and advises senior administration on business
aspects of environmental health and safety.

To accomplish this mission EHS employs a pro-
fessional staff composed of Industrial Hygienists,
Occupational Safety Specialists, Fire Prevention
Specialists, and Environmental Management Spe-
cialists; divided into 6 basic divisions covering the
following: Research Safety, General (Facilities and In-
frastructure) Safety, Biological Safety, Environmental
Compliance, Clinical Care Safety, and Fire/Life Safety.

The Radiological Health Department oversees all
aspects of the radiation protection program for the
University of Utah, its hospitals and clinics. Primary
areas of focus are licensing, responsible use of radia-
tion, training and ensuring public health and safety
in matters related to use of radioactive materials.
The Director of the Radiological Health Department

is also the University's Radiation Safety Officer (RSO).
To accomplish this mission the Radiological Health
Department employs a professional staff of health
physicists, radiation analysts, and radiation safety
technologists.

2.G.3 Theinstitution develops, implements, and
reviews reqularly a master plan for its physical develop-
ment that is consistent with its mission, core themes,
and long-range educational and financial plans.

tent with its mission, core themes, and long-range
and financial plans for the University. To assess the
challenges and opportunities represented by edu-
cational plans, the University began in early 2003 to
update its 1997 long-range development plan. To
keep up with the 7-10 year cycle of comprehensive
master planning, a comprehensive master plan ex-
ercise was started in 2009 and completed in 2011.
This update was intended to continue to address
the immediate planning concerns and help inform
the strategic planning process. The new master
planis now in place, and continues to guide a more
comprehensive and ongoing physical planning
process. The Office of Facilities Planning meets with
senior administrators to assess the capital facilities
required to support the University's mission and
goals.

As projects for facilities development and major
renovation are planned, both capital expense and
operating costs for each project are identified. De-
tailed design and program planning are not started
until the appropriate senior vice president indicates
that capital expense funding is in place.

Detailed precinct master plans are developed when
major capital development projects are anticipated
within a precinct. These precinct plans validate the
master planning principles established by the Cam-
pus Master Plan, and provide more detail to inform
the design of the building and the site, and help
ensure continuity between the Campus Master Plan
and the capital development projects.

A funding model is developed by the facilities
managers of higher education in Utah, which is
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submitted to and approved by the State Board of
Regents as well as the State Building Board. The
model is used to determine the amount of funding
to be requested and allocated for operations and
maintenance. The funding requests are ultimately
submitted to the Legislature for approval if support
from state appropriations is in order.

2.G.4 Fquipment is sufficient in quantity and quality
and managed appropriately to support institutional
functions and fulfillment of the institution’s mis-

sion, accomplishment of core theme objectives, and
achievement of goals or intended outcomes of its
programs and services.

The Facility Operations Department continues to
be consistent with the University’s mission and
core themes. Facilities has recently put into place
two programs to enhance the institutional support
function. The first assigns facility coordinators to
campus buildings. These coordinators are familiar
with the building, operations of the building, and
the occupant’s needs. They are the liaison between
the campus departments and Facilities to ensure
their needs are being met. Facility coordinators
manage the preventive maintenance for the build-
ing to make sure required and routine services are
being completed thoroughly, and in a timely man-
ner. The second program identifies first responders
for trouble calls and corrective maintenance needs.
First responders diagnose the problem, identify and
dispatch the appropriate shop to make the nec-
essary repair, and provide follow up to ensure the
problem has been resolved and completed. These
two programs have enabled Facility Operations to
provide better communication and support of the
institutions and its mission.

Facility Operations has in place a preventive main-
tenance program that requires trained technicians
to inspect, adjust, repair, and replace components
and systems critical to the continuous operations
of facilities. The program continues with technical
enhancements to extend the useful life of critical
mechanical/electrical assets to minimize failure and
prevent unscheduled down time.

Management reports are available to monitor
scheduled and unscheduled work to ensure it is

being completed in a timely and cost effective
basis. Other reports include service call information
broken down by shops, buildings, building type (re-
search, classroom, administrative, etc.), budget and
expenditure reports, work type summaries, etc.

In collaboration with other campus departments
and state agencies, a ‘needs backlog”has been
developed to identify projects to be programmed
for funding in future years, in order to help assure
safe and continuous operation. The State Legisla-
ture, reacting to this list of needs, has developed
and implemented a funding formula based on asset
value. This provides an annual allocation of a sub-
stantial sum of “capital improvement” funding that
helps the University address those critical needs. In
2012, the University received $35,000,000 special
funding from the Legislature for electrical and high
temperature water (HTW) infrastructure upgrades
and replacement. The final funding for infrastruc-
ture completion has been received and the project
continues with an anticipated completion in 2016.

TECHNOLOGICAL INFRASTRUCTURE

2.G.5 Consistent with its mission, core themes, and
characteristics, the institution has appropriate and ade-
quate technology systems and infrastructure to support
its management and operational functions, academic
programs, and support services, wherever offered and
however delivered.

The University of Utah manages and operates
an extensive fiber optic network and campus
backbone in support of its mission of teaching,
research, administrative support services, and
public life. This allows any University application
to be delivered to the entire University commu-
nity. The University has invested in ubiquitous
wireless and virtual private network (VPN) tech-
nologies to allow students, faculty and staff to
access the University network on- or off- campus.
Management, operations, and support service
units have access to the same network, enabling
them to support the University and its mission.

In addition, the University has an enhanced re-
search network. Dedicated circuit capabilities on
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the national networks support specific research
applications in the School of Computing, the
Scientific Computing and Imaging Institute, and
the Institute for Clean and Secure Energy as well
as high-capacity production requirements tied to
the University data center.

The University owns and operates a state of the art
30,000 square foot tier 3 data center designed to
accommodate the long-term growth needs of the
University and Hospital. The data center is home to
Campus, Hospital and Research systems and net-
work infrastructure that supports applications in a
secure, reliable and highly available environment.
The data center is foundational in providing 24 x 7
IT services to the entire University community.

The University serves as a 100Gbps connector
to the Internet2 Network, and in conjunction
with the Idaho Regional Optical Network (IRON),
serves as the Internet2 Network aggregator for
Utah and a portion of Idaho. The University also
maintains a close relationship with the Utah
Education Network (UEN), which provides the
University with a robust connection to the public
Internet. The partnership with UEN links the
primary research institutions in the State of Utah
and provides Internet2 connectivity to all K20
schools and libraries across the state.

2.G.6 The institution provides appropriate instruction
and support for faculty, staff, students, and administra-
torsin the effective use of technology and technology
systems related to its programs, services, and institu-
tional operations.

The University supports faculty, students, and staff
with teaching and classroom technologies through
its Teaching and Learning Technologies (TLT) unit.
TLT focuses mainly on the operational, support and
training services associated with using technologies
for teaching and learning, including the UOnline
Center that administers proctored exams to stu-
dents taking online classes. Patrons can request
individual instructional technology consultations
or justintime technology support from trained
instructional technologists and equipment tech-
nicians. Regular workshops and seminars are held

throughout the year specifically focused on devel-
oping teaching technology skills with faculty and
teaching assistants. The TLT website provides access
to tutorials and documentation for the centrally
supported campus teaching technologies and
classroom systems. Canvas, the University’s primary
learning management system, is managed by TLT.
See tlt.utah.edu/.

2.G.7 Technological infrastructure planning provides
opportunities for input from its technology support
staff and constituencies who rely on technology for
institutional operations, programs, and services.

Several IT governance groups meet monthly, com-
prised by a broad range of representation across the
entire University of Utah community. The groups
include the Strategic IT and Operational IT Commit-
tees, and the Research, Support Services, Teaching
and Learning, and Infrastructure portfolios. The
governance groups provide input regarding current
and future [T infrastructure needs. In addition to the
governance mechanisms, the University supports
formal IT portfolios. Each portfolio has representa-
tion from colleges and departments outside of IT.

IT projects are vetted, prioritized and supported by

An independent committee known as the IT Profes-
sionals Forum meets monthly, gathering IT profes-
sionals from across campus departments, colleges,
and other units to discuss shared IT concerns and
foster communication and collaboration.

2.G.8 The institution develops, implements, and re-
views regularly a technology update and replacement
plan to ensure its technological infrastructure is ade-
quate to support its operations, programs, and services.

On an annual basis, the University reviews and up-
dates its technology plan. This includes the annual
equipment replacement plan for the network back-
bone and edge services and systems and storage
infrastructure, as well as all central IT services. The
University technology infrastructure is monitored
on a 24 x 7 basis. This prepares the network and
systems for the delivery of services that depend on

STANDARD 2 75



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

specific service quality levels.

Each month the IT governance committees and
portfolios meet, in part to assess and make rec-
ommendations for improving IT infrastructure and
services. U
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STANDARD THREE

INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING

3.A.1 Theinstitution engages in ongoing, purposeful, systematic, integrated, and
comprehensive planning that leads to fulfillment of its mission. Its plans are implemented
and made available to appropriate constituencies.

Planning at the University of Utah is ongoing, integrated and comprehensive. It takes
place within each cabinet member’s portfolio, and within departments, colleges, and
units. Each plan is integrated with broader university-wide planning, evaluation and
improvement efforts. These efforts are detailed in subsequent sections.

In the recent past, presidential inaugural addresses have played a key role in articu-
lating core themes and initiatives intended to focus and unify the campus. President
David Pershing’s fall 2012 inaugural address provided a framework for the university’s
goals for the next five years. In 2014-15, the university fleshed out that framework by
engaging hundreds of faculty and staff from across campus. Each operating unit then
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HIGHLIGHT

The mission of the University of Utah is to serve the people of
Utah and the world through the discovery, creation and appli-
cation of knowledge; through the dissemination of knowledge
by teaching, publication, artistic presentation and technology
transfer; and through community engagement.

articulated priority goals and strategies based on
the broad inaugural themes outlined by President
Pershing.

All planning at the University of Utah is guided by a
mission statement created by a campus-wide task
force with broad representation from every corner
of the University. The campus community reviewed
and commented on the mission statement through
town hall meetings, focus groups, and the Academ-
ic Senate review. Following this thorough vetting,
this statement was accepted in 2014 as representa-
tive of the mission and core values of the University
of Utah. It reads:

University Mission Statement

The mission of the University of Utah is to serve the
people of Utah and the world through the discov-
ery, creation and application of knowledge; through
the dissemination of knowledge by teaching,
publication, artistic presentation and technology
transfer; and through community engagement. As
a preeminent research and teaching university with
national and global reach, the University cultivates
an academic environment in which the highest
standards of intellectual integrity and scholarship
are practiced. Students at the University learn from
and collaborate with faculty who are at the fore-
front of their disciplines. The University faculty and
staff are committed to helping students excel. We
zealously preserve academic freedom, promote
diversity and equal opportunity, and respect indi-
vidual beliefs. We advance rigorous interdisciplin-
ary inquiry, international involvement, and social
responsibility.

Teaching
In its role as a teaching institution, the University of

Utah offers instruction in baccalaureate, masters,
and doctoral degree programs. Its colleges, gradu-

ate, and professional schools include architecture,
business, education, engineering, fine arts, health,
humanities, law, medicine, mines and earth scienc-
es, nursing, pharmacy, science, social and behavior-
al science, and social work. The University commits
itself to providing challenging instruction for all

its students, from both Utah and other states and
nations, and encourages interdisciplinary work and
the integration of instruction and research opportu-
nities. It expects and rewards superior teaching and
academic excellence among its faculty. It seeks the
broad and liberal education of all its students and
their familiarity with a changing world.

Research

In its role as a research university, the University

of Utah fosters the discovery and humane use

of knowledge and artistic creation in all areas of
academic, professional, and clinical study. In both
basic and applied research, the University measures
achievement against national and international
standards. Rigorous assessment and review are
central to advancing its research programs and cre-
ative activities, as are participation and leadership
in national and international academic disciplines.
The University also cooperates in research and cre-
ative activities with other agencies and institutions
of higher education, with the community, and with
private enterprise.

Public Life

In its role as a contributor to public life, the Uni-
versity of Utah fosters reflection on the values and
goals of society. The University augments its own
programs and enriches the larger community with
its libraries, hospitals, museums, botanical gardens,
broadcast stations, public lectures, continuing ed-
ucation programs, alumni programs, athletics, rec-
reational opportunities, music, theater, film, dance,
and other cultural events. The University facilitates
the application of research findings to the health
and well-being of Utah'’s citizens through programs
and services available to the community. The Uni-
versity's faculty, staff, and students are encouraged
to contribute time and expertise to community and
professional service, to national and internation-

al affairs and governance, and to matters of civic
dialogue.
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HIGHLIGHT

More than 500 faculty and staff participated in interactive
discussion sessions to arrive at these goals, to refine the
strategies to pursue these goals, and to decide how best to
evaluate progress toward meeting these shared institutional
aims.

The themes used in the year-three accreditation
report reflect the values of this mission statement,
while adding the core theme of health. Crucial to
the University’s ongoing process of refining and
affirming its values and mission, then-SVP David
Pershing, in 2011, assigned Dean of the Graduate
School Chuck Wight and Associate Vice President of
Academic Affairs and Dean of Undergraduate Stud-
ies Martha Bradley-Evans to lead Phase One of a
two-part strategic planning process. Their task was
to develop a list of core institutional commitments
that would form the basis of a strategic plan and
which would articulate the University’s underlying
values. In the fall of 2013 the University recruited
the new SVP, Ruth Watkins, from the University of
lllinois. Under the direction of President Pershing,
SVP Watkins led the development of Phase Two of
this process in AY2014-15 guided by the list of com-
mitments that emerged from Phase One.

The seven core commitments are:

1. Student success and engagement: The U offers
students the opportunity to realize their full
potential and flourish by its providing strong
academic, co-curricular, and high-impact
programs, along with advising for students’
successful navigation through the system, so
that they may identify and achieve their goals.

2. Research and teaching excellence: The U en-
gages in cutting-edge teaching and research
that foster inter- and trans-disciplinary innova-
tion, creativity, entrepreneurship, and knowl-
edge/technology transfer.

3. Diversity: The U celebrates the rich diversity
of people as well as creative and intellectual
traditions by being inclusive in every respect.

4. The pursuit and practice of sustainability: The
U contributes to a more sustainable world
through research, teaching, and best practic-

es for protecting and enhancing the natural
and built environment on the campus and its
environs, making it a great place to live, learn,
work, play, create, recreate, and visit.

5. A collective global vision and strategy: The U
thinks and acts globally by increasing oppor-
tunities for students and faculty to engage in
international study, teaching, research, and
service.

6. Building community: The U maintains a strong
sense of community among students, faculty,
and staff; builds community in the region; and
cultivates meaningful university-neighbor-
hood-city-region-state-global partnerships.

7. A broadened sense of leadership: The U
engages students, faculty, staff and the larger
community in conversations that lead to posi-
tive transformation at the local, state, national,
and global levels.

In AY2014-15, guided by these core commitments,
President Pershing and SVP Watkins undertook a
comprehensive and inclusive approach to imple-
menting the University’s major goals: continuing

to emphasize student success and engagement,
innovation, entrepreneurship, and knowledge/
technology transfer, and community engagement
at local and global levels. These goals are intended
to leverage our strategic advantage as a premier
research university in the Intermountain West. More
than 500 faculty and staff participated in interactive
discussion sessions to arrive at these goals, to refine
the strategies to pursue these goals, and to decide
how best to evaluate progress toward meeting
these shared institutional aims.

FOUR BIG GOALS 2014-15

These four goals update the core themes of the
year-three accreditation report and are being used
by President Pershing and SVP Watkins to guide
their planning and visioning processes.

1. Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
2. Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

3. Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life
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4. Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

Progress toward these goals can be seen in the
University’s new dashboard. These goals are perpet-
uated, reinforced, and used as the basis for annual
meetings with each academic and administrative
unit. Resource allocation decisions are aligned with
these goals as the institution seeks to bring togeth-
er all units — departments, colleges, student support
units, and administrative units in a common effort
to achieve these goals.

3.A.2 The institution's comprehensive planning
process is broad-based and offers opportunities for
input by appropriate constituencies.

As summarized above, the University of Utah is a
large organization with planning processes taking
place in a variety of divisions on campus. Planning
at every level is unified by both the presidential
framework and a university-wide effort in AY2014-
15 to create a set of shared campus goals.

Over the past decade, the University’s central goals
have been articulated in the presidents’inaugural
address and reinforced by strategic planning in key
areas of administration and governance. In 2005,
the University of Utah engaged in a broad-based
process to draft a mission statement, gather input,
and articulate goals. In May 2005, Michael Young
became the 14th president of the University of Utah
and in his inaugural address, he articulated several
themes that became the rallying cry for the cam-
pus: student engagement, academic preparation,
global engagement, diversity, and partnership.

With the appointment of new senior leadership,
these themes were actualized through a rigorous,
campus-wide planning process.

This process began in 2011, under the leadership

of then-SVP Pershing. The campus engaged in

a collaborative and community-based process

to identify core commitments in Phase One of a
strategic planning process that would set the stage
for Phase Two under new leadership. During this
process, town hall meetings, focus groups, surveys
and small group meetings gathered input from fac-
ulty, administrators, staff, community members and,

HIGHLIGHT

During fall of 2014, President Pershing and SVP Watkins initi-
ated a process to integrate the seven core commitments with-
in a more focused goal-based approach. Four specific goals for
the University of Utah were identified to guide our campus in
a powerful way on our future course.

most importantly, students. Hundreds of members
of the University community participated in this im-
portant public process. More than 500 members of
the University community participated in this effort.
The “Seven Core Commitments”are listed in 3.A.1 of
this document.

During fall of 2014, President Pershing and SVP
Watkins initiated a process to integrate the seven
core commitments within a more focused goal-
based approach. Four specific goals for the Univer-
sity of Utah were identified to guide our campus in
a powerful way on our future course. These goals
were distilled from the seven core commitments
(our underlying values) and were developed in con-
sultation with students, faculty, and staff. Strategies
to enable the goals were refined through a series
of four campus-wide dialogue sessions convened
in spring 2015. One dialogue session was held for
each goal, and faculty and staff from across the
campus were invited to participate in these interac-
tive dialogue sessions. The Four Big Goals guiding
the University of Utah's strategy over the next five
years are:

1. Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
2. Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

3. Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life

4. Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

These goals and the strategies that emerged from
campus-wide dialogues provide the basic structure
of the president’s dashboard that went live in the
spring of 2015. Town hall meetings convened in
spring 2015 provided broad public feedback from
the university community on the goals and strat-
egies to achieve them, in addition to identifying
critical actions. In April 2015, President Pershing and
SVP Watkins held their annual leadership meeting
with more than eighty participants to discuss the

80 STANDARD 3



SELF REPORT 2015

goals, strategies, data, and re-focus the leadership
teams of the colleges and departments on the
agenda. The new campus dashboard - linked to the
Four Big Goals — was used to illustrate our current
status on various metrics of our goals, as well as to
set measurable targets for the future, which were
discussed with leaders from across the campus. A
similar session was held with staff leaders in July
2015.

3.A.3 The institution's comprehensive planning
process is informed by the collection of appropriately
defined data that are analyzed and used to evaluate
fulfillment of its mission.

The primary units involved in the comprehensive
planning effort at the University are the Office of
Institutional Advancement, the Office of Budget
and Planning, the Office of Undergraduate Studies,
the Office of Student Affairs, The Office of the Senior
Vice President of Academic Affairs, and the Offices
of Global Engagement and Sustainability. The stra-
tegic plans of the academic colleges focus on the
Four Big Goals as articulated in 2014 by President
Pershing and SVP Watkins.

All college plans are coordinated through the
president’s cabinet and through the two senior vice
presidents: SVP Ruth Watkins for main campus and
SVP Vivian Lee for health sciences. Evidence-based
plans are specifically centered on data provided

by OBIA and metrics that measure the institution’s
progress.

3.A.4 The institution’s comprehensive plan articulates
priorities and guides decisions on resource allocation
and the application of institutional capacity.

As stated in the response to Standard 3.A.1, com-
prehensive planning at the University of Utah is
systematic and multilevel, guided by the lead-
ers — chairs, deans, directors, and vice presidents
(members of the president’s cabinet) — and linked
to the core themes outlined by the president in
his inaugural address and in the strategic plan.
The short-term strategies and tactics undertaken
to accomplish the long-term goals are a focus of
the annual budget process as well as scheduled
discussions by leadership groups throughout each

year, particularly the Council of Academic Deans,
the President’s Cabinet, and twice yearly direction-
al dialogues hosted by the president and SVP of
Academic Affairs.

Decisions on resource allocations are primarily
made as part of this annual budget process. The se-
nior vice presidents of Academic Affairs and Health
Sciences, and other vice presidents, are responsi-
ble for reviewing and ensuring that the units that
report to them align requests for new resources
with the strategic goals of the campus as outlined
in the budget guidelines, and use resources for
strategic actions that will contribute to the broader
institutional goals. Budget committees act as advi-
sory boards for both Academic Affairs and Health
Sciences, and make recommendations on resource
allocation decisions to the senior vice presidents.

Resource allocations have been focused on ad-
dressing future needs of the institution, such as
building the infrastructure necessary for successful
online education, providing stronger support for
undergraduate retention and graduation, and capi-
tal improvement of facilities for twenty-first century
teaching, learning, and research. Annual reports
from all units now incorporate the Four Big Goals
and the strategies undertaken to achieve these
goals.

3.A.5 The institution’s planning includes emergency
preparedness and contingency planning for continuity
and recovery of operations should catastrophic events
significantly interrupt normal institutional operations.

The University of Utah's Emergency Operations Plan
(EOP) establishes policies, procedures, and organi-
zational structure for response to emergencies oc-
curring on campus. The Plan incorporates operating
procedures from the Incident Command System
(ICS), the National Response Framework (NFR), and
the National Incident Management System (NIMS)

HIGHLIGHT

Comprehensive planning at the University of Utah is system-
atic and multilevel, guided by the leaders — chairs, deans,
directors, and vice presidents (members of the president’s
cabinet) — and linked to the core themes outlined by the pres-
ident in his inaugural address and in the strategic plan.
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for handling emergencies that disrupt normal
campus operations such as, but not limited to: fires,
floods, severe storms, earthquakes, hazardous mate-
rials incidents, acts of violence, terrorist threats, and
other potential disasters.

Ultimate responsibility for establishing the Univer-
sity’s priorities and direction lies with the president
and the cabinet. Strategic direction for coordinating
and assisting with the development of an emergen-
cy management program is assigned to the Univer-
sity of Utah Emergency Advisory Committee (EAC).
Operating units within Administrative Services,
Student Affairs, Human Resources, Health Sciences,
Research, Academic Affairs, and University Relations
have, as part of their assignments, responsibility

for essential support functions during emergency
events. A core group from the operating units com-
prises the campus Emergency Planning Committee
responsible for refining and documenting plans.
The Planning Committee includes, at a minimum,
representatives from Police, Fire/Hazardous Mate-
rials Response (HazMat), Human Resources, Space
Management, Plant Operations, Information Tech-
nology, and Student Affairs.

The University is committed to respond to emer-
gencies in a safe, effective and timely manner.

University personnel and equipment are mobilized
each on the following priorities:

e Priority I: Protection of Life Safety, including
first responders;

* Priority Il: Maintenance of Life Safety and
Assessment of Damages

* Priority lll: Restoration of General Campus
Operations

As responses progress from Priority | through Prior-
ities Il and Ill, administrative control of the campus
will transition from the ICS/NIMS structure back to
the routine University of Utah organizational struc-
ture. To the greatest extent possible, regulations
regarding the protection of the environment will be
complied with during disaster response activities.
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CORE THEME PLANNING, ASSESSMENT & IMPROVEMENT

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Eligibility Requirement22............... STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

The institution identifies and publishes the expected learning outcomes for each of its de-
gree and certificate programs. The institution engages in reqular and ongoing assessment
to validate student achievement of these learning outcomes.

The University of Utah maintains a continually updated database of expected learning
outcomes for every degree program. The database is maintained by the chair of the
departmental faculty curriculum committee for each degree program. The updated

that are continually used to assess the program success in achieving the expected
learning outcomes. The expected learning outcomes and outcomes assessment for
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a given program are periodically reviewed and
ratified by the program faculty. The program faculty
regularly reviews results of ongoing outcomes
assessment, and curricular modifications are imple-
mented, as necessary, in response to these results.

Eligibility Requirement 23.................coccccvvcrne.
INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS

The institution systematically applies clearly defined
evaluation and planning procedures, assesses the
extent to which it achieves its mission and core themes,
uses the results of assessment to effect institutional
improvement, and periodically publishes the results to
its constituencies. Through these processes it reqularly
monitors its internal and external environments to
determine how and to what degree changing circum-
stances may impact the institution and its ability to
ensure its viability and sustainability.

The University of Utah follows a well-defined and

parent, data driven decisions with strategic priori-
ties linked directly to institutional mission and core
themes. The BPC website also includes a calendar
key deadlines and milestones for Departmental,
College, Central Administration, and Business Plan-
ning & Consolidation. The budget planning cycle
delineates the hierarchy and planning of the annual
budget planning reviews.

Departmental and College budget planning is
which includes specific guidance for budget
requests to delineate the relevance of all requests
to the core campus priorities and the University
mission. The annual budget planning and allocation
process is data-driven, assisted by analysis of trends

University’s mission and core themes. In preparing
their budgets, deans and directors are required to
base their requests on results of yearly program
assessments as well as statistical trends observed
in the institutional OBIA database. These statistical
trends are used to assess how changing student
and financial trends may impact individual degree
programs and affect the long-term viability and
sustainability of these programes.

These reviews require an extensive departmental
self-study, and evaluation by internal and external
reviewers. Summary Graduate Council Program
reports for each review are sent for approval to the
Academic Senate, The University Board of Trustees,
and to the Board of Regents, and are available as
public documents on the meeting agenda web-
sites of each level of review. The Graduate Council
Program Reviews are also used to develop a signed
memo of understanding (MOU) between the indi-
vidual program director, Dean of the relevant Col-
lege, Dean of the Graduate School, and cognizant
Senior Vice President. The memo of understanding
details the agreed steps and resources that will be
brought about to address recommendations of the
Graduate Program review.

Deans of individual colleges present their budget-

assessment and OBIA trends. The SVPAA and the
Dean of the Graduate School also serve on the
CBAC. Consequently, items agreed upon in the
individual Graduate Program Review MOUs can be
targeted to receive priority in the annual budgetary
planning process. The final annual budget plan

is completed in conference with the President’s
cabinet, including final revenue and expense pro-
jections. The final budget reflects current budget-
ary priorities established through a review of the
adequacy of current investments linked to pro-
gram quality and assessment, and new initiatives
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directly linked to the institutional mission and core
principles.

3.B: CORE THEME PLANNING

3.B Core theme planning is informed by the collection
of appropriately defined data that are analyzed and
used to evaluate accomplishment of core theme objec-
tives. Planning for programs and services is informed
by the collection of appropriately defined data that are
used to evaluate achievement of the goals or intended
outcomes of those programs and services.

STANDARD 4: EFFECTIVENESS AND
IMPROVEMENT

The institution reqgularly and systematically col-

lects data related to clearly defined indicators of
achievement, analyzes those data, and formulates
evidence-based evaluations of the achievement of
core theme objectives. It demonstrates clearly defined
procedures for evaluating the integration and signif-
icance of institutional planning, the allocation of re-
sources, and the application of capacity in its activities
for achieving the intended outcomes of its programs
and services and for achieving its core theme objec-
tives. The institution disseminates assessment results
to its constituencies and uses those results to effect
improvement.

4.A: ASSESSMENT

4.A.1 The institution engages in ongoing systematic
collection and analysis of meaningful, assessable, and
verifiable data—aquantitative and/or qualitative, as
appropriate to its indicators of achievement—as the
basis for evaluating the accomplishment of its core
theme objectives.

In order to achieve progress on the Four Big Goals,
to maximize effectiveness and efficiency, and to
integrate a continual improvement model across
the institution, we strive to:

e Communicate broadly across the university — at
multiple levels and through varied approaches
— about current institutional goals, strategies
implemented to achieve goals, and progress

Colleges, Schools,

a Departments, Student \

Graduate School Affairs
Accreditation

Learning Qutcomes

Seven-Year Program
Reviews

Undergrad Studies

Gen Ed Assessment

SVPAA

Budget & Annual Review

Budget & Institutional
Analysis

CURRENT Institutional
Assessment Model

FIGURE 4.1: CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT MODEL

* Align departments, colleges and campus-wide
offices on core strategies and goals, and the key
measures of relevance related to each major
goal and strategy;

* Integrate various elements of our assessment
portfolio, and the resources associated with
the assessment portfolio, toward shared aims
(Figure 4.1).

Institutional assessment is conducted in multiple
places within the University of Utah. The Office of
Budget and Institutional Analysis (OBIA) is our core
institutional research office. OBIA manages data
and official reporting for the institution, includ-

ing serving as our official data source for various
surveys, such as IPEDS. The Graduate School is our
official accreditation office and has assisted every
academic program with establishing learning out-
comes, and conducts official seven-year reviews of
every program on campus, including managing the
process of developing a written MOU on planned
changes in curriculum or other aspects of the
program following a review. Undergraduate Studies
leads General Education evaluation and feedback
to departments, and has developed portfolios of
student learning and products as evidence of gen-
eral education impacts. Student Affairs Assessment,
Evaluation, and Research regularly evaluates various
student programs, and is responsible for institution-
al surveys such as the Graduating Student Survey,
and leads the review and integration of findings of
these tools with campus leaders. Student Affairs As-
sessment, Evaluation, and Research and Undergrad-
uate Studies partner to administer and synthesize
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HIGHLIGHT

IDMV has also created an institutional level dashboard for
the President’s Office website displaying critical indicators
relevant to measuring our success in meeting our goals across
the four core institutional goals.

results of our Graduating Student Survey each year,
and convey findings to key campus leaders for pro-
gram improvement purposes. Figure 4.1 provides
an overview of the current organization of the Uni-
versity of Utah's assessment and evaluation offices,
and the opportunities for ensuring alignment and
integration across various offices and units where
assessment is conducted.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND
INSTITUTIONAL ANALYSIS (OBIA)

The Office of Budget and Institutional Analysis
(OBIA) is the official source of information for the
University of Utah and is primarily responsible for
institutional-level data collection, analysis, reporting
and presentation. Specifically, this office processes
data related to retention, graduation enrollment,
course-taking, course performance, faculty and staff
census, salary, and faculty academic and research
productivity benchmarks. This office provides
official data to state and federal agencies (e.q.

USHE, IPEDS), responds to internal and external
inquiries for single use or ongoing data analytics,
and provides routine and one-time-only reports.
These data requests come from all types of entities
ranging from external policy makers and legislators
to internal units such as Housing and Residential
Education, Academic Advising, Enrollment Manage-
ment, Financial Aid, academic deans, department
chairs, and program managers, among others.

Tools have been developed and deployed to allow
the generation of a wide range of data on demand.
These data on demand tools, where possible, allow
data to be viewed in summary reports as well as
disaggregated to commonly requested levels such
as by major, degree, ethnicity, gender, year or se-
mester, etc. The tools have also been developed to
allow users to download extracts of the data for use
in their own individual analysis. Examples of these
data on demand tools include seven-year depart-
ment reviews, enrolled majors, undergraduate and

graduate major’s profiles, degrees awarded and
course enrollment profiles. These tools are located

Other data analysis tools available on the OBIA web-
site include Graduation and Retention reports that
describe educational progress metrics which can be
summarized or disaggregated based upon multiple
a Statistical Summary tool that reports data such

as student enrollment, college major statistics, and
faculty complement disaggregated by department,

A new department called Institutional Data Man-
agement & Visualization (IDMV) was recently
created with the primary purpose of making more
OBIA data available to multiple audiences, devel-
oping methods to deploy the data securely and

in multiple formats, generating new analysis as

well as designing visual presentation of complex,
multi-variable data in a manner that easily conveys
understandable meaning, thereby capturing the
richness and depth of institutional data. The depart-
ment emphasizes data presentation where the visu-
al indicators of the data are concise, clear, intuitive
and appropriate to the type of data presented. The
department also serves as a resource to assist other
areas across campus in developing and visually
presenting their own data in a similar manner.

IDMV has created strategic data dashboards for the
Graduate School, the Associate VP for Faculty Affairs,
as well as dozens of individual tools used by Senior
Administration to analyze department, college and
area data related to performance in finance, schol-
arly productivity and academic excellence. IDMV
has also created an institutional level dashboard for
the President’s Office website that displays critical
indicators relevant to measuring our success in
meeting our goals across the Four Big Goals. This
dashboard is located at www.dashboards.utah.edu.

4.A.2 The institution engages in an effective system of
evaluation of its programs and services, wherever of-
fered and however delivered, to evaluate achievement
of clearly identified program goals or intended out-
comes. Faculty have a primary role in the evaluation of
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educational programs and services.

All undergraduate and graduate degree granting
programs at the University are subject to regular
review. This process is managed by the dean and
associate dean of the Graduate School for three
purposes: first, informing long-range planning

on the stability and viability of programs; second,
providing educational units (typically departments)
with the opportunity to engage in self-study and
program enhancement; and third, to provide data
to state agencies for the purposes of accountability.
Each program is reviewed on a seven-year cycle.
The review is conducted by internal and external
review committee members and is reviewed and
approved by the Graduate Council. Recommenda-
tions that can be achieved within the resources of
the University are incorporated into an action plan
for improvement. A schedule of program reviews

program review reports are available from the Grad-
uate School.

The Graduate School administers the Seven-Year
Program Review process for the institution. This
process is a comprehensive evaluation of program
quality and includes written evidence of program
effectiveness, as well as curriculum evaluation that
often leads to specific program revisions (typically
driven by student needs and learning indicators,

as well as trends in the field). The process includes
a self-study, a visit by external evaluators from

peer institutions, and an internal campus team of
reviewers. The process is impressive in its detail and
comprehensive nature. The Faculty Senate, Board
of Trustees and Regents review and approve final
reports — including actions planned and already
taken. Many recent reviews have included discus-
sion and detail on curriculum revisions specifically
designed to respond to student needs and improve
learning outcomes. External evaluators compli-
mented the Graduate Review process during the
last NWCCU on-site accreditation visit.

Six areas of scrutiny and evaluation are included in
the Academic Program reviews: Program Overview,
Faculty, Students, Curriculum and Programs of
Study, Program Effectiveness — Outcomes Assess-
ment, and Facilities and Resources. The process is

multi-layered, thorough, and historically successful.
Periodic update reports that are tracked by the
Graduate School regularly report progress being
made on review recommendations. When prog-
ress is not being made, meetings with the Dean of
the Graduate School are encouraged. Department
chairs overwhelmingly report using review recom-
mendations as direct guides for shaping strategic
plans in collaboration with their faculty members.
Faculty members are typically involved in the
review process. Chairs/directors and associate chairs
are often responsible for authoring sections of
self-studies. As major stakeholders in departments,
they also routinely meet with review teams to
provide candid feedback on all aspects of their job
duties (research, teaching, service).

Approximately ten academic programs are reviewed
each year following a standard format, including
selection of internal and external reviewers, data
presentation, wrap-up session, regular follow up,
and an in-person meeting with the chair and
Graduate Dean during the third year post-review.

It is interesting to note that the University of Utah's
Graduate Council Program Review process has
served as a model for other program reviews na-
tionwide. The model has been presented at regional
and national conferences (Western Association of
Graduate Schools and Council of Graduate Schools).
As described in the 2006 NWCCU Seven Year Report:

“One of the distinguishing and treasured features
of the University of Utah is its long tradition of
faculty governance at the level closest to each
academic area of expertise. Consequently, The
Graduate School, through the policy-making pow-
er of the Graduate Council, seeds to help individual
units preserve and enhance the highest standards
of excellence in their individual disciplines. Each
department establishes policies that are enforced
through the requlatory power of The Graduate
School (i.e, admissions criteria in addition to Uni-
versity minimums and degree requirements within
general guidelines and upon Graduate Council
approval). The Graduate Council relies heavily on
the expertise of external reviewers, professional
associations, and disciplinary societies for critiques
of the quality and standards of individual units,
degrees, and programs. [2006 Self-Study for NWC-
CU Standard 2 2.D.2]"
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4.A.3 The institution documents, through an effective,
regular, and comprehensive system of assessment of
student achievement, that students who complete its
educational courses, programs, and degrees, wherev-
er offered and however delivered, achieve identified
course, program, and degree learning outcomes.
Faculty with teaching responsibilities are responsible
for evaluating student achievement of clearly identified
learning outcomes.

COLLEGE PRACTICES

Each academic college is responsible for admin-
istration and structure of assessment to support
discipline specific needs. Each program and de-
gree is required to publish their Expected Learning
Outcomes Assessment by college at the central-
ized, public University of Utah Learning Outcomes
also represented within the University of Utah As-
sessment Team. Further information about college
specific approaches to assessment can be found at
www.assessment.utah.edu/.

CAMPUS-WIDE LEARNING
OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT

Learning outcomes assessment is conducted
campus-wide in the context of colleges and the
curriculum leading toward majors, minors and
graduate degrees. In 2006, the Graduate School
began collecting learning outcomes statements
from the degree-offering departments and pro-
grams from across campus and published those on
the learningoutcomes.utah.edu web site. They also
asked departments and programs to identify what
assessment methods they were using to measure
the stated learning outcomes. This process was
repeated every three years.

Beginning in 2014, departments and programs
were asked to examine the Expected Learning
Outcomes that had been previously published for
each degree to determine whether they were up to

HIGHLIGHT

Our mission is to assist each academic unit in developing fac-
ulty driven learning outcome assessment plans and processes.

date. Each academic unit identified individuals who
were given access to a new website where they
could make any necessary changes to ELOs. They
also completed a survey about which categories of
activities were used to assess each degree program
and the frequency of the assessment. Finally, each
department’s faculty voted to ratify the ELOs. In
some cases this prompted further revisions to the
ELOs. All departments and programs have reported
that they have completed this process. See: lear-
ningoutcomes.utah.edu for full report and more
information here: www.assessment.utah.edu.

With the foundation of clearly stated program-lev-
el learning outcomes and assessment methods
established for each academic unit, the University
has now begun the process of establishing assess-
ment plans and processes. In June 2015, the Office
of Undergraduate Studies has taken on the respon-
sibility of making sure that each academic unit is
regularly assessing student achievement of learning
outcomes and using information gained from those
assessment processes to make strategic decisions
about curriculum planning and instructional sup-
port. Our mission is to assist each academic unit in
developing faculty driven learning outcome assess-
ment plans and processes. These assessment plans
are collected and curated on our learning outcome

We are currently meeting with department chairs
and program directors to ascertain the best way that
we can assist them in moving from stated program
level learning outcomes to assessment plans and
processes and, ultimately, assessment reports. This
summer we have targeted the College of Social and
Behavioral Sciences (CSBS), motivated by a strong
request and pledge of support by the CSBS Dean.
Our work with this college is guided by three goals:

1. By the end of the Fall Semester 2015, there will
be a ratified faculty commitment to a concrete
assessment plan in place for each unitin the
college.

2. By the end of the 2015-16 academic year, each
unit in the college will have activated several
elements of this assessment plan (i.e., have
begun to collect and store student artifacts).
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By the end of Fall Semester 2016, each unit will have
begun to pilot assessment processes.

Once we have met with each department chair and
program director in the CSBS, we will be meeting
with similar program directors in each of the other
colleges that currently have limited assessment
plans and processes in place. Colleges with special-
ized accreditation, such as Architecture, Business,
Education, and Engineering, are generally strongly
involved in the use of outcomes assessment for cur-
ricular modifications, and already have well-defined,
operational processes in place.

In 2015, a Faculty Senate Ad Hoc Committee on
Enhanced Learning Outcome Assessment recom-
mended, among other things, that a faculty-led
system of accountability surrounding learning
outcome assessment and curricular modification be
established. During the 2015-16 academic year we
will be working with the president of the Academ-
ic Senate and the Undergraduate and Graduate
Councils to develop and implement policy on this
system.

SUPPORT FOR LEARNING OUTCOME
ASSESSMENT

Partnering with the Center for Teaching & Learn-
ing Excellence we will have two kinds of support
available to faculty. We have developed a website
that serves as a clearinghouse for information and
best practices about learning outcome assessment.
Additionally, we will provide training and facilitate
conversations about learning outcome assessment
as requested by any unit on campus.

UNDERGRADUATE STUDIES

The Office of Undergraduate Studies (UGS) oversees
General Education and Bachelor Degree Require-
ments as well as a variety of high impact academic
programs (deeply engaged learning experiences)
that happen outside the major departments. These
programs include: the Block U (General Education)
Program, the New University Scholars, the Capstone
Initiative, Continuing Education, the Honors Col-
lege, the Leadership Studies Minor, the Learning,
Enhancement, Achievement, and Progress (LEAP)

program, the My Utah Signature Experience (MUSE)
Program, National Student Exchange, University
Studies, the Office of Engagement, UOnline, the
Student Success and Empowerment Initiative,
Undergraduate Advancement, the Office of Un-
dergraduate Research and the Undergraduate
Research Opportunities Program (UROP), and
University College Advising. Faculty support pro-
grams include the Center for Teaching and Learning
Excellence, Learning Outcomes Assessment, and
the Teaching and Learning Technologies offices.
Each of these programs engages in a regular exam-
ination of their own goals and outcomes. The Office
of Undergraduate Studies assists these programs
with assessment design, survey design and imple-
mentation, and integration of institutional data
with program data to measure student success.
The Office of Undergraduate Studies uses program
assessment data, institutional demographic data,
and institutional survey data to help the institution
better understand how participation in our pro-
grams and characteristics of students'experiences
contribute to their success.

GENERAL EDUCATION COURSE
ADOPTION AND REVIEW

To have a General Education or Bachelor Degree
requirement designation placed on a course, de-
partments apply through an online application on
The application, syllabus, and any other materials
submitted by the departments are reviewed by
the General Education Curriculum Council and the
Undergraduate Council using rubrics developed
for this purpose by the Office of General Education.
The application asks departmental representatives
to describe the content of the course, the teaching
processes and practices used in the class, and to
select at least three General Education learning
outcomes that instructors believe students will be
able to accomplish through participation in the
course. A separate process is in place to assess the
accomplishment of those learning outcomes. If a
course is reviewed and approved for a designation
by the General Education Curriculum Council then
it is forwarded to the Undergraduate Council for
their approval as well. Once a course has a desig-
nation it is reviewed every five years to ensure that
it still meets the designation requirements. These
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follow-up reviews are identical to the initial review
except they do not require the secondary approval

tions of processes, and membership of the Gen Ed
council.

GENERAL EDUCATION OUTCOMES
ASSESSMENT

In 2008, the Undergraduate Council adopted the
American Association of Colleges & Universities’
(AACR&U) Essential Learning Outcomes as the learn-
ing goals for the University of Utah's General Educa-
tion and Bachelor Degree Requirements (“General
Education”).

In 2009, a question on learning outcomes was add-
ed to the General Education application that de-
partments complete to secure a new or a five-year
recertification of a General Education requirement
designation for their courses. In 2013, the Office of
Learning Outcomes Assessment conducted the first
of three pilot studies over the next three years to
investigate the best methods and processes for as-
sessing the General Education Learning Outcomes.
The pilot studies included:

e Solicitation of examples of student work on
the faculty-identified assignments showing
the achievement of learning outcomes in the
course

* Training General Education Curriculum Council
faculty to use the AAC&U rubrics for assessing
artifacts

* Designing a system to collect and review arti-
facts

* Reviewing and scoring artifacts by faculty

* Analyzing data, synthesizing and writing up
results and recommendations.

These pilot projects, evaluating student learning in

HIGHLIGHT

The Office of Learning Outcomes Assessment is developing
support information and services to help units move from
plans to actual assessment processes.

general education courses, revealed that student
academic products that were assigned passing
grades (or above) demonstrated core skills, as out-

ect). Research efforts continue as University of Utah
faculty and staff leaders work to directly evaluate
products of student learning in general education
courses against the criteria outlined by AAC&U.

The Office of General Education is responsible for
assessing the 15 General Education learning out-
comes, which are the same as the Essential Learn-
ing Outcomes developed by the American Associ-
ation of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). Starting
in 2013, the office began pilot-testing a process for
assessing these learning outcomes using the rubrics
that were designed by AAC&U to assess them. This
process begins with faculty identifying the learning
outcomes during their application for a General Ed-
ucation designation for their course. Faculty are also
asked to identify, from their syllabus, what assign-
ment can be used to demonstrate that students
are accomplishing the selected learning outcomes.
In 2013 and 2014, we asked faculty from classes
meeting one of two selected learning outcomes to
submit student work on those assignments so that
review teams could assess the accomplishment of
the learning outcomes using the AAC&U rubrics.
This process will continue each year with two new
learning outcomes assessed each year.

In summary, expected learning outcomes have
been identified for General Education and each
degree and certificate offered by the University. Ef-
forts to establish these expected learning outcomes
were led by the Undergraduate Council and the
Graduate School. In addition, all degree programs
have or are developing a written assessment plan
for measuring learning outcomes and using assess-
ment findings to inform degree program curricu-
lum.

With the establishment of the Office of Learning
Outcomes Assessment in Undergraduate Studies,
efforts to conduct learning outcome assessment
using direct and indirect metrics will be increasingly
centralized and strengthened. Building on what

we have learned through learning outcome assess-
ment in General Education the Office of Learning
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Outcomes Assessment is developing
support information and services to
help units move from plans to actual
assessment processes.

Finally, recommendations made by an
ad hoc committee of the Academic
Senate on learning outcome assess-
ment will be discussed more broadly
by the Undergraduate and Graduate
Councils during the 2015-16 aca-
demic year. These discussions will be
guided by questions about how to
implement those recommendations
as institutional policy and practice.

GRADUATING STUDENT

Promote Student
Success to Transform
Lives

Develop & Transfer
New Knowledge

Engage Communities
to Improve Health &
Quality of Life

Ensure Long-Term
Viability of the

University

«First Year Retention Rates

+Six Year Graduation rates
+Learning Community participation
*Freshman Financial Aid
+Freshman Composiyte ACT

«Total graduate and Professional Degrees awarded
*Research expenditures per Faculty FTE

*Number of patents and Startups per year
*Number of research awards per faculty member
*Number of named faculty appointments

+Online Student Credit Hours and growth
*Health Care Patient Satisfaction

+Continuing Education Enrollments, Lifelong Learning
Opportunities

«Tuition Levels and fees
*Annual Private Donations
+Energy Utilization Index (EUI)

SURVEY LEARNING
OUTCOME STRATEGY

In 2015 a pilot study was conducted using
open-ended direct learning outcomes questions
on the Graduating Student Survey to gather some
initial information about students’ability to apply
knowledge gained from their education at the
University to real-life prompts using the AAC&U
VALUE framework. This data will be analyzed using
modified VALUE rubrics. While this data is clearly
limited, it does provide insight into how students
apply knowledge and the findings will be used to
inform the decision-making process for adoption of
a broader standardized learning outcomes mea-
sure. Because this was integrated into an existing
instrument that provides data on first destination
outcomes following graduation, key data for the
Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) as well as
other metrics for units across campus, a sampling
strategy to minimize the impact on the students
completing the survey was used. All students re-
ceived the following question, “In your own words,
please describe the specific skills or knowledge (e.q.
critical thinking, creative problem solving) that will
support your future goals that you gained through
your education at the University of Utah!”

Students then received one of three random ques-
tions addressing different learning domains:

1. Please describe a situation where you were
able to apply teamwork skills you gained

FIGURE 4.2: UNIVERSITY OF UTAH ASSESSMENT MATRIX

through your experience at the University of
Utah.

2. Please provide a situation where you applied
critical thinking skills to resolve an ethical issue
that you gained through your education at the
University of Utah.

3. Please provide an example of a situation
where you used new written or verbal com-
munication skills that were gained during your
education at the University of Utah.

These data are currently being analyzed by Under-
graduate Studies. In addition to qualitative analysis
of these findings, the inclusion of these questions
will be evaluated to see how they might support
other standardized learning outcomes measures.

4.A.4 The institution evaluates holistically the align-
ment, correlation, and integration of programs and
services with respect to accomplishment of core theme
objectives.

While the process of assessment promotes a da-
ta-informed culture at the University of Utah, the
University of Utah Assessment Matrix (Figure 4.2)
provides focus and a comprehensive approach to
assessment for the institution. Assessment efforts
are organized through this framework, through the
updated institutional strategic planning process
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Summary Table of Assessment-Focused Units at the University of Utah

Assessment Unit Scope Primary Roles
Office of Budget and Official Flata reporpng for the msptuhon (USHE, IPEDS), enrollment,
o X - graduation, retention, course-taking, course performance, faculty and staff
Institutional Analysis | Institutional

(OBIA)

census, salary, and research productivity benchmarks. Institutional data
visualization.

Graduate School

Departmental/ Degree
Program

Institutional Centers
Institutes and Bureaus

NWCCU Accreditation Process; Seven-Year Program Review Process; Discipline
specific accreditation to NWCCU Accreditation Process; Seven-Year Graduate
Council Program Review Process; Discipline specific accreditation. Yearly
review of Centers, Institutes and Bureaus

Undergraduate

College/Division

General Education Learning Outcomes; learning outcomes for Undergraduate
Studies high impact programs or deeply engaged learning experiences; Office

S iCel s e R Department of Learning Outcomes Assessment (established June 2015 to gather campus
and Research . K
wide LO’s and assessment plans)
Program
Division
Student Affairs N . . .
Institutional survey support; strategic planning, assessment and reporting;
Assessment, - - ;
. Department learning and general outcomes assessment for co-curricular Student Affairs
Evaluation, and .
programs and services
Research
Program
. . Department Learning outcomes for Ethnic Studies and Gender Studies; Assessment;
Office of Equity and - - .
- . Service learning and community engagement
Diversity
Program
Facilities N Building performance; building operations; design standards for energy
Institutional L - . -
Management efficiency; corrective and deferred maintenance monitoring.
Human Resources Institutional HR Analytics; performance management; employee training hours; employee

satisfaction and commitment

TABLE 4.1: ASSESSMENT-FOCUSED UNITS

and the adoption of the Four Big Goals to connect
efforts across campus with a particular emphasis on
learning outcomes assessment. Figure 4.2 illustrates
the institutional level view of effectiveness and
improvement.

Assessment is embedded within multiple units
across campus and reflects the decentralized
organizational model of the institution. That being
said, there are several centralized units that support
assessment across the institution and that create
an institutional framework for support for student
success, support of the research mission of the
university, a framework for outreach and engage-
ment, and the structure for the long-term viability
of the institution. Each of these units provide insight
and collaborate to ensure the Four Big Goals are
met through clear objectives at the institutional,
divisional, college, program and staffing level. Table
4.1 outlines the roles of each of these key organiza-
tions.

In addition to those offices that are engaged in
learning outcomes assessment of General Educa-
tion, undergraduate education and co-curricular
learning experiences, and on a regular basis, key
programs and divisions regularly and holistically
evaluate the ways that their work aligns, correlates,
integrates, and leads to the accomplishment of
core theme objectives. The following are important
examples of this practice.

OFFICE OF EQUITY AND DIVERSITY

The Office for Equity & Diversity (OED), which in-
cludes Student Equity & Diversity (SED) as a student
support services branch, offers students academic
advising, academic programming, community en-
gagement, culturally relevant social programming,
and career and graduate school preparation. These
programs all primarily seek to positively impact
retention and sense of belonging for underrepre-
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HIGHLIGHT

Through these programs, OED supports student cohort pro-
grams and learning communities.

sented students and students of color. OED also
includes major and minor degree offering academic
units, the Ethnic Studies Program and the Gender
Studies Program. Comprehensively, OED includes
SED, the American Indian Resource Center, the
Ethnic Studies Program, and the Gender Studies
Program. Through these programs, OED supports
student cohort programs and learning communi-
ties. These programs, Diversity Scholars (DS) and
Transfer Diversity Scholars (TDS), are geared to serve
underrepresented students and students of color,
and are housed in OED. Programming is based in
current research and includes constant participant
feedback. OED conducts regular assessments and
evaluates the effectiveness and impact of pro-
grammatic goals. In fact, OED, together with SED,
Ethnic Studies, and Gender Studies, supports the
assessment process and oversees findings through
the OED Office for Assessment & Research. These
evaluative efforts are conducted in collaboration
with institutional data-collection to evaluate the
impact of the OED programs within OED and across
the University for broader institutional impact.
Information derived from our evaluation processes
is looped back to inform programming, reinforc-
ing our goals of working within data-driven re-
search-based practices.

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT (FM)

This division assesses effectiveness of facilities by
monitoring the building performance in areas such
as energy consumption, equipment reliability/avail-
ability, occupant comfort, air quality, building safety,
and building condition. In FM the effectiveness of
building operations is embedded in several facility
operations groups. For example, both the energy
management and campus utilities offices assess
energy consumption. Facility Operations and the
Facility Coordinators use a variety of inspections
and services to assess the condition of the building
systems. FM shops with system ownership responsi-
bilities continually monitor and assess the reliability
and availability of their systems (HVAC, electrical,
carpentry, etc.). FM management monitors various

metrics for system reliability, efficiency, etc. FM
collects data that reflects the condition, efficiency,
and reliability of building systems. FM routine-

ly collects metrics for energy consumption and
costs; equipment runtime and reliability; deferred
maintenance and building condition; corrective
maintenance work compared with preventive
maintenance; workforce productivity; timeliness of
work order completion; cost, schedule, and scope
control of projects; and various service satisfaction
measures from their customers. FM has improved
and changed services offered based on data and
metrics. For example, FM has changed design stan-
dards to drive more energy efficient construction;
used Corrective Maintenance and Facility Condition
data to focus preventive maintenance funding as
well as deferred maintenance/capital improvement
funding; improved worker productivity based on
work order data; and added preventive mainte-
nance tasks to minimize corrective maintenance
and to improve reliability. Based on customer
feedback and other data, we have modified several
processes to be more effective and efficient.

HUMAN RESOURCES (HR)

The Human Resources office uses multiple ap-
proaches to assess practices and processes essential
to the unit. These include survey tools to support
customer services and functional areas (payroll,
benefits, training and development, recruitment,
etc.). Surveys are conducted on a semi-annual basis.
Both quantitative and qualitative data are analyzed
to provide continuous process improvement in
these areas. We also have quantitative measures
that roll up into a primary and secondary dash-
board; these look at current and historical trends

in our university-wide as well as HR unit analytics.
These analytics address different aspects of our HR
operations (service, fiscal, and demographics/fore-
casting). HR utilizes a primary score card to provide
a robust view of operations. Metrics for the score
card include the following: customer satisfaction
score, new hire satisfaction score, days to fill posi-
tions, staff turnover rate, HR: FTE ratio, number of
active performance management plans (UUPM
system), training hours conducted, and employee
commitment score (affective commitment).
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4.A.5 The institution evaluates holistically the align-
ment, correlation, and integration of planning, resourc-
es, capacity, practices, and assessment with respect to
achievement of the goals or intended outcomes of its
programs or services, wherever offered and however
delivered.

The Division of Student Affairs utilizes a com-
prehensive assessment approach to ensure that
co-curricular learning opportunities, programs and
services are achieving desired outcomes to ensure
student success and provide support to the broader
University of Utah community. In addition to in-
ternal assessment strategies, the Division engaged
Keeling and Associates in 2012 to conduct an
independent review that was provided to President
Pershing as well as used by the Division for strategic
initiatives and process refinement. Student Affairs
utilizes both a division-level assessment strategy

to align with the broader institutional goals as

well as department and program level strategies.
Student Affairs conducted an extensive strategic
planning process in 2009 that resulted in a division
level strategic plan that has provided direction for
the Division (studentaffairs.utah.edu/assessment/

“Learning Domains”that guide learning outcomes
development and assessment at program, depart-
ment and division level (discussed in section 4.A.3
and available here: studentaffairs.utah.edu/assess-

Student Affairs utilizes these frameworks to support
the measurement of learning, general and utiliza-
tion outcomes (Figure 4.3). This approach provides
evidence at the division, department and program
level.

Student Affairs Assessment, Evalua-
tion, and Research (SA-AER) serves
the Division of Student Affairs
through strategic planning and
assessment of general and learning
outcomes of programs and services.
SA-AER also serves the institution
through the coordination and devel-
opment of many institutional surveys
such as the Graduating Student
Survey, which is a key data source

of student outcomes for the entire

Goals:

What do
programs and
services hope

to achieve?

Outcomes:

What are the
indicators that
our programs

and services
have achieved

their goals?

Learning Outcomes

(Focus on direct measures)
7

General Outcomes

(1-Retention, 2-Graduation,
3-Engagement,
4-Needs/Satisfaction,
5-Benchmarking)

Utilization

(Focus on who is utilizing
services and programs)

FIGURE 4.3: STUDENT AFFAIRS ASSESSMENT MODEL

Enrollment Management, Institutional Analysis,

the Graduate School, Undergraduate Studies and
Facilities Management to provide a coordinated
approach to survey administration. Within Student
Affairs, SA-AER works with 31 separate departments
that are organized into five separate reporting lines
including the Vice President of Student Affairs, En-
rollment Management, Dean of Students, Student
Development and Business and Auxiliary Services.

Each reporting line has specific data needs that are
coordinated through SA-AER to support a division-
level approach to data management. Enrollment
Management utilizes data from both Institutional
Analysis as well as SA-AER to support a strategic
enrollment management approach throughout the
student life cycle. The Dean of Students'report-

ing line utilizes data related to student conduct,
engagement and use of facilities. Student Devel-
opment is focused on support for student success

Key Activities

Assessment

Was the desired -
outcome
Gooclll | Reporting
What were the key findings
related to the goals?
Were the desired outcomes
achieved?

What was
learned about
how to improve
our programs and
services?

What actions have been taken
based on the findings?

institution. SA-AER works closely with

FIGURE 4.4: STUDENT AFFAIRS ASSESSMENT CYCLE
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and utilizes data that are protected by HIPAA as
well as broader engagement and service delivery
metrics. Business and Auxiliary Services utilize met-
rics that encompass engagement, facilities usage
and cost and needs assessment. At the depart-
mental level, each department has identified key
activities, goals and outcomes. Assessment plans
are aligned at the departmental, division and insti-
tutional level to provide a multi-dimensional view
of Student Affairs. Departments “close the loop”

by documenting the findings from assessment
projects not only in individual progress summaries
but also through annual reports that show depart-
mental progress towards goals. In order to support
a culture of evidence within Student Affairs, as well
as the larger institution, Student Affairs Assessment,
Evaluation, and Research provides ongoing assess-
ment education through a seminar series, trainings

In order to close the loop and ensure that data is
used to inform practice, all assessment requests
must show their alignment to the Student Affairs
Strategic Plan and/or Learning Domains. At the
close of the assessment process, the project initiator
is required to provide a summary of the key data
and how this has informed practice. This informa-
tion is also summarized in departmental annual
reports. With the implementation of institutional
level Four Big Goals over the past year, Student
Affairs has implemented a new strategic planning
process to allow more modular connections to be
made across the division and within the institution.
During 2014-2015, departments developed key
activities, goals and outcomes (Figure 4.4).

These were then used to update assessment plans
for each unit. This process provided important data
for Student Affairs Assessment, Evaluation, and
Research and the Student Affairs Leadership Team
about how effectively assessment data was being
used. As a result, some data collection strategies
have been discontinued and others have been
refocused. This has served as a macro-assessment
strategy to document progress towards the Stu-
dent Affairs Strategic Plan and show division-level
progress towards the University of Utah Four Big
Goals.

HIGHLIGHT

Departments “close the loop” by documenting the findings
from assessment projects not only in individual progress sum-
maries but also through annual reports that show departmen-
tal progress towards goals.

4.A.6 The institution regularly reviews its assessment
processes to ensure they appraise authentic achieve-
ments and yield meaningful results that lead to
improvement

There are several contexts each year when assess-
ment processes, practices and tools are reconsid-
ered: in light of critical goals and objectives of the
university (particularly the Four Big Goals and the
strategies underway to achieve these goals), current
performance and changes in performance on core
measures, emerging needs and opportunities, and
new strategies that require new assessment tools.
For example:

* Twice each year — roughly October 1 and April
20 — President Pershing, SVP Watkins and SVP
Lee hold an open dialogue session with cam-
pus leaders (deans, chairs, directors, vice presi-
dents, and assessment experts). These dialogue
sessions are an opportunity to review major
goals, strategies to achieve goals, and high-
lights of progress or lack of progress toward
critical goals.

* At least once per year, the Senior Vice Presi-
dent for Academic Affairs and key personnel
involved in assessment, evaluation, and the
administration of standardized assessments and
tools review our plan for such tools, whether
they should continue to be administered and
whether new tools or surveys should be added.
In addition, each spring, as we prepare for the
Graduating Student Survey, undergraduate
leaders (Senior Vice President for Academic
Affairs, Vice President for Student Affairs, Associ-
ate Vice President and Dean of Undergraduate
Studies, and Associate Vice President for Enroll-
ment Management) meet to consider whether
new items should be added to the survey — to
address the Four Big Goals and/or strategies un-
derway on campus — and to consider how par-
ticipation in this key survey can be enhanced.

¢ For General Education assessments, all classes
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HIGHLIGHT

CIB reviews will ensure that all CIBs are supporting the mis-
sion of the university, functioning to maximum efficiency, and
have available to them the resources and support necessary
for growth, expansion, and success.

that carry General Education attributes are
reviewed by the General Education Council on
a five-year cycle.

* For Learning Outcomes assessments, in 2013,
a website was set up by the Graduate School
to gather information about Learning Out-
comes Assessment and planning processes in
the colleges. In June of 2015, this website and
function moved to Undergraduate Studies, and
the Office of Learning Outcomes Assessment
was established and charged with gathering in-
formation about LO Assessment across campus,
training and engaging faculty in LO develop-
ment and assessment, and annually collecting
evidence of the feedback loop established in
departments and colleges around all curricu-
lum.

* Related to the annual college budget and re-
view meetings, and the seven-year comprehen-
sive program reviews, academic programs are
asked to review and incorporate their profiles
on Academic Analytics and include these pro-
files in their written reports. The profiles provide
information on scholarly productivity (e.g.,
publications, grants, and awards by academic
program). These profiles are used to evaluate
the scholarly productivity of the unit, relative
to similar units from other top-tier universities.
These evaluations are vital because they pro-
vide virtually our only opportunity to consider
unit performance relative to peers, to identify
strengths and challenges in a unit’s portfolio,
to identify missing information in Academic
Analytics and to convey this to the company
for correction, and to make specific plans to
improve units based on the patterns of strength
and weakness that are found. The analysis
enables consideration of how an individual unit
is contributing to institutional goals and the
broader campus mission. This analysis, synthesis
and planning occurs in the context of annual
college budget and review meetings.

The Graduate School associate dean has made it

a priority to continually improve the already well-
honed Graduate Review process by using feedback
from departments to make changes. For example,
the Graduate School has recently created an elec-
tronic template for the self-study, has gone paper-
less by distributing PDFs instead of hard copies of
documents, more carefully proofreads self-studies
to be sure each of the six areas required for review
have complete information, and checks data with
institutional and department administrators to
ensure it is as correct as possible. Following recom-
mendations received following the last NWCCU
review, we stepped up our efforts on Program
Effectiveness — Outcomes Assessment and Staff
Performance Reviews. The Graduate School piloted
for the new HR staff performance review system
(UUPM), and the Dean of the Graduate School has
been directly involved in increasing institutional
efforts to implement more systematic means of
gathering feedback from students and then using
that feedback to make improvements in curriculum
and other dimensions of academic programs such
as advising, mentoring, clarifying processes, etc.

The review process now includes greater focus on
student outcomes and staff feedback following a
review of the strengths and weaknesses of student
outcomes assessment and staff performance re-
views University-wide. In conjunction with the Uni-
versity Diversity Committee, more criteria and data
have been requested to be included in self-studies.
Reviewers are instructed to scrutinize this aspect

of the reviews thoroughly; and in general, more
emphasis has been placed on efforts to increase
diversity of faculty, students, and staff in all depart-
ments.

CENTER, INSTITUTE, AND BUREAU
POLICY

The Graduate Council Review process has led to
many discussions about clarifying policies regard-
ing the creation and evaluation of Centers, Insti-
tutes, and Bureaus (CIB) across campus. The policy
regarding creation of a CIB had not been reviewed
for more than 20 years, and practices were generally
non-uniform across campus. According to Univer-
sity policy, the review of CIBs is the responsibility

of the Graduate Council, yet this Council had never
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established formal policy or procedures for the
creation, systematic, periodic review, or discontinu-
ation of a CIB. Beginning in 2013, a task force of the
Graduate Council was established by the Dean of
the Graduate School with the charge of developing
a recommendation for policy and procedures for
CIB stewardship. The task force engaged faculty,
administrators, Graduate Council, Academic Senate
and directors of CIB in extended discussions of the
depth, cadence and level of CIB review, as well as
clarifications regarding policies for creation and
discontinuation. At this time, the task force also
undertook a systematic survey of all CIB on cam-
pus, including their operational status (e.g. active,
dormant, abandoned) to ascertain the magnitude
of the review process. At present count there are
121 centers, institutes, and bureaus active at the
University including 33 CIBs in Health Sciences, 17
University Resource Centers, 12 National Resources
Centers or State Centers of Excellence, and CIBs
from every college on campus.

The survey reaffirmed how unique each CIB is,
making the task of reviewing these units a great
challenge. However, the review process is one of
great value to the University, to stake-holders in
CIBs, and to these academic units themselves. CIB
reviews will ensure that all CIBs are supporting the
mission of the university, functioning to maximum
efficiency, and have available to them the resources
and support necessary for growth, expansion, and
success.

University Policy 6-001, which provides a framework
for the processes of creation, review, and discon-
tinuation of academic units (including CIBs) at the
University is presently undergoing revision. This
revision is a two-stage process with Phase | having
been approved by the Academic Senate and Board
of Trustees in May of 2014. That current version of
6-100 and an explanation of the overall revision

the Senate during fall 2015. A draft of this policy has
been made available for consideration and input
by faculty, administrators, and CIB directors before
it goes through the Academic Senate. In conjunc-
tion with this policy, the CIB task force has drafted

a Guidance Document, which has been approved
by Graduate Council, outlining the procedures

involved in starting, reviewing, and discontinuing a
CIB.

In fall 2014, the Global Change and Sustainability
Center (GCSC) graciously served as a pilot program
for evaluating the proposed annual review process
for CIBs. The CIB review task force developed a one-
page template report form, and GCSC created a
report from this template and submitted the report
to the Graduate Council in February 2015. GCSC
also submitted written suggestions on how to im-
prove the process, making it clearer, more efficient,
and as easy as possible on CIB Directors. This GCSC
review was accepted by the Graduate Council, and
the GCSC recommendations regarding CIB review
process were reviewed and used to modify the CIB
review procedure.

By 2015, a revised CIB policy was drafted by the
task force and ratified by the Graduate Council, and
the policy was discussed with campus stakehold-
ers in a series of Town Hall meetings on CIB review
in summer 2015. Integration of the CIB task force
recommendations and policy into University Policy
and Procedures will proceed through the Academic
Senate in AY 2015-2016. In the meantime, pilot re-
views of all 121 CIBs are commencing fall Semester
2015. A summary of first annual review of all CIBs
will be discussed in Graduate Council in 2016.

4.B: IMPROVEMENT

The University of Utah is committed to continual
improvement in all practices. We have articulated

a dynamic and directional strategy to guide the
university over the next five years, from 2015-2020,
and incorporated into this plan Four Big Goals, in-
cluding specific strategies and tactics linked to each
big goal, and clear metrics that identify current and
target performance for the university within each
goal and strategy. The strategy and dashboard can
be found at www.dashboards utah.edu. Leaders in
the institution - staff, faculty, chairs, deans, direc-
tors, and vice presidents — are aware of the big
goals, strategies and metrics, and have aligned their
work with this agenda through annual reviews and
resource allocation. Multiple efforts are made across
the campus, from dialogue sessions to town halls
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meetings to weekly written communication tools
to meetings of key teams, to ensure awareness of
campus goals and targets, and provide long-term
support for improving the institution in critical
areas.

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and c) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

The University of Utah embeds assessment across
the institution to ensure assessment is an inte-
grated function that occurs at different levels to
support core areas of the institution (Figure 4.5).

At an institutional level, Senior Leadership have
developed and implemented a campus strategy

to guide the University of Utah. Dashboards have
been developed that reflect the University of
Utah's Four Big Goals and provide a mechanism for
ongoing feedback and processes of data-informed
improvements. In the annual budget process, units
are asked to align the goals of their college, depart-
ment or other administrative unit with the Four Big
Goals of the university as a whole to ensure that
funding is used to promote mission fulfillment. This
loop has also been “closed” with the expectation
that data assessment is used to evaluate funded
initiatives. Strategic plans are regularly developed
at the division, college, department and unit level
to ensure alignment as well. Program reviews,
assessment of expected learning outcomes, and in
some cases, discipline specific accreditation en-
sure ongoing assessment at the department level.
The human element of the institution is assessed
through leadership evaluation, the faculty through
the Retention, Promotion and Tenure Process, and,
staff, through performance management and regu-
lar staff review. Each of these elements is discussed
in more detail throughout this document.

The University is united in goals, strategies to drive
progress on goals, and relevant metrics of perfor-
mance and continuous improvement through the
Four Big Goals and the associated university strat-
egy effort. Four specific efforts have facilitated the

*Four Big Goals
*Campus
Strategy
*Dashboards

*Annual Budget
*Dashboards
«Strategic Plans

Divison,

College,
School

Leadership,
Faculty &
Staff

Department

«Leadership
Review

*Faculty Reviews
(3rd & 6th year)

*UUPM

*Program
Reviews

«Learning
Outcomes

= Accreditation

FIGURE 4.5: OVERVIEW OF UNIVERSITY OF UTAH ASSESSMENT
PROCESS

alignment of assessment results and institutional
planning:

* Development and use of a University-wide
dashboard that aligns with the Four Big Goals,
illustrates current university performance
on various measures relevant for each goal,
and summarizes the strategies in progress to

* Departmental dashboards that succinctly
summarize productivity measures and salary
information for each academic department,
both teaching data and scholarly informa-

and April - President Pershing, SVP Watkins, and
SVP Lee meet with deans, directors, chairs, and
other vice presidents. These meetings allow the
campus leadership team to discuss institution-
al performance on key measures, to consider
strategies underway to move forward on goals,
and to evaluate whether new strategies and
priorities should be considered. The plan and
dashboard are dynamic and directional, rather
than static. These meetings provide opportuni-
ties to share relevant data and promote align-
ment with the U’s core mission.

* Annual college budget and review meetings
provide the opportunity for every college and
major unit to develop a written report of their

98 STANDARD 4



SELF REPORT 2015

goals, priorities, strategies used to advance
goals, and use of resources to achieve goals. In
their reports, every unit is asked to articulate
alignment with the Four Big Goals, as appropri-
ate, to consider the university dashboard and
their college dashboard, and to discuss align-
ment with core mission.

As summarized throughout Standard 4, the Univer-
sity of Utah is engaged in comprehensive, systemat-
ic assessment practices.

* QOur assessment practices are closely linked to
meaningful institutional indicators of achieve-
ment through the University-wide dashboard
and departmental dashboards.

* These assessments and our institutional perfor-
mance indicators are made available to campus
constituencies in a variety of ways, through
blogs, through presentations, in work groups
and task forces, in functional team meetings,
through the Council of Academic Deans, and
countless other venues.

» Comprehensive, systematic assessments are
used to improve planning, decision-making and
resource allocation through a variety of mech-
anisms, including the annual budget process,
through the work of every major campus leader
(Cabinet members, deans, chairs, directors) and
their teams, and through the departmental and
curricular mechanisms previously described.

Over the past year, as the university strategy was
developed and dashboards created, we have real-
ized that our efforts at continuous improvement
and planning also need to be highlighted, as does
our progress on various strategies that drive goals.
With this in mind, we are adding a role in the SVPAA
office focused on continuous improvement and
planning, beginning July 2015. We plan to highlight
the continual improvement focus through a Process
Improvement Initiative (PI12), to be launched fall
2015 under the leadership of the senior vice pres-
ident for Academic Affairs and the Chief Financial
Officer and VP for Administration.

The following are examples of improvements
in response to enrollment trends and initiatives

HIGHLIGHT

Comprehensive, systematic assessments are used to improve
planning, decision-making and resource allocation through a
variety of mechanisms, including the annual budget process,
through the work of every major campus leader (Cabinet
members, deans, chairs, directors) and their teams, and
through the departmental and curricular mechanisms previ-
ously described.

emerging from the task forces organized during the
past three years that have engaged individuals from
across campus in conversations and analysis around
retention and completion, orientation, and strategic
scheduling:

BRIDGE ADVISING MODEL

We have created a new approach to academic
advising in response to students' needs. Specifical-
ly, we have found that many students struggle in
the transition between University College and an
academic college — e.g., they stay in UC too long,
have difficulty finding and staying within a major,
are challenged with taking courses that move them
toward degree progress in a major, etc. To help pro-
mote smoother transitions, more efficient progress
to degree, and less “leakage”in the academic pipe-
line, we created a role of Bridge Advisors, individuals
who are connected with UC who assist students

in smoother transitions within a home academic
college. The model is now in use in the Colleges of
Health, Science, Social and Behavioral Science, Fine
Arts, Health, Education, Architecture and Business.

STUDENT SUCCESS AND
EMPOWERMENT INITIATIVE

The Student Success and Empowerment Initiative
(SSEI) focuses on providing all University of Utah
undergraduate students with individualized, holistic
support as they determine their own definition

of success as a college student. Student Success
Advocates (SSAs) do not have an office; rather, they
initiate conversations with students in the spaces
where they already are — the library, classroom
buildings, the Union, or riding the University Shuttle
or TRAX. Utilizing deep listening skills and their
knowledge of college student development theory,
SSAs work with individual students over time and
through consistent follow-up. Data tracking the
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HIGHLIGHT

As a strategy to facilitate full-time enrollment, we have ex-
panded the availability of online courses that are critical for
many fields of study, and are building upper-division courses
in high enrollment majors to promote degree completion and
meet students’ needs.

numbers and types of student-SSA interactions
indicate that five SSAs interact with approximately
2000 students monthly through basic introductions,
deep conversations, classroom presentations, and
follow-up in person or via email, phone, or text.
Follow-ups comprised 40% of the 8300 SSA inter-
actions with students during Fall Semester 2014.

A satisfaction and outcomes survey is also admin-
istered each semester. Students are asked about
their satisfaction with their SSA interactions and

to describe what they have done differently since
meeting with an SSA. Many engage in behaviors
that are linked to a strong sense of belonging, such
as participating in community service, joining a
student organization, conducting research with a
professor, or participating in an internship. The on-
going focus of the SSEl is on enhancing our ability
to work deeply with students to enhance behav-
ioral changes that contribute to students'sense of
belonging, which in turn, increases their persistence
in college as they are empowered to meet their
academic goals in a timely fashion.

STRATEGIC SCHEDULING FOR
STUDENT SUCCESS INITIATIVE

Strategic Scheduling for Student Success is a
two-year initiative focused on identifying ways to
maximize the use of classrooms, course schedul-
ing patterns, and institutional processes in order

to facilitate student success. SVP Watkins gave the
committee the following charge: “Develop an inte-
grated, central scheduling plan for essential courses
that form the gateway to many upper-division
courses in majors across the campus (e.g., writing,
math, basic science, and social science courses). The
goals of the effort are: (a) a schedule that connects
core courses in a logical progression, to maximize
efficiency for students and classroom space use,
and (b) a predictable schedule that is known and
publicized in multi-year planning blocks!” A group of
28 colleagues representing academic units, Student
Affairs, the Registrar's Office, and Space Planning
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have been assigned to this task. During the first
year we have been focused on data analysis and
best practices research. Year two will likely focus on
implementation issues related to specific recom-
mendations that emerge from our data analysis and
best practice research.

ACCESS U

Through data analytics, we have learned that stu-
dents who arrive at the U with insufficient academic
preparation are unlikely to earn the baccalaureate
degree within six years, even with support in aca-
demic programming when at the U. To meet this
student need and maintain access to the U, we've
worked with Salt Lake Community College to create
ACCESS U, a pathway program that invites stu-
dents to begin at SLCC where they build academic
skills for college, earn their associates degree, and
transition smoothly to the U to complete their bac-
calaureate degrees. The program includes access

to U advising and academic experiences from the
beginning of college — during enrollment at SLCC —
as a key feature.

UONLINE

We are assertively expanding online courses and
degree completion sequences in order to help
students’ progress to their degrees. Our graduating
student survey reveals that 43% of our undergrad-
uates are married or partnered and 20% have one
or more children upon graduation, and roughly
half are working 20 hours per week or more. With
these complex demands, it is difficult for U students
to enroll full-time (which is known to be a predic-
tor of success). As a strategy to facilitate full-time
enrollment, we have expanded availability of online
courses that are critical for many fields of study, and
are building upper-division courses in high enroll-
ment majors to promote degree completion and
meet students’ needs.

TRANSFER LEAP

During 2013-14, the LEAP Program developed a
one-semester Transfer LEAP taught by two LEAP
professors who had been with the program longer
than 10 years. The course was designed to include
the positive attributes of LEAP in general—small
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classes, taught by nurturing professors, emphasis on
critical reading and writing skill development, peer
mentors, academic advisors and librarians in wrap
around support, but in this case the design focused
on the unique needs of transfer students. Nearly
half of all incoming undergraduate students are
transfer students; transfer surveys and focus groups
indicate these students are overwhelmed and lost
when they arrive. The Transfer LEAP program is
intended to connect students to a community of
other transfer students to support their success.

These examples and the recommendations that
have emerged from the various task forces over the
past few years evidence the university's process

of continuous reflection, evaluation, and improve-
ment. These and other similar programs seek to
support the retention and completion of students
and to provide seamless navigation through the
system.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
dppropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

As summarized previously, the university and

all core units — departments, colleges, and cam-
pus-wide units — use assessment findings to inform
individual faculty and academic and student
support units of opportunities to improve learning
outcomes. This improvement process occurs at
multiple levels and in a variety of ways, as described
above, including:

* General Education Committee review of gener-
al education course content and pilot studies of
student learning products — inform general ed-
ucation course content and approval processes
(specific pilot studies cited above).

* Learning Outcomes Assessment at the depart-
mental level informs individual courses and
faculty about areas for improvement, and entire
departments/programs about ways in which
student learning can be enhanced (many ex-
amples cited above).

e Curricular reforms, often driven by seven-year
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program review processes or learning outcome
assessment findings, enable faculty to revised
course content, sequence and strategy to
improve student learning (many examples cited
above).

e Reforms in courses identified as troublesome,
such as the chemistry and math examples
provided below, were undertaken by academic
departments following program and student
learning outcomes assessment processes.

The process of establishing ELOs, developing, and
defining learning outcomes assessment procedures
has systematized the process of data-driven curricu-
lar modification across campus. Programs regularly
assess student performance in individual courses
and degree programs, and use the results of these
assessments to plan and implement curricular
modifications to improve student learning. Inset 4.1
provides multiple examples of individual academic
programs using results from outcomes assessment
to effectively drive curricular modifications.

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS
TO TRANSFORM LIVES

3.B: PLANNING AND MISSION
ALIGNMENT

3.B.1 Planning for each core theme is consistent with
the institution’s comprehensive plan and guides the
selection of programs and services to ensure they are
aligned with and contribute to accomplishment of the
core theme’s objectives.

3.B.2 Planning for core theme programs and services
quides the selection of contributing components of
those programs and services to ensure they are aligned
with and contribute to achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of the respective programs and
services.

3.B.3 Core theme planning is informed by the collec-
tion of appropriately defined data that are analyzed
and used to evaluate accomplishment of core theme
objectives. Planning for programs and services is in-
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INSET 4.1: SELECTED HIGHLIGHTS OF COLLEGE
CURRICULAR CHANGES

The following are examples of curricular changes that have occurred in the colleges and depart-
ments over the past three to five years as a result of assessment of expected learning outcomes.
These represent selected examples where departments articulated learning outcomes, systemati-
cally evaluated student learning, and used findings to improve curricula or educational practices.

The College of Architecture + Planning (CA+P) has made several changes to their curriculum as
a result of previous accreditation visits as well as examination of learning outcomes.

* Because of inadequate preparation to succeed in the design studio sequence of the architec-
ture major, CA+P added ARCH 2632 Advanced Architectural Design Workshop as a prerequisite
for the architecture major. This is giving students the experience of beginning design at the
building scale in the first semester of the major curriculum.

* CA+P recognized their students were lacking in conceptual foundations of sustainability, a core
learning outcome of the curriculum. They identified that the course related to sustainability —
PHYS 2011 - did not have content that was sufficiently relevant to Architecture. To replace it
they looked to the rest of the University and developed a list of courses with strong sustainabili-
ty emphases to meet their needs. They also added ARCH 2611: Design of the Built Environment
as one of the options for students to achieve this learning outcome.

e CA+P like other schools in architecture, identified student diversity in the program and subse-
quently in the profession in Utah. To address diversity, CA+P added two courses — ARCH 1610 &
1611 Architecture LEAP | & II. The LEAP first year experience program typically has students that
are more diverse than the University as a whole. The hope is that this new set of courses will
create a cohort with a larger proportion of female and in the pre-major that will feed into the
major.

The College of Education:

* Added or revised five courses in order to provide more substantial alignment with both ISLCC
standards 2008 and Utah Educational Leadership Standards 2011.

* The Ed.D. in Educational Leadership and Policy added ELP 7020: Introduction to Inquiry to
improve student achievement of their learning outcomes, which focus on students'ability to
use theory to critically frame problems of practice inquiry and to synthesize knowledge from
multiple domains of educational leadership and policy.

* The Ph.D. Program in Educational Leadership and Policy added or revised six courses based on
ongoing program improvement efforts that are related to improvement of student learning
outcomes and for improvement of program preparation for future careers as researchers in K-12
and higher education.

The College of Fine Arts oversees six departments, three of which are accredited by national
bodies in their own areas: Music: National Association of Schools of Music (National Association
of Schools of Music/NASM), Modern Dance, and Ballet (National Association of Schools of Dance/
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NASD). Some of the significant changes that have occurred in the departments over the past cou-
ple of years include the following:

* To pursue some of the College’s learning outcomes that include “students from across the Uni-
versity ... [engaging in] integrative learning opportunities”and “be[ing] able to identify, analyze,
and assess information from a variety of sources and perspectives,'the Department of Art & Art
History has created new minors in Drawing, Sculpture/Intermedia (in progress), and Printmak-
ing (in progress). These new minors join existing minors in Drawing, Ceramics, and Book Arts to
provide students from across campus with diverse and interdisciplinary skills that increase their
career options.

* The Department of Film & Media Arts created emphases in Animation and Film Production
(in progress) in response to student interest as articulated in exit interviews and anonymous
surveys. In preparation for the new emphasis in Film Production, the department established
several courses designed to provide students with the established learning outcome of “a solid
base in the technologies of film production.These courses include: Special Topics in Film Pro-
duction, Grip & Lighting, and Ultra-High Definition Cinema.

* The Ballet program increased the number of required courses in dance pedagogy and the vari-
ety of dance performance courses as well as added two sequential semesters in Dance History.
This was in response to the department’s expected learning outcome that students become
“versatile and technically proficient artists who are also sensitive, expressive performers and
dedicated teachers”

In the College of Health:

e Parks, Recreation, and Tourism: PRT developed an “integrated core”approach to their required
core classes, consisting of 14 credits offered in a block schedule during the first semester in the
major. This format provides opportunities for immediate application of material and experiential
learning activities during class time, accommodates different learning styles, and develops an
educational cohort, which is particularly important on a commuter campus.

* Physical Therapy: The Department reevaluated and adjusted the credit hour values of each
of their graduate courses in alignment with certification requirements, class times, and lab
demands.

* In addition, the College of Health Curriculum Committee created a syllabus template that in-
cludes ADA, Title IX, Student Wellness, and Student Responsibility statements. These references
provide information to reduce uncertainty and provide links for further resources to assist stu-
dents. The template is designed to provide consistency of information delivery and a compre-
hensive view of the course and university requirements that affect the student. A primary focus
for this template is the requirement for Student Learning Outcomes for every course offered in
the College of Health with measurable outcomes tied directly to the course and the major.

The Honors College has implemented the following curriculum revisions over the past three years
in response to meetings with faculty, feedback from students, and discussions with the Honors
Policy Board:

* Intellectual Traditions Requirement — Every honors student, regardless of major, is now required
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to complete two honors Intellectual Traditions courses as part of their core honors degree re-
quirements. Previously some majors would waive this requirement as part of their departmental
honors track. This initiative set out to create consistent honors requirements for all majors.

e Science/Math Requirement — The Honors Policy Board approved a new honors science require-
ment for the fall 2014 entering class. Students can complete this requirement through an hon-
ors Physical/Life Science (SF), Applied Science (AS) or Quantitative Reasoning (QA or QB) course.
This change reflects the need to have all honors students, regardless of major, embedded in a
liberal arts and science curriculum.

* HONOR 3700 credit hours — Honors Praxis Labs (HONOR 3700) credit hours were increased from
3 to 4.5 for fall 2014. This change reflects the workload of this intense, two semester experience.
Students are expected to make significant contributions outside of the classroom and in the
community to gain practical skills to succeed in future academic or professional careers. Stu-
dents can now fulfill three of their honors electives through one year-long intensive course.

In the College of Humanities:

* The Department of Communication regularly conducts an exit survey with their seniors and
this revealed students’ desire to have a more rigorous program and to be better prepared for
careers in fast-evolving fields such as digital media and interdisciplinary communication. As a
result, the three existing sequences were thoroughly revised to provide more rigor — for exam-
ple, by increasing the required number of 5000-level courses. In addition, a 4th sequence was
added in Science, Health, and Environmental Communication to provide better training for
careers in health care communication and public health.

* In the Department of English, both faculty and students have expressed concerns about stu-
dents'preparation to respond to short writing assignments and to sustain an extended argu-
ment based on research and revision. While their Advanced Seminars, created several years ago
to address similar issues, have been successful, they have identified the need to teach prepa-
ration for this type of material early in the majors’ careers at the University. While this is in the de-
sign phase, it will likely result in an introductory seminar for the major which will be a relatively
small, writing intensive course.

* In student evaluations of the Senior Seminar taught by the History Department, many students
expressed frustration that they had not encountered all of the necessary skills for the types of
assignments they were being asked to complete. Professors agreed with this assessment of
the situation and a team of faculty was asked to design an innovative History Methodologies
course, entitled History 3100: The Historians Craft. This is now a requirement for all entering
History majors and is taught every fall and spring semester. These changes are taking place in
the context of the History Department’s participation in a statewide “Tuning” Program (funded
by the Lumina Foundation) that developed learning outcomes for History courses across the
state and which have now been adopted by the American Historical Association. As a result,
all History syllabi have clearly articulated learning outcomes and the whole History major is
assessed regularly using learning outcomes agreed upon by the faculty. Early assessment work
of these outcomes shows that students’performance has improved and students’' confidence in
their ability to understand the craft of history has increased as well.

* Several of the language sections in the Department of Languages and Literature have made
curricular changes after close examination of goals and learning outcomes. For example, the
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Arabic faculty, after assessing feedback from students, dropped the co-requisites for first- and
second-year Arabic courses and instituted in their place one-credit hour conversation courses.
The Korean section also established one-credit hour conversation courses for its lower division
students and 3000-level writing courses for upper division students after assessing students’
progress in the language and finding that students were not getting enough contact hours or
speaking practice to make adequate progress. Based on exit surveys to graduating seniors, they
found students wanting more opportunities to practice their language skills in professional
settings, so they added a course entitled “Health and Culture in Spanish Speaking Countries”as
well as “Business French”and “Business Portuguese.”

* The Philosophy Department listened to student feedback about wanting evening courses and
is now teaching four evening courses. They also have trained a staff member on a survey sys-
tem which they are now using more regularly to get feedback from students about their needs
and opinions on the program.

* The Department of Writing and Rhetoric Studies , created in 2014, was launched with a new set
of learning outcomes for their majors. They developed a comprehensive matrix of their learning
outcomes and their courses to demonstrate where students will accomplish each of the learn-
ing outcomes. They are now developing a portfolio requirement in which students will develop
a portfolio that will be used to assess students’ progress through the degree. This portfolio will
be reviewed annually.

The College of Law continues to explore ways to promote students’interest in cross-cutting prac-
tice areas, and to advance interdisciplinary education—a key facet for any modern lawyer. To this
end, the College of Law has done the following over the past couple of years:

e Created two new dual degrees. The first is the J.D./Master of Real Estate Development degree
with the Business School, and the second is the J.D./Master of City and Metropolitan Planning.
Both degrees have measurable student interest.

* To meet a new American Bar Association requirement for all students to have six hours of
experiential learning, the College of Law carefully studied alternatives for how to implement
this requirement. After surveying and interviewing instructors of courses that might satisfy the
requirement, they designed and implemented a graduation requirement consistent with the
ABA mandate.

* In response to an ever-evolving legal market and changing demands on students graduating
from law school, the College of Law has added several courses over the past few years. These
include: Technology and Modern Litigation, Immigration Skills Lab, Family Law Skills Lab, Cor-
porate Financial Transactions, Securities and Corporate Law Research, Information Privacy Law,
Religion and the First Amendment, and Initial Public Offerings. The College believes that these
courses are responsive to changing demands on recent graduates and will prepare students
interested in those areas to be better practitioners upon graduation.

The College of Social and Behavioral Sciences, home to 13 departments or programs, has
made a significant number of curricular changes in the past couple of years. Some highlights
include:

* Through an Innovate Teaching Award through the college, faculty in Anthropology assessed
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student training in anthropological data analysis and based on the findings designed two new
courses: Introduction to Statistical Thinking in Anthropology, and Spatial Analysis in Anthropology.

* In response to students’documented desire to have more training and opportunities in economet-
rics, the Economics Department added two courses - Economics 4660 (Statistical Tools for Applied
Economics Research), and Economics 4670 (Economic Research in the Community — as well as
created an Emphasis in Statistical Analysis for Economics (approved spring 2015).

* The Environmental and Sustainability Studies Program developed four new courses to enhance
the strength and integrity of the curriculum and make graduates more attractive to prospective
employers. Also, these courses make sure that students learn all of the fundamental concepts
embodied in the term, “sustainability. Three of these courses are required core classes: Introduction
to Environmental and Sustainability Science, Challenges to Global Sustainability, and the Senior
Capstone.

* The Gender Studies program has added two courses in response to feedback from students want-
ing more ways to understand LGBTQ history and contemporary debates: LGBTQ Studies and Trans
Studies. Because the field changes so fast, they typically add new courses to their upper division
offerings almost every year, including the following recently: Everyday Transnational Feminism;
Race, Sex, Love; Men of Color Masculinities; Bad Bodies; Gender and Nature.

* In response to students' desire to have better training and marketability, the Department of Ge-
ography has added seven new emphases: Ecology & Biogeography; Geographic Information
Science; Geomorphology & Hydrology; Global Development, Population, & Sustainability; Hazards,
Resources, and Human Security; Remote Sensing of the Environment; Urban Systems, Location, &
Resilience.

* The Health, Society, and Policy Program implemented a new introductory course in health eco-
nomics, ECON 3190. It was generated to better address the needs of many students in the HSP
major to be introduced to the intersection of the economy and health, health care, and policy. This
course promotes outcomes related to foundational understanding in the discipline, critical think-
ing, and problem-solving.

* In response to Master in Public Administration program accreditation feedback in 2010, the pro-
gram hired Bryan Hotchkins in 2013 to do a two-year post-doc centered on social equity, social
justice and diversity in public administration. Dr. Hotchkins has developed and taught courses for
the program on diversity, social justice and social equity. Dr. Hotchkins has also done a thorough
review of all core course curricula in the MPA program to help infuse and better deal with social
equity, social justice and diversity themes and training across our program.

* The Department of Political Science added three areas of emphasis to their undergraduate major.
The request to consider the creation of emphases within the major came from members of the
political science undergraduate Student Advisory Committee (SAC) and their desire to be able to
demonstrate a learning focus that would be beneficial to their future plans for employment or
additional education (e.g., J.D., MPA, MPP, or Ph.D.) and recognized on their official transcript.

* The Department of Psychology heard from students that they wanted to be able to graduate with
an honors degree so they worked with the Honors College to create one. With this implementation
came Honors sections to core classes (such as statistics), as well as an increased number of up-
per-level seminars devoted to Honors students, such as Stress & Management, Health Psychology,
Emotion and the Brain, Cognitive Science, and History and Systems. In addition, two research thesis
courses were added to allow students to complete their theses, Psych 4998 and 4999.
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In the College of Science, the Chemistry Depart-
ment discovered two years ago that their General
Chemistry | course was one of the top 20 most failed
courses on campus. Through an analysis of their
program data they also discovered that those most
at-risk of failing General Chemistry Il were those with
a low grade in General Chemistry | and a low score
on an introductory quiz. If students scored poorly on
the quiz and had a low score in General Chemistry

| they were considered “at-risk” of failing General
Chemistry Il. Those considered at-risk made up

44% of the enrollment in the course and only 60%
of them passed the course. The department did
further analysis and discovered that almost half of
those at-risk did not attend their discussion section
(see Figure 4.6).

They then looked at the passing rate of at-risk
students who did attend discussion sections and
discovered that there was a strong relationship be-
tween attending discussion sections and passing
the course (see Figure 4.7).

As can be seen, increased attendance of discus-
sion significantly increases General Chemistry

Il pass rates. Using these results, discussion
attendance was made a required portion of
the General Chemistry | course the following
school year. This change resulted in a meaningful
shift in the grades students achieved in this course
in fall 2014 compared to fall 2013 (Figure 4.8).

This change in policy related to discussion sections
also resulted in a seismic shift in the scores that
chemistry students achieved on the American
Chemical Society’s General Chemistry | final exam,
which shifted from the 46.6th percentile nationally
in fall 2013 to the 68th percentile in fall 2014.

Department of Mathematics:
All students at the University of Utah must com-

plete the Quantitative Reasoning requirement.
Depending on the students’concentration, this

Spring 2014 At-Risk General Chemistry Il Students
by Percent of Discussion Attendance

47.8%

16.8%

0-25% 25-50%
of Utah Department of Chemistry

19.0%
16.4%

50-75%  75+%

resentation of at-risk students receiving less than 25% of the total discussion points (N = 226)

FIGURE 4.6

Spring 2014 Pass Rate of General Chemistry Il Students
by Percent of Discussion Attendance for Students At-Risk

40.7%

0-25% 25-50%

Sou
Note the subst
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91.9%
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increases (N = 226)

FIGURE 4.7

Students’ Course Percent for General Chemistry |

Fall 13
100% |0.0%

90-99% 1.7%

50-59% 11.1%
40-49% 4.7%

30-39% | 2.7%

20-29% | 1.9%

10-19% | 1.4%

0-9% | 0.9%

Source: University of Utah Department of Chemistry
Fall of 2013, N = 639. Fall 2014, N = 628.

Fall 14
0.0%

14.6%
5.7%
4.3%
2.5%
1.1%
1.0%

0.3%

FIGURE 4.8

requirement may be fulfilled through courses taken during their freshmen year as they prepare for
their major, or it may be a course students postpone until their junior or senior year. Math 1010,
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Intermediate Algebra, is the course that is intended to prepare students for a successful completion
of Math 1050, in which students prepare for Calculus or Math 1030, which is a terminal mathemat-
ics course.

The background of the students in the course is varied, but almost exclusively they view mathe-
matics as filled with procedures, and the only way to succeed is to memorize whatever sequence
of steps they were given. In addition to making sure that they can fluently perform the necessary
algorithms, the purpose of this course is to change students’views of the usability and necessity
of understanding the underlying principles. Further, students are generally resistant to engaging
in any type of application, and perform poorly on problems unfamiliar to them. In order to change
this, we formulated expected learning outcomes that explicitly address these problems:

1. Students are willing to engage with problems which are unfamiliar to them and to which the
solutions or paths to solutions are not immediately obvious.

2. Students can extract relationships between quantities and describe them in different ways:
tables, expressions, graphs, words, and can translate between these representations in order to
answer questions most efficiently.

3. Students can answer questions about quantities given relationships between two or more by
solving equations, whether it be algebraically, using tables, graphs or approximating.

Over the past three semesters, the final exams contained two application problems to inform these
learning outcomes.

Modeling with linear functions: This problem general-

ly required the students to recognize a linear relation- semester R1 T e !

ship from a situation either given verbally orin atable ~ |Fall 13 na |34.53]37.16| 21.66

(we will code this as R in the table to the right). They Spring 14 | 54.21 | 40.17 | 60.68 | 59.4
Fall 14 86.14 | 6145 na | 71.21

needed to translate the given information into alge-
braic expression (T), use this to predict future results
(P), and interpret their findings (1).

Source: University of Utah Department of Mathematics

We attributed the steady improvement over these three semesters to the changes in the curric-
ulum, which was written by the course instructors to encourage problem solving and indepen-
dent thinking, as well as the instructors’ability to implement the curriculum. The curriculum was
organized in a workbook where a portion of the material was worked on in class during whole
group discussions as well as small group work. Each section contained a selection of problems that
students were supposed to complete individually.

Novel application problem: This problem is chosen so that the contexts chosen are unfamiliar to
the students. We were interested both in their willingness to
engage with the problem as well as ability to successfully com-

plete it. Semester | Average
Fall 13 32.34
Spring 14 ns

It seemed that the students were getting more comfortable
working with application problems when the contexts were
familiar, and problems solved in the manner similar to the ones

Fall 14 23.77

Source: University of Utah Department of Mathematics
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they've seen before. However, their ability to work on novel situations has not improved. Upon con-
sideration of possible causes, the instructors decided that the individual problem sets were not hav-
ing desired effect, and that students were not attempting the application problems they deemed
too hard. The following changes were implemented to the course structure: the problem sets were
redesigned now as in class, small work handouts. The students would collaborate in solving these
problems with others and in such a way improve their problem solving skills. The instructors are
tasked with modeling the problem solving methods during large group instruction using talk aloud
strategies. The results on the two types of questions in the spring 2015 final were as follows:

Semester
Spring 15

Semester R T P |
Spring 15 80.52 | 63.21| 46.43 | 53.986

Source: University of Utah Department of Mathematics

Average
34.44

Source: University of Utah Department of Mathematics

Note: The linear function question in fact included a similarly novel situation, and while the results

are slightly lower than ones from the Fall Semester 2014, the problem was significantly harder due
to the context. The Math Department views these as positive results and intends to continue using
similar techniques.

formed by the collection of appropriately defined data
that are used to evaluate achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of those programs and services.

4.A.6 The institution reqularly reviews its assessment
processes to ensure they appraise authentic achieve-
ments and yield meaningful results that lead to
improvement.

4.B - IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and c) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

STANDARD 4

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS
TO TRANSFORM LIVES

OBJECTIVES, INDICATORS OF
ACHIEVEMENT, RATIONALE,
METRICS AND ACCEPTABLE
THRESHOLDS

Performance Indicators and Acceptable Thresholds for
Big Goal 1: Promote Student Success to Transform Lives

As a broad effort to support the student experience,
the University of Utah employs a variety of different
strategies to meet the institutional goal: “Promote
Student Success and Transform Lives! Important
overall measures of student success are retention,
completion and first destination following grad-
uation. Deeply impactful learning experiences

and programs to support students are key to this
indicator. Assessment of broad indicators, program
outcomes and learning outcomes are in place and
routinely reviewed to provide evidence of achieve-
ment and include national benchmarking data as
well as institutionally developed approaches.

As described in Standard One, President Pershing
and his leadership team have initiated a variety of
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strategies to enhance and support
undergraduate students the Univer-
sity of Utah. The average number of
undergraduate students over the past
five years is roughly 24,000. Enroll-
ment trends for each level of student
have remained consistent over the
past five years (Figure 4.9).

30,819
2,247
3,865

The University of Utah focuses on
retention and completion in inten-
tional and strategic ways. As part

of the USHE system, in May 2012

the University of Utah set annual

and five-year goals for both student
retention (first to second year) and
student completion of degrees. These
two indicators are key quantitative

23,371

2010
Source: OBIA

Fall Headcount by Level

Undergraduate, Master's, , and Professional

32 388 32 077

31,660 31,515

2 362 2 396

3,862 3,829
24,840 24,492

2012 2013

2,323

2,317

3,730

24 297

2011 2014

performance indicators for Big Goal
1. Retention and graduation rates at
the University of Utah are different
than at many other institutions. As
allowed under federal methodology
(IPEDS), the University of Utah official
graduation and retention rates are
adjusted for students who leave on
official church missions sometime

FIGURE 4.9

2010

Goal: 90%

Full Time First Year Retention
University of Utah vs. Average Public PAC 12

2011 2012 2013 2014

200

after their first semester. These co- 87%
hort adjustments are only made for
the officially-reported four, six, and
eight-year graduation rates, as well

as the officially-reported fall-to-fall
retention rates. First-year retention is
nearly 90% (2014), in the top third of
the Pac-12 public universities (Figure
4.10). Yet, our six-year graduation rate
is 62.2% (2014) (Figure 4.11), near the
bottom of our Pac-12 peers, with only
Arizona State at a lower completion

Source: IPEDS

88%

87% 87%

rate. And finally, our eight-year grad-
uation rate is roughly 70% (2014), in
the middle of the Pac-12 public uni-
versities (Figure 4.12). Of note, the University of Utah
is the only Pac-12 institution whose completion rate
changes markedly after six years.

FIGURE 4.10

Figures 4.10 and 4.11 also show the University's five
year performance thresholds of 90% for full-time
first-year retention, and 70% for six year gradua-
tion rate. The performance thresholds also include
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requirement of improvement in both of these
indicators. At the time of this Seven Year study
(2015), the University has made substantial, yearly
progress on both of these indicators, thereby indi-
cating mission fulfillment for this common aspect
of both performance indicators. In recent years, the
first year retention rate has risen four percentage
points, approaching the performance threshold,
but the indicator is still marginally underperforming
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(89% vs. 90% threshold). However,

we note that during the past five
years we have overtaken our peer
group, public Pac-12 institutions;
during this period their performance
has remained essentially unchanged
(rising only one percentage point).
The U's six-year graduation rate (2014)
is also underperforming compared

to the performance threshold (62.2%
vs. 70%). We note that the U has
made substantial progress (rising by
six percentage points) compared

to Pac-12 public institutions, whose
performance on this indicator has
remained essentially static (rising only
one percentage point) during this
period.

Because our completion pattern
differs from peer institutions, under-
standing the contextual variables
that contribute to this difference

has been a focus of assessment and
planning efforts. Many University of
Utah students, particularly males, take
a two-year break from their studies to
serve a religious mission for the LDS
church. This trend may change with
the lowering of the LDS mission age
for both males (18 years) and females
(19 years) in 2013. Before this time,
the missionary age was 19 for males
and 21 for females. It is estimated that
approximately 44% of the student
population identifies as LDS (Source:
Profile of Today’s College Student), so
this type of policy change may have
a deep impact and is a particular
concern in the State of Utah. Of
students who graduated in spring
2015, approximately 18% stopped

attending the university for a period of six months
or more prior to graduation. Of these students, re-
ligious service and family or personal reasons were
most often selected followed by work and financial

reasons (Figure 4.13).

In addition to the number of students who stop
attending for religious service, the undergraduate

6 Year Graduation Rate
University of Utah vs. Average Public PAC 12
2012

2010 2011 2013 2014

72%

Goal: 70%

56%
Source: IPEDS
FIGURE 4.11

8 Year Graduation Rate
University of Utah vs. Average Public PAC 12
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
9 74% 9

1%  72% 72% | 719 o 200 I
I I | I I I I I I
Source: IPEDS
FIGURE 4.12

population at the University of Utah has a number
of other distinctive characteristics that appear to
contribute to our atypical graduation rate patterns.
Males comprise a higher number of overall under-
graduate students due to a higher number of males
who transfer into the institution than do females.
While females graduate at a higher rate than males,
the majority of bachelor’s degree recipients are
male due to a higher number of men who enroll.
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Roughly 43% of our undergraduate
students get married or are in a com-
mitted partnership before comple-
tion of the undergraduate degree.
Approximately 20% of students have
one or more child upon graduation
(Figure 4.14).

Nearly all of our students work for pay
while attending the U, based on Grad-
uating Student Survey data. Over the
past five years, an average of only 11%
of undergraduate students say that
they have not worked for pay while
attending the university upon grad-
uation. About half of students (51.5%
average) had worked more than 20

2011

2012

Source: Graduating Student Survey

Population: Undergraduate students who stopped atttending for 6+ months

N =104 (2011), 267 (2012), 200 (2013), 148 (2014), 179 (2015)

* Note: Response options changedin 2013. "Ecclesiastical mission” changed fo "Religious or Humanitarian service." Options "Uni-
versity of Utah sponsered program,” "lliness” (apart from family or personal reasons), and "Work demands" were added

Reasons Students Stopped Attending for 6+ Months

Work demands*

University of Utah
sponsored program*

Otherreason
Military Service
Financialreasons

liness*
Family orPersonalreasons

(otherthanillness)*

Religious or Humanitarian
service*

2013 2014 2015

hours a week. Of those who work,
paying for college and providing
financial support for dependents are
the most frequently endorsed reasons
for work. Through analysis of the NSSE,
both First Year and Senior University of
Utah students are significantly more
likely to work, and to work off cam-
pus, than students at our Carnegie
Class peer institutions (Figure 4.15).
The effect size is moderate to large,
which suggests that this difference is
important to student engagement, a
key indicator of retention and com-
pletion. Interestingly, the University of
Utah is similar in terms of the number
of on-campus work opportunities for
students as its Carnegie Class peers.
Given that University of Utah students

FIGURE 4.13

2011

15%

25%

Source: Graduating Student Survey
Population: Undergraduate students
N = 1234 (2011), 1205 (2012), 996 (2013), 855 (2014), 978 (2015)

Students who Have Children Upon Graduation

Percent of Female and Male

2012 2013 2014 2015

28%
25%

20%

I 16%

16%

24% 24%
14%

work more off campus and work
more hours, a strategy that is under
exploration is increasing on-campus
work opportunities as well as other financial aid
strategies to support student engagement.

FIGURE 4.14

University of Utah students also have a very low
completion rate of the FAFSA, which further limits
the possibility of financial support through the insti-
tution (Figure 4.16). These factors add complexity to
how services such as Financial Aid are administered
as well as the level of student participation in en-
gagement opportunities, both within and outside
the classroom.
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Undergraduates at the U take on relatively little
student loan debt, and have a low default rate. In
brief, University of Utah undergraduates are man-
aging complex life demands while pursuing — and
succeeding, albeit over a longer time frame —in
higher education. These simultaneous issues gener-
ate a unique set of complications. It is unlikely that
undergraduates enrolled at other Pac-12 public uni-
versities are balancing similar competing demands
while pursuing their degrees.
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES
WITHIN UTAH

In Utah, racial/ethnic diversity is ohre
increasingly growing and, for some B
groups, this figure has doubled inthe -5 nrs

last decade (Perlich, 2009). Overall, ls
Utah's rate of diversity' is at about 5%
6.8%. Adding the Latina/o and His- e g
panic population, which is at 13.1 % -
but counted in a separate category, 1115 hrs

I4%

this figure jumps to 19.9% (Table 4.2).

0
More than - 26%

With these demographic shifts, the 15 hrs
University of Utah strives to promote
an inclusive environment to promote

the excellence that this diversity

n-

UofU Mean First-Year Stu
UofU Mean Senior Studen

Working for Pay Off Campus

University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class

First-Year Seniors

32%

51%

| B2

| B0
| B3
| 2
I 6%
.7%

53%

31%

Source: NSSE 2013 Survey

dents 7.8 (n=582), Carnegie Class 3.2 (n=10,958, p<.001) Effect size =.62
its 15.7 (n=1,301), Carnegie Class 9.5 (n=16,791, p<.001) Effect size =.52

represents. The Utah System of
Higher Education (USHE) Data book
indicates that four-year universities
in the state have a 14% enrollment of racial/ethnic
diverse students (Table 4.3). Additionally, this rate
has increased by 1% every year since 2011-2012 for
the state. The University of Utah exceeds the state-
wide postsecondary enrollment figures provided by
USHE and aligns closer to the statewide population
with a 19% racial/ethnic diverse enrollment (Figure
4.17).

FIGURE 4.15

Completion Analysis

Under the direction of the SVP Watkins, the Uni-
versity of Utah is currently conducting comple-
tion analysis to understand the variables that are
predictive of student success. This work started
with forming first-time freshmen cohorts from six to
eight years ago, and separating those cohorts into
students who have completed within six years and
students who have not. The examined variables of
interest are derived from students’'incoming aca-
demic preparedness, demographic characteristics,
course behavior, credit hour attempts, major selec-
tion, and first year outcomes — all variables con-
tained within student records. Preliminary findings,
utilizing student record data, suggest that most of

" Diverse Students/Students of Color include African American/
Black, American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian American, Latina/o/
Hispanic, Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian, and Multi/Bi Racial.
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% of First Time Freshmen Completing a FAFSA Application
as of 3rd Week of Class

64.7%

0
53.5% 51.6%

2009
Source: OBIA

2010

2011

2012 2013

2014

FIGURE 4.16

the student completion variance can be explained
by students’grades and outcomes from their first
term at the University. Clearly, most of that particu-
lar outcome is explained by the student’s incoming
academic preparedness. Other important indicators
and factors in a student’s likelihood of succeeding
are being explored in more depth. The University
has considerable influence over many of these
factors. This ongoing analysis will illuminate areas in
which the University can directly help a greater por-
tion of its students to persist and succeed in com-
pleting a degree in a timely manner. The application
of such data is forthcoming, the “Success Index, but
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US Census Bureau Race Demographic Profile for Utah

USHE Total Headcount Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity

2010 2013 201112 201213 2013-14  2014-15
American Indian and Alaska Native alone 1.0% 1.0% Asian American 2,844 2.651 2641 2,708
Asian alone 2.0% 2.0% Black/African American 1,501 1,494 1,488 1,485
Black or African American alone 0.9% 1.0% International 4,155 5,234 5,532 5,433
Hispanic or Latino 13.0% 13.1% Latina/o/Hispanic 9,225 9,960 10,401 11,064
. . L Multi/Bi Racial 1,121 1,403 1,622 1,747
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone 0.9% 0.9%
Pacific Islander/Native Hawaiian 879 839 769 766
Some Other Race alone 0.1% 0.1% .
White 100,270 98,059 95,685 92,677
Two or More Races 17 1.7% Unspecified 15005 15678 18,629 18,721
White alone 80.4% 80.1% American Indian/Alaska Native 1,381 1,262 1,297 1,156
Source: United States Census Bureau Source: Utah System of Higher Education
2010 Data - Profile of General Population and Housing Characteristics. Report DP01, 2010, Demographic Profile Data Note: Based on Fall 3rd week Data
2013 Data - 2009-2013 5-Year American Community Survey. Report DP05, 2009-2013 American Community Survey 5-Year Est Excludes. 2-year institutions (Snow College and Salt Lake Community College)
TABLE 4.2 TABLE 4.3

is anticipated to be delivered and utilized widely in
department-, college-, and institutional-levels.

As Figure 4.18 illustrates, differences in term GPA be-
tween completers and non-completers begin from
students'first term at the University of Utah. While
not entirely causal in nature, the first term GPA pro-
vides an opportunity to reach out to students who
may be at risk of attrition. This significant insight has
informed decisions surrounding early intervention
programs, early advising, and further course out-
come analysis.

First Destination of University of Utah
Graduates

Data is routinely collected about planned first desti-
nation for all degree-seeking students at the Univer-
sity of Utah through the Graduating Student Survey,
First Destination Survey and through registration
with Career Services. Employment and continuation
on to graduate and professional programs were the
two most frequently endorsed activities by under-
graduate students (Table 4.4). The second most
frequent activity for graduate students was starting
or raising a family (Table 4.5).

At the time of survey completion, slightly over 40%
of undergraduate students who planned to attend
graduate school indicated that they had already
been admitted to graduate or professional pro-
grams. Nearly 50% of students who indicated that
they plan to pursue graduate studies have taken a
graduate entrance exam already, another 30% plan
to do so in the next twelve months, and 17% do not
need to do so for their program. In order to validate
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survey data related to graduate school enrollment
of our bachelor’s degree recipients, the Office of
Institutional Analysis routinely performs analyses on
these graduating cohorts. Through submissions to
the National Student Clearinghouse, OBIA is able to
validate the survey estimates. The latest figures sug-
gest that more than 40% of our bachelor’s degree
recipients will attend graduate school within five
years of graduating. Our findings from these inde-
pendent analyses are entirely consistent with what
is reported from the survey respondents.

Comprehensive Retention and Completion
Task Force

During the academic year 2013-14 and under the
leadership of SVP Watkins, the campus focused
onissues of retention and completion with new
energy, focus and intentionality. The creation of the
Comprehensive Completion and Retention Task

FIGURE 4.17

Undergraduate Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity
White, Total Domestic Students of Color, and Unknown

17.7% 19.6%

78.0%

UARS

2010 2011 2014

Source: OBIA
Note: Unique headcount of credit-taking students
The Undergraduate Headcount data included here excludes non-matriculated students

2012 2013
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Force brought together faculty, staff,
students and administrators to study
new opportunities for strengthening
our approach to supporting student
success and removing obstacles to
successful navigation through the
system, engaging students in pow-
erful academic settings, and creating
greater flexibility, creativity and con-
sistency in our systems, programs and
goals. Chaired by Mary Parker, AVP for
Enrollment Management and Dr. Mar-
tha Bradley Evans, SAVP for Academic
Affairs and Dean of Undergraduate
Studies, the task force included more
than 40 members of the University
community. The sub-committees
included the following: online and
hybrid opportunities; best practices
in academic programs; strategic use
of financial aid; top10 enrollment or
bottleneck courses; admissions and
recruitment; and supporting student
success. To provide data to support
each of these areas, key members
from the supporting data organiza-
tions were included Mike Martineau
(OBIA), Stacy Ackerlind (Student
Affairs) and Mark St. Andre (Under-
graduate Studies).

By the time the task force had
completed its work, several actions
designed to improve retention and
graduation rates were already under-
way, and others are in progress. Addi-
tional efforts are planned for 2014-15.
Additional task forces on orientation,
transfer student experience, and stra-
tegic scheduling were launched in
the wake of the completion task force
activity. Table 4.6 contains a summary
of the actions.

Plan to Finish

In 2013-14, the University of Utah
launched the “Plan to Finish” cam-
paign to bolster both retention and
completion. Plan to Finish included a

Median Term GPA - 6 Year Completions
07 & 08 Cohorts Completers and

3.70

330

3.15

310 3.1
3.00
2/90

2.73

2.67 557

Source: OBIA

FIGURE 4.18

Expected Main Activity Upon Graduation (Undergraduate Students)

Response 2013 2014 2015
Employment, full-time paid 66.5% 67.8% 67.0%
Graduate or professional school, full-time 37.1% 30.9% 34.3%
Employment, part-time paid 17.1% 17.7% 21.3%
Starting or raising a family 17.8% 16.3% 16.3%
Graduate or professional school, part-time 11.7% 9.4% 9.1%
Volunteer activity (e.g., Peace Corps) 7.6% 8.8% 7.4%
Other 4.9% 5.7% 5.9%
Additional undergraduate coursework 3.4% 4.6% 4.0%
Military service 2.0% 2.0% 1.7%
Residency or post-doctoral (temporary) position 0.3% 0.1% 0.4%

Source: Graduating Student Survey
Population: Undergraduate students
N = 1001 (2013), 855 (2014), 989 (2015)

TABLE 4.4

Expected Main Activity Upon Graduation (Graduate Students)

Response 2013 2014 2015
Employment, full-time paid
Starting or raising a family 13.5% 11.7% 11.2%
Employment, part-time paid 8.7% 11.9% 9.0%
Residency or post-doctoral (temporary) position 1.2% 10.2% 9.3%
Graduate or professional school, full-time 71% 5.0% 3.7%
Other 6.5% 2.3% 2.4%
Volunteer activity (e.g., Peace Corps) 1.9% 1.7% 3.3%
Graduate or professional school, part-time 1.1% 0.8% 1.5%
Additional undergraduate coursework 0.7% 0.5% 0.9%
Military service 0.7% 0.8% 0.2%
Source: Graduating Student Survey
Population: Graduate students
N =721 (2013), 597 (2014), 454 (2015)
TABLE 4.5
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Summary of Major Actions from Retention and Completion Task Force

ACTIONS IN PROGRESS

Summary of Data or link to data to support
this action

Advising Expansion

Mission-Based Funding was used to expand the
number of advisors in key units, often through
partnerships between academic colleges and
University College and a shared (campus-college)
funding model; policy changes to add mandatory
advising visits through the third year will be
considered

17 new Bridge advising positions were
created between 2012-2015; four year plan
built into mandatory advising sessions

Learning Community
Expansion

New transfer communities are in a pilot phase; a
grant was submitted to the US Dept. of Education,
Office of Post-Secondary Education, to expand
learning communities specifically in areas related
to STEM and education

Transfer LEAP piloted; Science and Society
LEAP developed and offered 2015-16

Additional Living Learning Community
through Housing and Residential Education
will be available in fall 2016.

Plan to Finish/Flex U

The Plan to Finish campaign (every program has
a publicized four-year course plan, every student
builds a plan to finish in four years) has been
launched; efforts to expand courses in summer,
fall, spring, and May breaks (Flex U) and through
online formats are in progress

Plan to Finish campaign in its first six months
lead to increases in the total credit hours
from 13.39 to 13.82

Enhancement of Top10
Enrollment Courses

The College of Science has initiated work to
enhance - e.g., improve instruction, provide
multiple learning opportunities, promote smooth
articulation - large enrollment courses that are
difficult and function as gateways to successful
navigation to degree completion. These efforts
continue in 2014-15.

CoS has received funding to increase the
number of TA’s in key top10 enrollment
classes, developed improved trainings
for TA’s, and developed new boot camp
experiences for students headed toward
top10 enrollment classes

Strategic Academic
Enrollment Plan

Under the guidance of the Associate VP for
Enrollment Management, a comprehensive plan for
undergraduate enrollment is in development.

Enrollment plan developed and publicized.
Phase One: Holistic Admissions Implemented.

Strategic Scheduling
for Student Success
Initiative

In 2013-14, detailed analysis of our class scheduling
processes and practices was undertaken. This
analysis revealed a highly decentralized process
with limited attention to scheduling to maximize
efficiency for students or student pathways to
degrees. In 2014-15, the S4 Initiative with endeavor
to build a more logical process for scheduling core
gateway courses, and a more coherent schedule on
which students can depend as they work toward
their degrees. The effort may also focus on upper
division coursework in a few large enrollment
majors.

The SS4 task force completed its first year,
created a webpage, and will continue its
work into 2015-16

ACTIONS PLANNED

Transfer Student Working
Group

Many of the issues and recommendations raised

by the task force pertain to the experience of
transfer students. Given the importance of transfer
students to the University of Utah, a subcommittee
of the task force will be asked to focus on
improving the retention and graduation rate of this
group of students.

The transfer task force completed a final
report in April 2015

Math and Writing2 in first
year

Plans are underway to build advise to take Math
and Writing2 in the Plans to advise through UAAC,
UC, and Orientation

UC and the Office of General Education are
working on the plan to advise students to
take Math and Writing 2 in their first year.

TABLE 4.6
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series of strategic shifts to support student suc-
cess, engage students in learning communities,
expand deeply engaged learning opportunities,
and applied learning in capstone experiences. The
principal focus was on completion, and the mes-
sage was take four years to finish by enrolling in 30
credit hours each year, take advantage of flexible
scheduling formats, and maximize the undergrad-
uate experience by engaging in research, learning
abroad, community work or creative activity. Under-
graduate Studies implemented this data-informed
approach to encourage students to take more
credit hours but also to recognize the complex

lives our students lead (as discussed earlier in the
report). Every academic unit created an accessible,
practical and realistic four-year plan that is pub-
lished in the online catalogue. Advisors shifted their
message about full-time status from twelve to 15
credit hours. All high-end scholarships now include
15 credit hours as the required course load. The
message of Plan to Finish is built into all advising,
orientation and recruitment materials. In the first
year, the total number of credit hours per student,
per semester increased by 3% (Figure 4.19). The Of-
fice of Undergraduate Studies awarded $85,000 in
$5,000 development grants for new FlexU courses
such as one-week intensives, summer intensives,
session courses and evening courses to accommo-
date students'needs. The FlexU attribute was added
to all flexible format courses in the

Both Academic Affairs and Student Affairs work in
tandem to develop, implement and assess strategic
enrollment goals. The University of Utah has devel-
oped a comprehensive long-range enrollment plan
for the University as well as each academic college.
With this plan the university is able to systemati-
cally focus resources on strategies that will have
the strongest impact on growing and shaping our
incoming class as well as increasing our retention
and graduation rates. Because a phased strategic
enrollment plan has been developed, the first
critical initiatives that have been implemented are
holistic admissions and financial aid.

Holistic Admission

Holistic admission considers the whole student and
does not focus solely on select pieces of informa-
tion such as ACT or GPA. The goal of the selection
process is to identify applicants who are most likely
to contribute to the university’s intellectual and
cultural community and, ultimately, to the State

of Utah, the nation, and the world. In assessing
applicants, the University takes into account a wide
variety of factors using a broad concept of merit.
Readers employ the following criteria which carry
no pre-assigned weights. All applications are read
in their entirety by professionally trained readers.
Successful applicants demonstrate the following:

course schedule.

BIG GOAL 1 OBJECTIVE A:
IMPROVE RETENTION AND
COMPLETION RATES

13.0430

Source: OBIA

STRATEGY 1: STUDENT
SUCCESS INITIATIVE

Strategic Enrollment
Management (SEM)

At the University of Utah, SEM is
housed in the Division of Student
Affairs through Enrollment Manage-
ment but is closely tied to the Office
of Academic Affairs, particularly with
the Office of Undergraduate Studies.
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¢ Excellence in academic achievement, intellectu-
al pursuits, and creative endeavors.

* An understanding of and respect for historically
underrepresented populations.

e Significant commitment to citizenship through
public service, school activities, community
engagement, leadership, or familial responsibil-
ities.

* Integrity, personal maturity, motivation, and
resilience.

* The ability to contribute to and benefit from
a culturally and intellectually diverse learning
community.

¢ Two indicators used to measure the success of
holistic admissions have been to increase the
quality of the entering class and the diversity of
the entering class (see Figure 4.20).

Strategic Deployment of Financial Aid

The University’s enrollment and scholarship strate-
gies must work in tandem to achieve our objectives
of increasing retention and completion rates. The
University seeks to strategically increase scholar-
ship monies that will provide qualified students
with assistance in funding their college education.
Many students defer the progress of their educa-
tion with the thought that they will save enough

to return and finish their degree or delay their time
to completion as discussed earlier in this Standard.
A significant number of talented students do not
achieve their aim of degree completion. The Uni-
versity of Utah's financial investments in students
are driven by the University’s goals of enhancing
the enrollment of highly qualified students and
maintaining affordability for all students admitted. It
is the University’s goal to utilize all available resourc-
es to bridge the gap between family income and
college cost, while keeping tuition reasonable. The
University seeks to strategically increase its enroll-

HIGHLIGHT

% of Enrolled Domestic Freshmen who are Students of Color

30%
29%

25% 26%

22%

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Source: OBIA

The University is able to systematically focus resources on
strategies that will have the strongest impact on growing and
shaping our incoming class as well as increasing our retention
and graduation rates.
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FIGURE 4.20

ment as the State of Utah grows, while continuing
to provide qualified students with assistance in
funding their college education. The University
uses the percentage of freshmen receiving financial
aid as a key quantitative performance indicator for
mission fulfillment of Big Goal 1.

Currently we are in the process of reviewing
existing scholarship awards and determining how
we can be more strategic with the use of available
resources to advance our institutional priorities.

* Enhancing the academic quality of the entering
class

* Maintaining and expanding access and afford-
ability

* Increasing retention and graduation rates

Increased engagement with colleges to optimize
scholarship awards and promote institutional
priorities is needed in the future. To this end, the
Scholarship Office has implemented new process-
es that they assess continuously to understand

the impact of these systemic commitments with
student outcomes. One key metric is the number of
freshmen receiving financial aid, a factor contribut-
ing to making the University of Utah affordable and
promoting timely degree completion.

Figure 4.21 illustrates the historical trend of per-
centage of U freshmen receiving different types of
financial aid during the past five years. In our effort
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to improve retention and completion rates by re-
ducing the need for students to work while attend-
ing college, we have set a performance threshold of
70% for this indicator. The U has made substantial
progress toward reaching this threshold during the
past five years, and crossed this threshold in 2014
(70.4%). Consequently, this performance measure
indicates mission fulfillment of Big Goal 1.

The entering Freshmen ACT score, a key quan-
titative performance indicator for Big Goal 1, is
influence by a number of factors, including holistic
admissions, strategic admissions, availability of
high profile Learning Communities (e.g. Honors),
availability of undergraduate research and other
high impact opportunities, institutional research
and commercialization rankings, and affordability.
The U has set a five year goal of a freshmen aver-
age composite ACT score of 26, and an additional
performance indicator of continuous improvement
in the indicator. During the past five years, this
measure indicates steady, ongoing progress, mov-
ing from 24.3in 2010 to 24.7 in 2014 (Figure 4.22).
The University has therefore continued to make
steady progress towards meeting the performance
benchmark, indicating mission fulfillment, but is still
underperforming in meeting the benchmark. Big
Goal mission fulfillment for this indicator is therefore
characterized as mixed: currently underperforming,
but making substantial progress.

STRATEGY 2: GENERAL EDUCATION
INITIATIVES

General Education Learning Outcomes
Assessment

The Office of General Education is responsible for
assessing the 15 General Education learning out-
comes, which are the same as the Essential Learn-
ing Outcomes developed by the American Associ-
ation of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). Starting
in 2013, the office began pilot-testing a process for
assessing these learning outcomes using the rubrics
that were designed by AAC&U to assess them. This
process starts with faculty identifying the learning
outcomes during their application for a General Ed-
ucation designation for their course. Faculty are also
asked to identify, from their syllabus, what assign-
ment can be used to demonstrate that students

STANDARD 4

Percent of Freshmen Receiving Financial Aid by Type
Grants/Scholarships and Need-Based Aid

46%

33%

25%

2010-2011
Source: OBIA

2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015

FIGURE 4.21

Entering Freshmen Average Composite ACT Score

Goal: 26

243 243 244

2010 2011
Source: OBIA

2012 2013

2014

FIGURE 4.22

are accomplishing the learning outcomes selected.
In 2013 and 2014, we asked faculty from classes
meeting one of two selected learning outcomes
to submit student work on those assignments so
that review teams can assess the accomplishment
of the learning outcomes using the AAC&U rubrics.
This process will continue each year with two new
learning outcomes assessed each year.

In the fall of 2014 and spring of 2015, the University
of Utah participated in the Multi-State Collaborative
to Advance Learning Outcomes Assessment (MSC)
project supported by the State Higher Education
Executive Officers Association and the American As-
sociation of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). The
purpose of our participation in this project was to
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improve the University’s understand-
ing of how to use the AAC&U rubrics
that were developed to measure

the accomplishment of the AAC&U
Essential Learning Outcomes, that
were adopted for our General Edu-
cation program in 2009. Participation
in this project required the Univer-
sity of Utah to produce ten artifacts
from each of ten courses for each

of the two learning outcomes that
they were evaluating for this project:
written communication and critical
thinking. Two faculty members were
also sent to a national conference

to be trained in how to apply the
rubrics and to score assignments from

universities from around the country. ~ Sewee O8iA

The instructor demonstrated thorough knowledge of the subject.

2013-2014 Overall Undergraduate Course Evaluations

5.41

The instructor created/supported a classroom environment that _ 534
was respectful.
As appropriate, the instructor encouraged questions and opinions. _ 5.33
The instructor was available for consultation with students. _ 5.30
The course objectives were clearly stated. _ 5.22
Overall, this was an effective instructor. _ 522
The course objectives were met. _ 521
The instructor was organized. _ 521
Assignments and exams reflected what was covered in the course. _ 518
The instructor presented course content effectively. 513
The course content was well organized. 512
The course materials were helpful in meeting course objectives. 510
Ilearned a great deal in this course. 5.10
Overall, this was an effective course. 5.09

This whole project prepared us for the
work we are doing in our own assess-
ment of learning outcomes. A more
thorough description is provided in section 4.A.3 of
this document.

FIGURE 4.23

Indicator: Teaching Evaluations

Student Course Feedback (SCF) is offered to stu-
dents enrolled in all credit-bearing courses at the
University of Utah. The only exception is in the
School of Medicine where some courses are eval-
uated using this system and some are evaluated
using a different mechanism run by the School of
Medicine that better fits the unique aspects of the
School of Medicine curriculum. Student course
evaluations are managed through a customized
version of SmartEvals and are administered in the
Center for Teaching and Learning Excellence (CTLE)
(see Figure 4.23). The Academic Senate is the entity
that controls SCF, including its purpose and general
questions asked of all classes. The Academic Senate
committee that oversees these efforts, the Student
Course Feedback Committee, works with CTLE
throughout the academic year and reports back to
the Senate at least once a year.

Every student enrolled in a course receives a series
of reminder emails that explain that the SCF for
each course they are registered for is available.
This window usually begins in week twelve of

the semester and continues until the day before
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grades are available to all students from the Regis-
trar's Office. After a student has filled out the SCF

for a course, she will have access to her grade for
the course once the faculty member has posted
them. Care is taken that a student may not fill out
an SCF after seeing their final grade and that a facul-
ty member can only see the results of their SCF after
they have posted the final grades. The SCF response
rate for each semester is in the 60-70% rate for the
last five years.

In addition to running and providing help and
support specifically geared toward SCF, CTLE offers

which cover how to draft a syllabus, how to create
an inclusive learning environment, and how to im-
prove online courses. CTLE also works one-on-one
with faculty members to provide midterm course
feedback as well as observe, evaluate, and consult
with faculty on in-class presentations and course
materials.

Indicator: Student Satisfaction

Student satisfaction is an important variable related
to both retention and graduation. Throughout the
institution, programmatic measures of satisfaction
are routinely conducted. In order to understand
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the broader satisfaction of students as a whole

at the institution, the Graduating Student Survey
provides an overall gauge of this variable. We use
student satisfaction as a performance indicator for
Big Goal Objective 1.A, with a threshold of 80% of
the students reporting Very Satisfied or Satisfied.

As shown in the Figure 4.24, student satisfaction

in the survey consistently exceeds the threshold,
with typical values of the indicator at 84-85%. We
therefore conclude this assessment measurement is
indicating good to strong mission fulfillment for Big
Goal Objective 1.A. More student satisfaction data
and institutional use of this data may be found here
www.assessment.utah.edu/.

Indicator: Specialized Accreditation

Many degree programs across campus require spe-
cialized accreditation or licensing exams. The ma-
jority of these assessments are linked to licensure
or accreditation through a professional association.
Student performance on the specialized exams can
therefore provide an independent, standardized,
comprehensive indicator of program success. These
tests are nationwide, common assessments, which
are actively managed and maintained each year to
fixed performance benchmarks. This allows for ro-
bust comparison of historical student performance
trends in individual degree programs. Appendix

A contains a full listing of degree programs across
campus that have specialized accreditation or
licensure exams. The table also indicates the per-
formance of University of Utah students on these
exams.

test score, and the majority of programs on campus
have pass rates exceeding 90%. Consequently, the
specialized accreditation exams provide ongoing
feedback to the individuals programs, and pro-
vide reliable evidence to the University that these
specialized degree programs have demonstrated
strong student success.

Indicator: National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE) and Learning Outcomes

Data from the NSSE provide the institution with a
useful indirect performance assessment of student
learning as well as comparative data with Carnegie
Class peers. Our performance threshold for this indi-
cator is equality with Carnegie Class peers (Figures
4.25,4.26,4.27,and 4.28). On all “learning outcomes”
type measures, University of Utah students per-
formed at an equivalent level to their peers (no sta-
tistically significant difference) or were significantly
higher than their peers. Although this assessment
measure technically indicates the mission fulfill-
ment of Big Goal objective 1.A, we note that effect
sizes are small.

STRATEGY 3: SPECIALIZED
LEARNING COMMUNITIES

The University of Utah provides different touch-
points for students to engage deeply in the curric-
ulum, with faculty, staff and other students. Data
on both the number of freshmen who participate
in Learning Communities (LC) as well as fall-to fall
retention of overall freshmen compared to those

Threshold performance for special-
ized exams varies somewhat across
campus depending upon discipline. A
reasonable university-wide threshold
would require 90% of the programs
with specialized accreditation should
have >75% of their students either

FIGURE 4.24

Response

Very satisfied

K Satisfied
pass the exam (for exams which are
pass/fail), or score above the n'at|onal Neutral
average score for students taking
the exam. According to the Table in Dissatisfied

Appendix A, all programs meet this
baseline threshold. Further exam-
ination reveals that the all programs
score well above national average

STANDARD 4

Very dissatisfied

Satisfaction with Experience at the U

Year
2013
2014
2015
2013
2014
2015
2013
2014
2015
2013
2014
2015
2013
2014
2015

I 34 7%
]
I 34.2%
—
A 52.8%
|

—

I 11.4%
|

B 3.7%

o
Il 3.6%
M2 3%

10.8%

Source: Graduating Student Survey
Population: Undergraduate students
N = 984 (2013), 836 (2014), 949 (2015)
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Q2 "How often have you..” (Means based on 1-4 scale)
University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class

First-Year Seniors
Combined ideas from different courses 2.7 _3-0
Connected ideas from your courses to _3-2 _3-3
your prior experiences and knowledge _3 1w _3 2%
Connected your learning to societal _2-7 _2-8
-
Examined the strengths and weaknesses _2-8 _2-8
of your own views on a topic orissue _2 7 _2 8
Included diverse perspectives in course _2-6 _2-6
discussions orassignments _2 5wk _2 5*
Learned something that changed the way _2_9 _3-0
you understand an issue or concept _2 g *** _2 g *r
Tried to better understand someone _2_9 _ 29
else's views by imagining how an issue
looks from his or her perspective _ 2.8 _ 2.9

Source: NSSE 2013
*p<.05, *p<.01, ***p<.001 (2-tailed)

Q4 "How much has your coursework emphasized..."”

(Means based on 1-4 scale)
University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class

First-Year Seniors

Analyzing an idea, experience, or line of _
reasoning in depth by examining its parts _3 0+ _3 0 ***
Applying facts, theories, or methods to _

i ornew si i
Evaluating a point of view, decision, or
Forming a new idea or understanding _
from various pieces of information _2 g ** _2 9
Memorizing course material

Source: NSSE 2013
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (2-tailed)

FIGURE 4.25

Q6 "How often have you.." (Means based on 1-4 scale)
University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class
Seniors

First-Year

Evaluated what others have concluded
from numerical information

Reached conclusions based on your own
analysis of numerical information
(numbers, graphs, statistics, etc.)

Used numerical information to examine a
real-world problem or issue
(unemployment, climate change, public
health, etc.)

Source: NSSE 2013
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (2-tailed)

FIGURE 4.26

Q9 "How often have you.." (Means based on 1-4 scale)
University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class
First-Year

«@
N

3.2

Identified key information from reading
assignments

Seniors
.-

©

[

©

Reviewed your notes after class

N
©

©
! g
©

Summarized whatyou learned in class or
from course materials

N
©

28

[

Source: NSSE 2013
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 (2-tailed)

FIGURE 4.27

who participate in learning communities are key
quantitative performance indicators for Big Goal 1
(see Figure 4.29). The performance threshold for
percentage of first year student participation in an
LC is 50%. Figure 4.29 shows the current breakdown
of freshmen participation in select LCs (LLC, Honors,
LEAP and Diversity). Fall 2014 participation rate was
over 50%, and the U met this benchmark consis-
tently over the past five years. With the opening

of the new Lassonde Studios living-learning com-
munity (lassonde.utah.edu/studios) in fall 2016, we
expect the percentage of students engaged in an
LC experience will remain well above performance
threshold for the foreseeable future. We therefore
judge that this measure indicates ongoing, substan-
tial mission fulfillment of Big Goal 1.

Each of the following learning communities is

described in more detail in the following text. In
addition to this group of learning communities,
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FIGURE 4.28

there are LC's that have been launched in the past
three years. Because we do not have data from the
past five years for these groups we did not include
them in the dashboard. These communities include
the Block U program, the Business Scholars and the
Beacon Scholars as well as LC's in the College of
Fine Arts. Our long-term aspirational goal is for 75%
of first year students to be engaged in a Learning
Community that matches their interests, career
goals, and unique situation.

LEAP Learning Communities

LEAP Learning Communities are a suite of 15 differ-
ent academic programs, varying in length from one
to eight semesters with one course each semester,
and enrolling between 800 and 1000 students each
year. The LEAP Program is meant to encourage

and enhance student success; smooth the transi-
tion into the University from high school, another

STANDARD 4



SELF REPORT 2015

college, or a stopping-out experience; fulfill several

general education requirements; connect students

quickly to their majors, to faculty, to other students,
and to the campus; and facilitate timely graduation.
LEAP offerings currently include college-linked, first
year and transfer and pre-professional LEAPs. More

details about LEAP programs can be found here:

LEAP is assessed in a variety of ways. A robust
study, dubbed the “Twin"Study showed the impact
of LEAP on retention and graduation. The results,
published in the Journal of General Education (Vol-
ume 61, Number 1, 2012) showed that the LEAP
students outperformed their non-LEAP peers on all
the examined criteria except last and graduating
GPA and second-semester credits attempted/com-
pleted (and even these measures were slightly al-
though not statistically significantly better for LEAP
students). Some differences were especially striking.
For example, according to this study the six-year
graduation rate of LEAP students among the pairs
was 45.6% as compared with 34.1% for non-LEAP
students; and fall-to-fall retention for LEAP students
was 73.9% as compared to 67.8% (2012, Figure
4.31) for non-LEAP students. Differences were

even more pronounced for female student pairs: a
six-year graduation rate of 62.3% for LEAP students
versus 42.6% for non-LEAP students; and an 82.1%
vs. 75.2% difference favoring female LEAP students
in first year fall-to-fall retention. The study also
broke out the semester-by-semester effect of LEAP
participation on increased retention, demonstrating
that the effect of LEAP participation in encouraging
students to stay in school grew from a 5 percentage
point difference in the second semester of the first
year to 8.8 percentage points in the second semes-
ter of the fourth year.

Another LEAP Program study, whose results have
been presented at an AAC&U Conference, also
tracked the impact of LEAP upon graduation, using
the methodology of survival or event history anal-
ysis. The study modeled retention and graduation
from 1999-2009 for more than 21,000 students at
the University of Utah, approximately 15% of whom
participated in LEAP. The study found that LEAP par-
ticipation increased the probability of graduating
by 18.1%. In addition, effects of LEAP participation
were more pronounced for students with lower Ad-
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1st-Year Students Who Participated in Learning Communities
LLC, Honors, LEAP, and Diversity Scholars

Fall 2010

Fall 2011 Fall 2012 Fall 2013 Fall 2014

Source: OBIA
Note: Some of these counts will be duplicated (i.¢., a freshmen can participate in LEAP and in Honors)

FIGURE 4.29

2013 Fall-Fall Retention for all HIPs (uncorrected)

84%

82% 82% 81%

Overall Freshmen Honors LEAP

Diversity
Scholars

Living Learning
Communities
Source: OBIA

FIGURE 4.30

missions Indexes, that is, students whose test scores
and high school grades suggested they were less
prepared for the rigors of college than were those
with higher indexes. In another study whose results
were presented at a 2014 AAC&U Conference, we
compared the grade performance in the Spring
Semester 2013 of LEAP students who formed a
connection with their Peer Advisor with the grade
performance of those who did not. We also looked
at whether first-generation students were more

or less impacted in their grade performance by

this connection than were other students. Results
showed an astounding 0.48 advantage for sec-
ond-semester LEAP grades (on a 4.00 scale) for
first-generation students who connected with their
Peer Advisors, thereby gaining (we hypothesize)
some of the cultural advantages on non-first-gener-
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LEAP Fall to Fall Retention Rates (Uncorrected)

LEAP vs. Non LEAP

78.2%

77.6% 76.7%

67.8%

2009
Source: OBIA

2010 2011 2012

data on High-Impact Practices. The
2013 survey results compare learning
community participation at the Uni-
versity of Utah to that at other Rocky
Mountain public institutions, peer
Carnegie Class campuses, and all the
institutions surveyed. Although LEAP
is clearly not the only learning com-
munity in which first-year students
could enroll at the University of Utah,
it is the LC with the highest number
of first year enrollees. It is therefore
heartening to see that upwards of
50% of first-year students at the U
enrolled in a learning community

as demonstrated in the president’s
dashboard and an additional 10%-+
are engaged in learning communities

81.5%

74.4%

2013

FIGURE 4.31

ation students. These studies can be found in more

In addition to institutionally developed assessment
efforts, LEAP utilizes standardized measures for
benchmarking including the Educational Bench-
marking Incorporated (EBI) studies. Results from
2014 (the most recent available) show LEAP's “over-
all program effectiveness”at 5.61 (on a 6.0-point
scale), as compared to similar programs at six select-
ed peer institutions (5.10), institutions in the same
Carnegie class (5.30), and all institutions surveyed
(5.09). These results also show a marked increase

in program effectiveness from the spring of 2013,
when the LEAP score was 5.25. The survey further
assesses the degree to which LEAP addresses some
of the AAC&U Liberal Education and America’s
Promise Essential Learning Outcomes, as compared
to other first-year programs. On these, LEAP outper-
forms similar first-year programs on AAC&U Learn-
ing Outcomes covering Critical Thinking; Improving
Academic Skills; and Library, Research, and Informa-
tion Literacy Skills. On Study Strategies, LEAP out-
performs all but the similar Carnegie Class institu-
tions. In improving interactions with diverse others,
LEAP is way ahead, scoring 5.93 as against 5.67 for
the selected peer and Carnegie Class institutions
and 5.54 for all institutions surveyed. Another way
in which LEAP can be seen in the context of sim-
ilar programs and efforts is by means of the NSSE
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that are not yet included on the dash-

board because we do not yet have

data for them for the past five years.
These include Block U, Business Scholars, Beacon
Scholars and a number of learning communities in
the College of Fine Arts. Of NSSE respondents, 20%
of first-year students participated in LCs, which ex-
ceeds Rocky Mountain public institutions (11%) and
NSSE surveyed institutions in general (15%), and
is matched only by the Carnegie Class institution
average (21%). The number and diversity of learning
community opportunities are a particular strength
of the University of Utah. The survey also looked
at other high-impact practices, many of which are
implemented in LEAP programs as well, and found
that over half the incoming students at the Univer-
sity of Utah had participated in one or more such
practices in their first year.

Health Sciences LEAP is one of the “pre-professional”
LEAPS, which extend beyond two semesters and
are aimed at underrepresented students in the rel-
evant disciplines. At the moment, the program has
three of these — Health Sciences LEAP, Pre-Nursing
LEAP, and Pre-Law LEAP - and is launching another,
called Science and Community LEAP, in the fall of
2015. Health Sciences LEAP is an eight-semester
pipeline (one course each semester) for underrepre-
sented students seeking careers in medicine or oth-
er health-related fields. Students study humanities,
diversity, and bioethics in their first year, shadow
providers in their second, do lab-based research in
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their third, and take a leadership role in a commu-
nity engagement project in their fourth. Although
Health Sciences LEAP students do participate in

all other forms of LEAP Program evaluation, this is
the only version of LEAP to date to be evaluated
separately from the program as a whole. A 2014
study by the University of Utah's Office of Bud-

get and Institutional Analysis covered the cohort
years 2001-2013 and a total of 421 students. The
data suggest that, in relation to their peers, Health
Sciences LEAP students come into the University
slightly less academically-prepared, on average,
but exhibit above-average outcome rates. The high
portion of students who graduate and continue on
to graduate school is especially worth noting.

Finally in terms of program evaluation instruments,
we should cite the student course evaluations
completed every semester. From the fall of 2008
through the spring of 2015, the LEAP Program
course evaluation numerical averages have exceed-
ed those for University courses as a whole by an
average of 0.07/semester (on a 6.0 point scale), and
our instructors have scored higher than University
instructors as a whole by an average of 0.17/semes-
ter.

The LEAP Program has already adopted AAC&U
LEAP Essential Learning Outcomes for our individual
classes. Beginning in 2015-16, we will be pegging
signature assignments to these objectives and
using AAC&U rubrics to evaluate whether students
are meeting them. We will also be determining pro-
gram-level learning outcomes and developing ways
to measure their achievement. Each of the LEAP

Block U and Integrated Minors Program

The Block U Program is comprised of a set schedule
of two semesters—15 hours each semester— that
bundles General Education, support for student
success, and integrated learning. Organized around
a specific theme like Global Citizenship, Sustainabil-
ity or Creativity and Community, Block U students
participate in a core learning community, com-
munity-based learning, a set of General Education
courses organized around a central theme, and
have the support of peer mentors and student suc-
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cess advocates. The Block U Program launched in
the fall of 2013 with three blocks and expanded in
the fall of 2014 to six blocks. Retention, completion,
GPA and Deeply Engaged Learning Involvement will
be tracked and analyzed.

The Integrated Minor is a thematic, intentional
course through General Education that extends
over the course of four years rather than two
semesters. The minor bundles General Education
courses organized around different themes and
offers internships and practical experience that pro-
vide a head start for students pursuing careers after
graduation. Integrated Minors include: Block U in
Global Citizenship and Ecology and Legacy Minor.

Diversity Scholars

The Diversity Scholars Program seeks to ensure stu-
dent success. OED evaluates the program through
a pre- and post-assessment. The faculty who teach
the Diversity Scholars Program have a primary role
in the evaluation of these programs. The group of
faculty who teach the Diversity Scholars also take a
leadership role in reviewing retention, graduation
rates, relevant course assignments, and student
feedback. As an example of our academic program
assessment processes, we outline the Ethnic Studies
Program following the assessment of Diversity
Scholars. Ethnic Studies evaluation of programming
includes a multi-tier process. This process begins
with a direct summative evaluation embedded in
the course to assess expected learning outcomes,
thus providing the necessary evidence (concrete
and observable) of what students have or have not
learned. Fall to fall retention data indicates students
in the Diversity Scholars program (a program made
up of underrepresented students of color) tend to
be retained at a higher rate than students of color
that are not in the Diversity Scholars program (Fig-
ure 4.32). Graduation rates are lower for participants
in the Diversity Scholars program. From assess-
ments given to these students, we know they have
extensive family and work obligations that lead
them to be enrolled longer, and and therefore have
longer average time to degree.
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Honors Diversity Scholars' Fall to Fall Retention Rates (Uncorrected)
Diversity Scholars vs. Non-Diversity Scholars

Consistent with our mission, the

Honors College provides intellectu- 81.9%
ally curious, motivated students with
the foundations of a rigorous liberal
arts education within the context

of a world-class research university.
Honors students complete a de-
manding undergraduate curriculum
that includes both depth and breadth
of study. The Honors curriculum
consists of four Honors core courses,
three Honors elective courses tailored
to the interests of the student, and

an undergraduate thesis completed

72.5%

under the supervision of a faculty 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
member. Source: OBIA
ASSESSMENT OF HONORS COLLEGE AL
PROGRAM

* The dean and associate dean have created
The Honors College completed a formal review stronger ties to colleges and departments
in 2011 by the Undergraduate Council, including with increased collaboration.
internal and external assessment. Since 2012, the 4. Review and streamline tracks.

College has made strides in each of the nine recom-

* We have eliminated multiple tracks with-
mended areas.

in departments that allowed students to
either avoid Honors College curriculum or
Departmental requirements, but still earn
an Honors Degree. The new system reflects
a collaboration and integration between

* We have developed a review process for the Honors College and departments/ma-
applicants which includes double-blind jors.

review, an essay, and feedback data on yield
rates. Current incoming freshmen class rep-

1. Stabilize honors student population at no
more than 10% of the total undergraduate
student population.

5. Focus fundraising.

resents 15% of new students; total Honors * We have led the development of H2 Pro-
population reflects 8-9% of total number of fessor courses with Dean of Humanities,
undergraduates. development of Honors Integrated Minor

in Ecology and Legacy, and strengthening
of Praxis Labs. Development successes
include 75% increase in board giving, larger
base, and ongoing funding for Praxis Labs.

2. Provide additional staff to serve recent growth
in student population and needs created by
new residential space.

* The Honors staff has grown from seven to

13, including three new academic advisors, 6. Increase Diversity.

a full-time recruitment, admissions and * Diversity of Honors students remains slighly
program director, a program coordinator below for whole university and new efforts
and a receptionist. are centered around targeted recruitment

at schools with high diversity, increased
scholarship support for first-generation stu-
dents, and development of “The Network,’

3. Continue to build relationships between
deans and departmental chairs.
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a faculty/staff led group for
first generation and students
of color.

7. Encouraging students to ex-
plore.

* Explorations include curricu- 78.5%

lum innovation and one-on-
one advising, e.g., Praxis Lab,
Scholars Groups, internships,

study abroad, thesis/research. | 70.6%

Honors Fall to Fall Retention Rates (Uncorrected)

vs. Non Honors
84.3%

82.3%

79.5%

76.9% 74.4%

70.6%

8. Increasing graduation rates
with students with the Honors
Degree.

* The number of graduates per
year has grown from 78 in

70.5%

67.3%

2010 2011 2012 2013

; 2009
2012to0 1301in 2015. omee oBIA
9. Continue to improve assess-
ment. FIGURE 4.33

* A new staff position is dedi-
cated to spending 35% of time on assess-
ment and integration with tools.

Currently the Honors College uses the following
assessment mechanisms: Individual course evalua-
tions, learning outcomes assessment for Intellectual
Traditions core, Praxis Lab evaluation, academic
advising survey and senior exit survey. More details
about assessment for Honors can be found here:
www.assessment.utah.eduy/.

Housing and Residential Education

Students who live on campus have more opportu-
nities for campus engagement through enhanced
academic programming within this setting. Both
LEAP and Honors have residential programs within
HRE's 23 Living Learning Communities (LLC). LLCs
provide students with an enhanced learning expe-
rience with the opportunity to work collaboratively
with peers, develop leadership skills as well as have
learning opportunities outside of the classroom
with faculty and staff. Students who live on campus
in have a higher retention rate (Figure 4.34) and
higher GPA based on student cohort comparisons.
In addition to retention, GPA and completion data,
HRE utilizes a range of assessment strategies to
measure learning and general outcomes. An exam-

STANDARD 4

ple of a multidimensional assessment strategy is
the Resident Feedback Survey that is administered
each fall to all residents. The data from this survey
are utilized to provide student and professional staff
with feedback about their performance. For exam-
ple, during fall of 2015, 79% of students indicated
that they had accessed campus resources that have
helped them to be academically successful and
over 70% of residents indicated that their RA or CM
had connected them to campus resources. These
results are disaggregated by area and staff member
and used by supervisors to establish professional
goals that are then placed within the University of
Utah Personnel Management System to monitor
performance and ensure staff excellence. For more
information about HRE's assessment strategies visit
www.assessment.utah.edu.

STRATEGY 4: STUDENT SUCCESS
AND EMPOWERMENT

New U Student Experience (NUSE)

The Undergraduate Studies leadership team began
a strategic planning process for a transformative
undergraduate experience in 2011 with the Divi-
sion of Student Affairs leadership. The results of the
year-long process was a proposed ideal template
for the undergraduate experience at the University
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of Utah (Figure 4.35). The concept
was informed by a series of town hall
meetings, focus groups, SA and UGS
common retreat, and dozens of meet-
ings throughout the year.

Since 2012, UGS developed its own
internal mission statement and stra-
tegic plan. Based on the key elements
of the template for NUSE and our
vision for undergraduate educa-

tion, we created a series of portfolio

Housing Fall to Fall Retention Rates (Uncorrected)

Housing vs. Non Housing

81.0% 81.5%

78_9%‘—N
78.8%

77.7%

70.7%

68.0% 67.8%

: : 67.5%
teams—~Engage, Inspire Learning,

Support Student Success, Build Com-
munity, and Integrate Knowledge.
These teams meet throughout the
academic year to set definitions and
goals, define metrics and discuss the

2009
Source: OBIA

62.3%

2010 2011 2012 2013

key issues in higher education in the
21%tcentury. The result of this process
has been a new focus on three larger
goals: Every student in a first-year learning commu-
nity; every student experiences support for student
success; and, every student has at least one deeply
engaged learning experience.

FIGURE 4.34

In 2014, the three larger goals of Undergraduate
Studies were embedded in the Utah Pledge with
one addition that reflected a key priority of SVP
Ruth Watkins’administration—financial planning
and new scholarships for a broader range of per-
sons. The Utah Pledge reads as follows:

We pledge to help you graduate with the
support of learning communities, mentors
and advisors, financial guidance, and deeply
engaged learning experiences.

In addition to developing the Utah Pledge market-

information about learning communities, student
success support programs, financial planning and
scholarships and deeply engaged learning experi-
ences or high impact programs. The Utah Pledge is
a short hand way of informing students about the
scaffolding for student success that surrounds their
experience in both General Education and study in
their major colleges. Importantly, the Utah Pledge
is a data informed approach and deploys some of
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Community
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Capstone
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Deep
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FIGURE 4.35: ELEMENTS OF THE NEW STUDENT EXPERIENCE

our most powerful strategies to support student
success: students who start in a LC like LEAP are
more likely to be retained and to graduation and
to have higher GPAs than students who do not
participate. Moreover, the effect is more significant
for young women and students from underrepre-
sented populations. Advisors, advocates and peer
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mentors help students

plan to finish and to have a
sense of belonging, another
key retention factor, similar
to scholarships and high
impact programs.

~ UTAH PLEDGE -

New U Student Experience Council

One of the elements of the assessment plan for
NUSE was to gather feedback from students. To
this end, the New U Student Experience Council
(NUSEC) was created and implemented for two
years. Fifteen students came to at least one of four
meetings each year and provided feedback on
their experience at the University. The demograph-
ic of students who participated throughout the
year was diverse — it included the student body
president, a single father, more than 50% of the
group members were transfer students (includ-
ing the president), and more than 50% were from
underrepresented ethnic groups on campus. The
analysis of comments made during the NUSEC
sessions produced three general findings about
students.

1. Students are very resourceful. One student
remarked: “if | can't make a regular scheduled
class time, | attend the same class on a differ-
ent day and time! In response to this, another
student indicated that if she found the teach-
ing style of one professor difficult to learn
from, she attended the same class taught by
another professor. When encountering advi-
sors or other campus agents who were per-
ceived as not helpful, students often kept look-
ing until they found a department that would
provide them with support and direction.

2. The second primary finding was that, despite
their ability to resolve necessary problems
for themselves, the students often waited for
someone within the institution to reach out
to them before they engaged the campus
or became involved in their education. For
example one student described never con-
sidering active involvement until a professor
showed an interest in her:”l always thought
that professors were not interested in me but
when Dr. M encouraged me to be involved, |
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decided to go on an Alternative Spring Break
and really loved it”

Finally, highlighting the tension between the two
findings above, was the third primary finding, a
sense from our participants that they were not val-
ued by the institution. For example, the two transfer
students did not find the transfer student orienta-
tion useful. One commented, “As a transfer student,
| did not like the orientation here because | did not
gain much information from that. | already know
what college is like, so | wanted more from it”

These findings, among others, contributed largely
to the formation of the University-Wide Transfer
Student Task Force that launched in 2014 to per-
form an exhaustive analysis of the transfer student
experience at the university.

Changes in Response to Assessment

One example of a change process that was initi-
ated because of our assessment processes was an
adjustment in focus of the activities of the Student
Success Advocates. During the first year of the
program, advocates typically had “light touches” or
single interactions with students, but through the
qualitative interviews that were conducted with
participants, it was evident that students highly val-
ued follow up meetings, deeper planning activities,
and the chance to establish an extended, long term
relationship with the advocate. This year, advocates
have now focused on visits that lead to follow up
sessions and advising, are embedded in Block U,
orientation programs, and are linked to other strate-
gic student success activities. Based on the student
success index developed by Ruth Watkins and

Mike Martineau of OBIA, and what we know about
students who falter in their first semester, student
success advocates regularly contact students who
are likely to stop out, set up meetings and help
them develop a plans for maximizing opportunities
for support beyond what they have experienced to
that point.

In response to enrollment management analysis
of admissions, enrollment trends and strategic
goals for transfer students, the LEAP program has
developed a one-semester transfer student expe-
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rience that satisfies the international

Number of Academic Advisors with whom Students Interacted

General Education requirement and None 1 2 3 4 5 or more
that includes the same wraparound 2 5 8
support as in first year LEAP courses. g ¥ g
In addition, the University of Utah
and Salt Lake Community College
have launched AccessU, a pathway < & %
program bringing students from g8 o & F
our local community college to the § g b
university for both retention and =
completion. Students will complete e = . 2
an associate degree or receive reverse o o :’?: R &
transfer credit to complete the AA 2 e = S 5
or AS degree through SLCC and take E S S I . .
two semesters of transfer LEAP, one g e2lgfggglgelggese
at SLCC and one on the U campus. S
Both courses are U courses and have (s imssede e
the same attributes of LEAP program
coursework; these courses satisfy the FIGURE 4.36
diversity and international require-
ments for the bachelor’s degree
and are supported by advising for Quality of Academic Advising
the transfer experience. The NUSE E:z':ﬁ:‘: :gf; I - -
assessment plan systematically and 2014 [ 25 2%
regularly evaluates the effectiveness 2015 25.9%
of each program administered by Good 2013 [ 41.3%
UGS through surveys, focus groups, 2014 41.7%
questionnaires, and data. The Plan 2015 41.8%
can be found at: ugs.utah.edu/new-u/ ~ Average 2012 I 17.4%
NUSE-assessment-plan.php. 2014 19.6%
....... 1 ) 2015 10.49%
. .. Fair 2013 8.0%

Academic Advising D014 =_8%

2015 6.6%
Based on Advising Surveys, the Grad- Poor 2013 |G 0%
uating Student Survey, and NSSE (Fig- 2014 [E5.4%
ures 4.36,4.37,4.38), as well as com- 2015 6.3%
ments and suggestions from advisors  geuce Graduating Sudent survey
and administrators across campus, N = 964 (2013), 836 (2014), 946 (2015)
and input from the University Aca-

FIGURE 4.37

demic Advising Committee (UAACQ), a
number of changes have been made
to the structure and delivery of academic advising
on campus. These changes primarily impact under-
graduate advising, but there is undoubtedly some
related impact on graduate advising.

The changes can be divided into three broad cate-
gories: accessibility of advisors to students; training
and professional development for advisors; and
career and advancement opportunities for advisors.
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Accessibility of Advisors to Students: The num-
ber of advisors on campus has increased with sev-
eral departments/colleges adding advising staff or
increasing the number of advising hours available.
The School of Business has added several advising
positions, University College has increased the
number of advisors, especially in the major explo-
ration area, and several departments have added
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a second full or part-time advisor to
expand their advising capabilities.

Quality of Interactions with Academic Advisors

University of Utah vs. Carnegie Class

First-Year Seniors

One of the biggest developments has 1 poor =:; =56//
been the creation and expansion of . — —
the bridge advising program, which = B T B
started in 2008 with two advisors in 5  ——d

. _8% _9%
the College of Fine Arts, a‘nd has grad- — —
ually expanded to the point where, 4 I D
by fall of 2015, there will be a total of 5 I % I 5%
twelve bridge advisors in six different _2;;’“/ —19%23/

6

colleges. Bridge issues advisors are I
trained jointly by their home depart- eoton, R o> I ¢

. . Xcellen
ment and by University College (UC) I 2 3%: I 25%
and spend some time each week Not Applicable .-23// I.12//
participating in UC activities so that Source. NSSE 2013 Survey 7 7
they are better prepared to help Lot Mo Semior Studonts 5.1 (1=1.367) Canmega Clate 5. (118,056, p< 01 Efec iz6 = 09

students with all kinds of questions

and issues. Implementation of the
Student Success and Empowerment
Initiative/Student Success Advocates
has also impacted advising, because that the Advo-
cates are familiar with the advising community and
can help facilitate connections between advisors
and students.

Finally, the implementation of Appointment Man-
ager appointment-scheduling software in many
departments has made it easier for students to find
and schedule time with their advisors.

Training and Professional Development for
Adyvisors: With University Academic Advising
Committee - UAAC providing guidance and with
participation from Undergraduate Studies, Student
Affairs, University College, and various colleges and
departments, a number of opportunities have been
provided for advisors to advance their professional
development. A campus-wide advising conference
has been ongoing for several years and each year
brings improvements in the sessions offered and
the number of participants. Many advisors have
participated in state, regional, and national advising
conferences and activities with support from their
departments. A number of nationally recognized
experts on advising-related topics have been
brought to campus to present information and
interact with advisors. A series of monthly in-ser-
vice programs has been offered to help advisors
keep up with the rapidly expanding and constantly

STANDARD 4

FIGURE 4.38

changing information needed to help students
navigate the world of higher education. Training for
new advisors has been updated and provided on a
regular basis.

Career Advancement Opportunities for Ad-
visors: UAAC has taken the lead in exploring and
developing career advancement opportunities

for advisors. UAAC subcommittees on the "Advisor
Position”, "Advisor Awards’, and “Marketing and PR
for Advising”are all working on ways to improve
the status and compensation of advisors, as well as
increase the opportunities for professional/career
growth. Consistent efforts have been made to nom-
inate advisors for local, state, regional, and national
awards and, as a result, several advisors have been
recognized at the national level. College deans and
department chairs become made more aware of
the contributions that advisors make to the recruit-
ment and retention of their students and this has
led to better recognition and compensation for
some advisors.

We use three performance indicators to judge the
effectiveness of these integrated success initiatives:
The number of advising contacts per student (per-
formance threshold : >2 advisors), results from the
NSSE advising quality data (performance threshold:
sum of ratings 6+7 greater than Carnegie Class
peer), and quality as assessed by the student advis-
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ing survey (performance threshold: >
65% satisfied). The most recent results
of these indicators are 2.46 advising
contacts/student, 47% U vs. 45% peer
(first year) and 51% vs. 46% (senior),

Thems

NSSE

national survey of
== student engagement

Your FY students
compared with
Carnegie Class

Your Seniors
compared with

Engagement Indicator Carnegie Class

and 72.4% satisfied, respectively. We

therefore conclude the performance Academic
. . . Challenge
measurements associated with this
student success and advising strategy
Learning with

are indicating mission fulfillment of
Big Goal objective 1.B.

Peers

Experiences
with Faculty

BIG GOAL 1 OBJECTIVE B:
STUDENT ENGAGEMENT

Campus
Environment

Higher-Order Learning A A
Reflective and Integrative Learning A -
Learning Strategies - A
Quantitative Reasoning - -
Collaborative Learning v V4
Discussions with Diverse Others - -
Student-Faculty Interaction v V4
Effective Teaching Practices A -

Quiality of Interactions - A
Supportive Environment v v

Source: 2013 Mational Survey of Student Engagement

FY (First-Year Students) & Seniors compared with Carnegie Class Institutions

Student engagement and its relation
to student success are well support-

ed in the literature (see for example,

Kuh, 1993, 2001, 2003; Pascarella and
Terenzini, 2005). The University of

A Your students’ average was significantly higher (p<.03) with an effect size at least 3 in magnitude
A Your students’ average was significantly higher (p=.03) with an effect size less than .3 in magnitude.
- Mo significant difference

WV Your students’ average was significantly lower (p<.05) with an effect size less than .3 in magnitude

¥ Your students’ average was significantly lower (p<.05) with an effect size atleast .3 in magniude.

Utah strives to utilize national best
practices to promote the success of
its students through curricular and
co-curricular learning opportunities. As a broad,
institutional performance indicators of Big Goal
objective 1.B (Student Engagement), the institu-
tion uses the NSSE Engagement Indicators (El) to
understand the dimensions of student engagement
based on student self-report. The threshold for

this indicator is Carnegie class peers. For the ten I,
the University of Utah was significantly higher and
lower than peers on some indicators but all of the
effect sizes were less than 0.3 in magnitude (Figure
4.39).

FIGURE 4.39

For first-year students, in comparison to Carnegie
Class peers, the University of Utah was significantly
higher on the following indicators: Higher-Order
Learning, Reflective and Integrative Learning and
Effective Teaching Practices. For seniors, in compar-
ison to Carnegie Class peers, the University of Utah
was significantly higher on Higher Order Learning,
Learning Strategies and Quality of Interactions. For
both first year and seniors, the University of Utah
was lower on Collaborative Learning, Student Facul-
ty Interactions, and Supportive Environments. These
results suggests that while there are some areas
that may benefit from further attention, overall the

132

University of Utah utilizes best practices related to
student engagement, and is fulfilling its mission
objectives for Big Goal objective 1.B.

Student Affairs

Student Affairs offers a wide range of co-curricu-
lar programs for students to integrate concepts
learned in the classroom through applied settings.
To provide a conceptual framework for co-curricular
learning, members of the Student Affairs Action
Coalition developed “Student Affairs Learning
Domains”that were developed from review of the
literature (e.g. Learning Reconsidered), bench-
marking with other institutions, data review and
development of an organizational map of learning
within the division. Each department and program
utilizes this framework to develop program specif-
ic learning outcomes that align with the Student
Affairs Learning Domains, which allows learning to
be conceptualized at program, department and
division levels. Program specific assessments as
well as broader learning outcomes assessments are
developed to promote data-driven practices.

The Division of Student Affairs participates in
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Students’ Mean Rating of Ability (scale 0-5)

Analyze
quantitative data

Involved but nota leader
Leader (!}
Motinvalved in co-cumiculars

Communicate
verbally

Involved but not a leader
Leader (!}

Motinvalved in co-curriculars (%
Create and/or edit Involved but notaleader
written reports Leader (1]

Motinvalved in co-curriculars (%)

Influence, achieve Involved but notaleader
buy in from, or .
sell to others Leader (1)

Motinvalved in co-cumiculars

Knowledge
related to your
future career

Involved but not a leader
Leader (!}

Motinvolved in co-curriculars (%)
Make decisions  |nvolved but notaleader
Leader (!}

Motinvalved in co-cumiculars

Obtain and Involved but nota leader
process o
information Leader (1)

Motinvalved in co-cumiculars
Plan, organize,
and prioritize
work

Invaolved but not a leader
Leader (5)
Motinvolved in co-curriculars (%)

Proficiency with  Involved but notaleader

computer
software Leader
programs Motinvalved in co-cumiculars

Solve problems  Involved but notaleader
Leader (!}

Motinvalved in co-cumculars
Work in teams Invalved but nota leader
Leader

Motinvalved in co-curricuars (%

Source: Mational Association of Golleges and Employers (MAGE) - Project CEO. Population: University of Utah Undengraduate Sudents.
AverageM across questions =85 (leaders), 231 (involved but notleader), 347 (notinvolved). | =p = .05; small effect size between |eaders and non-leaders,
*=p = 05, small effect size between thoseinvolved and thosenotinvalved, S=p <.05; medium effect size between leaders and non-leaders

FIGURE 4.40

number of benchmarking studies that examine
co-curricular student learning in order to evaluate
programs offered. During spring 2015, the Universi-
ty of Utah participated in Project CEO a benchmark-
ing study developed by the National Association

of Colleges and Employers (NACE) that examined
student learning outcomes related to employer
desired skills. This study provided institution spe-
cific data about learning outcomes across several
Student Affairs Learning Domains to a random
sample of students. Analysis of University of Utah
data indicated that students who were involved

in co-curricular activity rated themselves higher

on employer desired skills as listed in Figure 4.40.
Although there was a statistical difference between
students involved in co-curricular engagement
opportunities as compared to students who were
not, the size of the effect was small. Leadership
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involvement showed a greater effect specifically
on the ability to plan, organize and prioritize work.
More details about this study and how this data is
informs programs through Student Affairs can be
found here: www.assessment.utah.edu.

Hinckley Institute Internship Model

The Hinckley Institute of Politics at the University of
Utah guides one of the most well established and
largest internship programs in the nation. Each year,
the Hinckley Institute places nearly 400 students
locally, nationally, and globally in a wide range of
government, nonprofit, think tank, and business
organizations. For five decades, the Institute has
championed the learning outcomes of engaging
multidisciplinary students in civic processes and
practical politics. Because the Hinckley approach
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provides a sound model for incorporating learning
outcomes assessment in co-curricular work, we
highlight this approach in detail, below.

Over the past ten years, the Hinckley Institute’s
internship program has experienced significant
expansion and refinement. The Institute has actively
adjusted its internship model to tie academic the-
ory to practice, to offer substantive placements in
the most salient areas, and to provide students with
career-launching networks and experiences. The
Hinckley Institute has further honed its internship
model, curriculum, and assessments in response to
significant published research. Data from various
studies has revealed the importance of internships
in preparing university students to enter the work-
force. However, additional data has demonstrated
student difficulty in articulating experiential learn-
ing outcomes in relation to their academic path and
future career prospects. Accordingly, the Hinckley
Institute has revamped its internship curriculum

to include a multipronged approach including
substantive academic research papers, as well as

a series of assignments and trainings focused on
tying education to practice and professional devel-
opment.

INTERNSHIP PROGRAM TIMELINE

1. Application process (online application, re-
sume, cover letter, 2-4 letters of rec., writing
sample, and transcripts)

2. Interview with Hinckley Institute program
manager

3. Interview with potential internship host
offices (in-person and/or phone call)

4. Internship placement

Pre-departure orientation and training

6. 3-4 month internship during spring, sum-
mer, and/or fall semester

7. Student evaluation of internship

8. Supervisor evaluation of intern

9. Post-internship professional training

10. Post-internship debriefing with program
manager (global only)
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FIGURE 4.41: HINKLEY INSTITUTE INTERNSHIP MODEL

LEARNING OUTCOMES AND ASSESSMENTS OF HINCKLEY
INTERNSHIPS

The Hinckley Institute’s internship curriculum now
targets six learning outcomes through multi-facet-
ed assessments (Figure 4.41).

1. Integrate academic theory with practice:
a. Research paper proposal
b. Research paper using APA format

2. Demonstrate professional development:

a. Application and interview pre-internship
placement processes

b. Assignment 1 (establish internship job de-
scription and goals with supervisor)

c. Assignment 4 (rewrite resume, draft mock
interview questions)

d. Post-internship professional training (prac-
tice “elevator speech”in order to articulate
learning outcomes from internship, estab-
lish and use networks)

3. Exhibit civic and political engagement:

a. Assignment 2 (read life of public service,
reflect on broader government concepts
and future career goals that involve civic
engagement regardless of field of work)

4. Synthesize internship experience:

a. Assignment 5 (student evaluation of
internship)

b. Assignment 4 (rewrite resume, draft mock
interview questions)

¢. Post-internship professional training (prac-
tice "elevator speech”in order to articulate
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Participated in one HIP

FIGURE 4.42

learning outcomes from internship, estab-
lish and use networks)

5. Implement improved writing skills across
multiple genres:

a. Assignments 1-5
b. Research Paper

¢. Host office internship duties (press releas-
es, memos, social media content, etc.)

d. Supervisor Evaluation

6. Demonstrate increased global and intercultur-
al competency (global interns only):

a. Pre-departure orientation
b. Weekly emails with program manager

c. Post-internship debriefing with program
manager

Data about the Hinckley program can be found in

High Impact Practice

The University of Utah offers a variety of deeply
engaged learning opportunities or “High Impact
Practices” (HIPs) for undergraduate students that are
grounded in national best practices.

We use NSSE survey results as a performance indi-
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cator for Big Goal objective 1.B, with performance
threshold >50% participation (Figure 4.42). The
NSSE results indicate that First year students at the
University of Utah participate in HIPs (52% one or
more HIPs) at a rate similar to Carnegie Class peers
(56% one or more HIPs). Seniors at the University of
Utah report their participation at a lower rate (77%
one or more HIPs) than Carnegie Class peers (86%
one or more HIPs). This is most likely related to the
unique Utah demographic variables discussed ear-
lier. A range of strategies are being utilized by the
institution to increase the percentage of students
who engage in these programs and are described
throughout this report. The NSSE HIP results there-
fore indicate meeting the University’s performance
threshold, but there is additional room for closing
the gap with Carnegie Class peer institutions.

To provide institution-specific context to under-
stand engagement, the Graduating Student Survey
provides additional information. Undergraduate
students report the highest frequency of involve-
ment in student clubs or organizations, internships,
community service and living on campus. A rela-
tively high number of students (around 20%) do
not report participation in any of the institutionally
identified engagement experiences. Again, coupled
with the contextual variables in our students'lives, a
range as well as flexibility in engagement opportu-
nities are important strategies for the institution and
are discussed throughout the report. More details
about the Graduating Student Survey can be found
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Community Service
Not affiliated with the Bennion Center, Both, and
30.7%

27.9% 28.9%

5.5%

5.8% 7.2%

14.1%

2013 2014 2015
Source: Graduating Student Survey
Population: Undergraduate students
N = 991 (2013), 838 (2014), 951 (2015)

% of Total Departments Teaching a Service Learning Course

40.7%
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2012-2013
Source: OBIA

2013-2014 2014-2015
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Students Involved in Community Engagement
Students at U of U and Involved in CE

31,660 32,388 32,077

7,712

2009-10

Source: U of U Bennion Center

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14

FIGURE 4.44

section provides specific examples of High Impact
Engagement opportunities at the University of
Utah.

STRATEGY 1: COMMUNITY ENGAGED
LEARNING

Community Engaged Learning

Community Engaged Learning (Service Learning)
is another opportunity for students to utilize skills
and knowledge in an applied setting that benefits
the community. Data from the Graduating Student
Survey indicate that students at the University of
Utah are engaged in community service through

FIGURE 4.45

the Lowell Bennion Community Service Center as
well as through other opportunities (Figure 4.43).

The Lowell Bennion Community Service Center
offers a variety of programs that range from light
touches (e.g. attending a lecture, participating in a
service project) to more intensive experiences.

The Community Engaged Scholars (CES) program is
considered a deeply engaged learning experience

ment both within and outside of the classroom.
Students who participate in this program receive a
designation on their diploma (Figure 4.44). The per-
centage of departments who offer service learning
courses has grown to slightly over 40% (Figure 4.45).

Another source of data about students’ participa-
tion in Community Based Learning (Service Learn-
ing) is from the NSSE. These data provide a useful
gauge to compare our students with those at peer
institutions. We use the percentage of courses
involving service learning (as measured by the
NSSE) , and the percentage of graduating seniors
participating in service learning (as measured by
the Graduating Student Survey) as performance
indicators for Big Goal Objective 1.B. Performance
thresholds are comparison with Carnegie Class peer
institutions, and >25% participation rate, respec-
tively. Of first year students at the University of
Utah, 42% report some, most, or all of their courses
include a community-based project (Figure 4.46).
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Service-Learning

About how many of your courses at this institution have included a community-based project (service-learning)?
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FIGURE 4.46

This is lower than Carnegie Class and Rocky Moun-
tain Public peers. Seniors at the University of Utah
and Carnegie Class Peers are very similar. During the
past three years, graduating senior participation in
service learning ranged from 27.9% to 30.7%, ex-
ceeding the performance threshold for all years. In
summary, two of these three assessments indicate
performance above the threshold, whereas the
first year NSSE is marginally underperforming. We
therefore characterize these measures as indicating
mixed, but overall above threshold performance,
indicative of mission fulfillment of Big Goal 1.B.

STRATEGY 2: UNDERGRADUATE
RESEARCH

Undergraduate Research Opportunities
Program

The Office of Undergraduate Research has intro-
duced a number of new initiatives over the past
year to increase access to research experiences for
all University of Utah undergraduate students. They
have increased their capacity to prepare students
for participation in undergraduate research by
introducing the Undergraduate Research Educa-
tion Series (free and open seminars and workshops
covering, e.g., human subjects research, abstract
writing, data management, etc.), and have hired an
Undergraduate Research Advisor who conducts
outreach and advising for undergraduate students
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Number of Students Served by Program in FY 2010 to 2015

Response FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
NCUR 35 21 75 33 21 26
RPOH 30 31 31 31 33 29
Small Grants 74
Travel Grants 34
UCUR 17 46 51 48 45
UROP Fall 103 113 133 122 151 194
UROP Spring 122 125 135 167 243 238
UROP Summer 73 62 84 99 161 116
URS 227 225 246 300 376 329
URSD 93 116 175 198 160 185
Source: Office of Undergraduate Research

Note: Blanks mean the program was not yet in place

TABLE 4.7

throughout the University. They have increased
outreach efforts to faculty around campus, and
have developed a database of faculty interested

in mentoring undergraduate student researchers
as well as hourly pay for undergraduate student
researchers, a small grants program and a Travel
Grant program (Table 4.7). Together, these efforts
are designed to increase the visibility of the Office
throughout the University, attract talented faculty
mentors to our programs, and increase undergrad-
uate student preparation for and access to research
opportunities.

We use several independent performance measure-
ments to assess the UROP strategy for supporting
Big Goal 1.B. The first performance indicator is the
percentage of students submitting and publishing
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Research with a Faculty Member

Which of the following have vou done or do vou plan to do before you graduate?
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FIGURE 4.47

their research, with a performance threshold of >
60%. A second performance indicator is percentage
of student plans for attending graduate school, with
a performance threshold of > 60%. A final indicator
is the NSSE survey of UROP participation, with a
threshold of comparison to Carnegie Class peers.

The UROP Exit Survey provides important informa-
tion about the impact of the program. Of the UROP
students who completed the survey, 70% chose to
submit and publish their research in the Undergrad-
uate Research Abstract Journal (well above perfor-
mance threshold), 82% plan to do more research in
the next semester and 95% plan to attend graduate
school. This is more than double the percent of
students in the general population who report they
plan to attend graduate school on the Graduating
Student Survey, and well above the performance
threshold. Ninety-seven percent of UROP students
agreed that they achieved a greater understanding
of the scientific, scholarly, or creative process as a
result of their research experience. Additionally 70%
improved their presentation skills, and 72% im-
proved their writing skills.

In addition to institution specific data strategies,
UROP uses the NSSE to understand students the
University of Utah in comparison to our Carnegie
Class peers. A higher number of First Year students
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(9% in comparison to 6% of Carnegie Class peers)
are or have done research with a faculty member,
and 43% plan to do so (Figure 4.47). However,
seniors report a lower rate of completion (22%)

but more planning to do than their Carnegie Class
peers (19%). This difference may be related to the
longer completion patterns of University of Utah
students. We view the sum of these three assess-
ment measures as indicating satisfactory fulfillment
of Big Goal objective 1.B.

Two additional institutional strategies to support
the goal of student engagement are the Bennion
Center and the Office of Engagement. These strate-
gies are also part of Big Goal objective 3.B. Here we
include a brief description here of these programs
as they relate to Big Goal objective 1.B student
engagement.

The Lowell Bennion Community Service
Center

The Bennion Center at the University of Utah
fosters lifelong service and civic participation by
engaging the faculty, students, and staff with the
greater community in action, change, and learning.
Through innovative projects and initiatives, the
Bennion Center educates students for their civic
and social responsibilities. In 2011-12, the Bennion
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MUSE Program (AY 2014-2015) Student Involvement

Lunchtime lectures 240

MUSE Theme Year MUSE Microgrant events 100
Programs Keynote Event w/Justice Sonia Sotomayor 3200

Book Discussion Groups 120

MUSE Scholars 75

MUSE Internships 55

MUSE Nights Out 100

MUSE Lunches with a Professor 30
Total Student Involvement 3920

TABLE 4.8

Center designated 114 Community-Engaged Learn-
ing (CEL) courses in 63 departments and disciplines
across campus that engaged 3,043 students in ex-
periential service-learning and community engage-
ment.In 2012-13, the number rose to 171 courses
in 69 departments engaging 3,795 students; and

in 2013-14 the center sponsored 193 CEL courses

in 80 departments which engaged 4,286 students.
In 2013-14, the Bennion Center sponsored 42 CEL
Graduate Teaching Assistantships to help faculty
create and maintain mutually beneficial community
partnerships and engage students in meaningful
high-impact projects.

The MUSE Project

The University of Utah MUSE Project (“My U Signa-
ture Experience”) provides inspiring learning op-
portunities for undergraduate students. We do this
by building a culture of sustained and meaningful
relationships between students and people deeply
invested in their educational progress, including
professors, community leaders, and distinguished
national guests. All of our programs are designed
to offer Utah undergraduates a genuinely personal
education in the context of our major research Uni-
versity. MUSE is dedicated to helping students forge
educational relationships that enable their personal
growth and foster their unique potential for intel-
lectual and imaginative work.

The MUSE Theme Year: Each year we select a theme
for campus-wide exploration and discussion. Events
include the following:
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a. Lunchtime Lectures: Distinguished faculty
present their work and its relation to the
theme

b. Book Discussion Groups: Gatherings led by
students for conversation about the Theme
Year's centerpiece text

c. MUSE Microgrant Events: Co-sponsored events
on the Theme

d. Keynote Events: Gatherings with our national
guest

e. MUSE Scholars: A vibrant student cohort high-
ly engaged in MUSE programs

f. MUSE Interns: Students working with strong
mentors in campus internships

In AY 2014-2015, approximately 3920 students
participated in MUSE student engagement events.
The breakdown of student involvement according
to various activities is shown in Table 4.8.

Office of Engagement Pipeline and Pathways
Programs

In 2012, the University of Utah created the position
of assistant vice president of Outreach and Engage-
ment to elevate the University's commitment to
engagement in the education of its students, the
activity of its faculty, and the contribution of the
University to the community. The Office of Engage-
ment is diligently working to identify all the con-
nections in the K-12 pipeline from the community
to the University of Utah. By reaching out to de-
partments around campus, this office has identified
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where faculty, staff, and students have contributed
time and expertise to the community. By fully
understanding these efforts, University entities can
better serve the community, eliminate duplication
of services, and fill programmatic gaps.

The Undergraduate Studies Portfolio Team on
Engagement created a working definition of an
Engaged-Learning Opportunity on the University
of Utah campus and completed the first inventory
of students involved in deeply-engaged learning
experiences or high-impact programs: “A well-de-
fined and purposeful educational experience, of
significant duration or intensity, that offers sus-
tained mentoring, deep inquiry into a specific field
or practice, and a concentration of learning modes
that enables students to develop their capacities for
analysis, creativity, and constructive action."Here are
the categories of Engaged Learning identified and
tracked at the University of Utah:

1. Community-Engaged Learning
Innovation

Internships

Leadership

Learning Abroad

Learning Communities

Ny o W

Special Courses, including First-year and Cap-
stone Seminars

8. Undergraduate Research

We measure our success by increasing the num-
ber of available opportunities and the number of
students engaged in at least one deeply-engaged
learning experience. Involvement in high impact
programs is assessed through the Graduating
Student Survey and through NSSE data as well as
surveys and focus groups.

4.B: IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
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and capacity; and c¢) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

Integrated Assessment Strategy

Through the process of completing the self-study
we have realized that we need greater central-
ization and coordination in three key areas of
assessment and planning: campus wide assess-
ment, learning outcomes assessment, and campus
planning efforts. We have addressed these organi-
zational needs by making three critical changes in
our approach to assessment and planning.

e First, Dr. Ann Darling and Mark St. Andre in
the Office of Undergraduate Studies will lead
campus wide efforts in learning outcomes
assessment. This emphasis will move from the
Graduate School to Undergraduate Studies.
Both Darling and St. Andre are responsible
for the assessment of learning outcomes for
General Education. They have now assumed the
additional responsibility of managing the learn-
ing outcomes website (where we gather LO's,
assessment plans, and feedback responses) for
the campus. During the summer of 2015, they
developed a plan for campus wide LO assess-
ment including trainings, building on existing
LO’s for colleges with accreditations and those
without, and the development of process for
improvement based on feedback. Represent-
ing this shift in responsibility we changed Se-
nior Associate Dean of Undergraduate Studies
Ann Darling’s title to Assistant Vice President of
Undergraduate Studies.

* Second, Dr. Stacy Ackerlind is the Special Assis-
tant to the Vice President for Student Affairs and
Director of Student Affairs, Assessment, Evalu-
ation, and Research. During spring of 2015, she
assumed responsibility for the coordination
of campus wide assessment efforts including
the management of the assessment web page
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and coordinating the assessment
council. In the future, we will
explore how best to continue this
role of “coordination of cam-
pus-wide assessment”.

Reviews
* Third, as a strategy to achieve
better coordination of assess-
ment efforts, we created an as-
sessment council. The council in-
cludes, Stacy Ackerlind (currently
serving as Coordinator), Mark St.
Andre (learning outcomes coordi-
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nator), Mike Martineau (Interim
Director of OBIA), Donna White

(Associate Dean of the Graduate

School, responsible for seven-year
formal program reviews), and
Mark Winter (OBIA, Director of
Data Visualization, responsible

for dashboards). This council is
charged with coordinating de-
centralized assessment efforts
and ensuring that assessment is
linked to mission fulfillment and
the University’s Four Big Goals.

* Fourth, a new position was cre-
ated in the Office of the Senior
Vice President for the coordina-
tion of planning and continuous
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FIGURE 4.48: NEW INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT MODEL

Senior VP
Academic Affairs

Accreditation
Office in
Graduate School

Colleges, Schools,
Departments,
Student Affairs

Undergraduate
Studies

improvement efforts across
campus (as summarized in
standard 5). Cary Lopez began

in this position in July 2015 with

the charge to guarantee that FIGURE 4.49

planning and continuous im-

provement efforts underway cen-

trally and in the academic and administrative
units of the campus enhance and reflect the
University’s Four Big Goals and lead to mission
fulfillment.

BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER
NEW KNOWLEDGE

3.B: PLANNING AND MISSION
ALIGNMENT

STANDARD 4

3.B.1 Planning for each core theme is consistent with
the institution’s comprehensive plan and guides the
selection of programs and services to ensure they are
aligned with and contribute to accomplishment of the
core theme’s objectives.

3.B.2 Planning for core theme programs and services
quides the selection of contributing components of
those programs and services to ensure they are aligned
with and contribute to achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of the respective programs and
services.
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3.B.3 Core theme planning is informed by the collec-
tion of appropriately defined data that are analyzed
and used to evaluate accomplishment of core theme
objectives. Planning for programs and services is in-
formed by the collection of appropriately defined data
that are used to evaluate achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of those programs and services.

4.A.6 The institution regularly reviews its assessment
processes to ensure they appraise authentic achieve-
ments and yield meaningful results that lead to
improvement.

4.B: IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and c) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER
NEW KNOWLEDGE

OBJECTIVES, INDICATORS OF
ACHIEVEMENT, RATIONALE,
METRICS AND ACCEPTABLE
THRESHOLDS

BIG GOAL 2 OBJECTIVE A: DEVELOP
A DYNAMIC, SUSTAINABLE,
CREATIVE AND RESEARCH
ENVIRONMENT FOR DEVELOPMENT
AND TRANSFER OF NEW
KNOWLEDGE
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STRATEGY 1: ENHANCED SUPPORT
FOR GRADUATE, PROFESSIONAL,
AND POSTDOCTORAL EDUCATION

Overview of Graduate School Mission

utah.edu) is to provide leadership and resources to
maintain and enhance graduate and professional
education across campus. The Graduate School
has support for every stage of a graduate student’s
career. We provide programs to increase access of
diverse undergraduate students to graduate edu-

cation, including preparation of diverse undergrad-

and coordination of graduate recruiting activities
across the western US on behalf of the University's

increasing the success of attracting diverse students
to campus, including sponsoring the University Visit

The Graduate School enforces faculty-set stan-
dards for university-wide admission to graduate
school, including minimum GPA, TOEFL scores, and
equivalency of undergraduate degree. The Gradu-
ate School provides International TA training and

graduate students who are non-native speakers of
North American English to be cleared by the ITA
Program in order to be eligible for a tuition benefit
for teaching assistant work. Students who are not
cleared before the semester begins are not eligible
to receive a tuition benefit as a teaching assistant.

Screening for oral English proficiency is done mul-
tiple times throughout the year, and pre-semester
workshops prepare [TAs for their teaching assign-
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ments. Ongoing training and support are offered
throughout the academic year in the form of gradu-
ate-level spoken English classes, mid-semester stu-
dent evaluations, and seminars on topics of interest
to ITAs. ITA effectiveness is assessed yearly through
comparison of student performance on English
proficiency exams before and after completing ITA
training and support. Additional assessment of ITA
program effectiveness is measured through anal-
ysis of student course evaluations of international
student TAs at the end of each semester.

During their graduate degree career, graduate
students who are in good academic standing
supported in certain jobs (Teaching Assistant (TA),
research Assistant (RA), Graduate Fellow (GF) and
Graduate Assistant (GA)) are generally eligible to
receive tuition waivers through the Tuition Benefits
Program (TBP). In addition, graduate students on
some of these job categories (TA, RA, some GF) are
also eligible to receive subsidized medical insurance
(currently through United Health Care).

The Graduate School administers several Univer-
sity wide graduate fellowships, fellowships from
endowments, and graduate student travel awards.
The Graduate School also maintains the Thesis
Office and holds dissertation writing workshops
and sponsors graduate assistants at the University
Writing Center to support dissertation writing and
improvement.

ment at the U, and the number of degrees awarded,
steadily increased during the past four years (Figure
4.50). The number of degrees awarded, a key per-
formance indicator for Big Goal 2, recently reached
essential parity (99%) with Pac-12 institutions in
2013. Our threshold for this indicator is 90% of Pac-
12, and so the U continues to meet this baseline
performance for this indicator since 2012.

The U's first-year retention rate for all graduate and
professional degree students is 85% (2014), and
the six year graduation rate for doctoral degree
students is 33.2% (2014) (Figure 4.51). Both of these
rates are fairly steady and meet/exceed Graduate
School assessment thresholds of 85% and 30%,
respectively. These thresholds are typical of peer
public Pac-12 institutions (A Data Based Assessment
of Research Doctorate Programs in the United States, J.
Ostriker et. al, NRC Report 2011). We therefore judge
that this performance measure indicates mission
fulfillment of Big Goal 2.

The Graduate School sets the minimum stipend
each year that departments must pay their TA, RA,
GA and GF to receive full TBP. The Graduate School
also sets the level of the University-wide graduate
fellowships and the endowed fellowships. Figure
4.52 shows the historical trend of these stipends.
Stipends remained flat for the fellowship awards
from 2009 through 2013, whereas TBP increased by

FIGURE 4.50
Support for Graduate and
Professional Studies

Total Graduate and Professional Degrees Awarded

U of U Master's, Doctor’s Professional, and Doctor’'s Research vs. PAC 12

2010
Key indicators for the larger mission

fulfillment of the Graduate School
include the number of Graduate
and Professional degrees awarded
each year and six-year graduation
rates, first-year retention of Ph.D. and
master students, graduate student
stipends, external fellowships, and
Grants and contracts per FTE grad
student. These indicators are usually
compared to Pac-12 public univer-
sities for quantitative assessment of
mission performance.
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1,966

The graduate and professional enroll-

Source: IPEDS
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$500/year. The Graduate School took
the step of significantly increasing the
university fellowship levels in 2013 to
reinvigorate the prestige of the fel-
lowships above the standard RA/GA/
TA/GF support levels, and increase
competitiveness of the fellowships.

To remain competitive for the best
graduate students, the University
must provide stipend and benefit
packages that are equivalent to peer
institutions. Studies of stipend offers
to first year Ph.D. by departments in
the College of Humanities (Figure
4.53) (2014) indicates that the Univer-
sity of Utah is second to last in level
of stipends among Public Pac-12
institutions (as well as all Pac-12
institutions). The average stipends
are calculated as an average of each
department weighted according the
number of students in each depart-
ment at the U, to correct for differ-
ent sizes of the same departments

at different Pac-12 institutions. The
average U stipend support is 84% of
the overall average stipend at Pac-

12 institutions. Although there are
differences in cost of living between
the various institutions, it has been
our experience that many graduate
students (especially international stu-
dents) do not factor cost of living into
account when considering an offer
of admission from two comparable
institutions. Moreover, the U's stipend
level is low compared to Arizona and
Arizona State, which have similar cost
of living as the U. Figure 4.54 shows
the result of a survey conducted by

five departments in the College of Science in 2015.
Similar trends are found, although one department
(Chemistry) is competitive with peer institutions.

6 Year Graduation Rate by Beginning Cohort Year

Doctoral, First-Professional, and Master's

2004-2005 T 34%
2005-2006 [N 30%
2006-2007 [ 31%
2007-2008 [ 36%
2008-2009 [ 32%

2004-2005 |, o7
2005-2006 |, 5>
2006-2007 |, o
2007-2005 - | o7 %
2008-2009 |, 3%

2004-2005 | — 3%

2005-2006 | — 5%
2006-2007 | — 8%
2007-200¢ | — 9%
2008-2009 | 8%

Source: OBIA

FIGURE 4.51
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FIGURE 4.52

to advocate for increased state support for

addition $2.1M in ongoing funding for in-
creased support of graduate and professional
education as a result of these efforts.

The Graduate School has enacted a multi-step

approach towards decreasing the gap between U

graduate stipends and Pac-12 peers:

1. Working with SVP Watkins and state legislature

144

2. Increasing the minimum TBP support levels
and University fellowship support levels at a
faster rate to increase competitiveness with
other institutions.
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3. Aggressively working with ex-
ternal foundations and College
deans to seek external funds
to support increased stipends
for graduate education. At the
present time, we are in the third
year of a $300k/year matching
award from the ARUP Corpo-
ration. Colleges are required to
find another external donor and
also match these funds, resulting
in an increase of approximately
$900k/year for graduate and
professional support.

Maximizing External Fellowship
Success

External fellowships for individu-

al students can increase the pool

of funds available for all graduate
students, as well as lift the general
prestige and competitiveness of the
particular graduate program. The
University of Utah has historically
been awarded about 4 NSF-Graduate
Research Fellowship Awards per year
during 2007-2013.The number of
NSF-GRFP awards at the University of
Utah was substantially smaller than
the numbers awarded to peer Pac-12
state institutions (ASU, U. Arizona
and U. Colorado), which typically
receive 15-20 awards/year. In 2012,
the University of Utah ranked second
to last in the Pac-12 for number of
awarded NSF-GRFP. In 2013 The Dean
of the Graduate School initiated a
campus-wide campaign to increase
number and quality of University of
Utah NSF-GRFP applications. This

initiative had two goals: doubling the number of
NSF-GRFP applications, and increasing the number

of awards by 50%.

The 2013, initiative doubled the number of applica-
tions submitted in 2013, but the number of NSF-
GRFP awards and honorable mentions remained
approximately the same as the previous year. This

2014-15 Graduate Teaching Assistant Stipend Survey

Weighted Average for 9 Month Stipend
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University of Utah Graduate Stipend Gap (%)
Chemistry, Math, Physics, Astronomy, and Biology

Source: University of Utah Graduate School

FIGURE 4.54

led to a longer term plan for the development
and development and implementation of a more
sustainable, campus-wide set of NSF-GRFP work-
shops and resources for graduate students starting
summer 2014. Notable programs included individ-
ual and coordinated initiatives in the Colleges of
SBS, COS, Mines and Cok, as well as availability of
help through the University's Writing Center. The
total number of NSF-GRFP awarded to University
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of Utah (undergrad and grad) stu- NSF-GRFP Awards (Current UU Graduate Students)
dents increased from 9 in 2014 to 20 2014 - 2015
in 2015, well exceeding the self-im- UC Berkeley _100110
posed 50%-increase target goal. The ) I
. . . L U of Washington
University of Utah received a similar *SO
large increase in the number of U of Colorado __23
s.tudents receiving honorable men- Arizona State _1178
tions. The University of Utah currently __24
ranks 8/12 in the Pac-12 for number U of Arizona T
of NSF-GRFP awards (Figure 4.55).Our o u _E
| . : th [ RE
ong-term goal is to be in the 50 B
. . . . U of Southern Cal
percentile or higher of Pac-12 institu- 12
tions regarding number of NSF-GRFP oregon state -512
awards. s
U of Oregon e
In 2014, the Graduate School also Washington State '.23
Imp|emel’1ted programming aﬂd Source: htfps://www fastlane.nsf.gov/grip/Awardeelist. do?method=loadAwardeeList, accessed 08/21/2015
workshops to increase the number
and success of students applying FIGURE 4.55

to additional external fellowship

opportunities, such as Fulbright and Graduate Student External Fellowship Awards
Vietnam Education Fund (VEF). The Fulbright Award, NSF-GRFP Active, NSF-GRFP Reserve, Other, and VEF
combination of these efforts resulted

in the doubling of number of external

fellowships awarded to U graduate e
students in 2015 (Figure 4.56).

34

Postdoctoral Success Support

The Office of Postdoctoral Affairs i 2
(OPA), located in the Graduate

School, actively works to develop 0

programming and policy to support o

quality post-doctoral research experi- 5

ences and mentoring across campus. 3 5 5 ) 4
OPA partners with trainers from Hu- 5 5 2 5
man Resource Administration to offer 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
numerous WOI’kShOpS and Ualﬂlﬂg Source: University of Utah Graduate School

opportunities for postdocs, includ-
ing a series of workshops focused

on Leadership and Communication
Skills which is offered each summer. The Utah Post-

doctoral Association (UPDA), in which all postdocs  posidoctoral Affairs manages the Graduate Student
are invited to participate and which is sponsored and Postdoctoral Scholar Distinguished Mentor

by Postdoctoral Affairs, provides feedback and Award, a university-wide award that honors and
suggestions for trainings and helps identify issues  ancourages the considerable efforts of faculty who
of concern to postdocs. UPDA and Postdoctoral consistently serve as effective mentors of graduate
Affairs partner to sponsor annual events around students and postdoctoral scholars. The recipients

Postdoc Appreciation Day, including workshops, of this award are helping to increase the quality of
poster sessions and plenary sessions, as well as

FIGURE 4.56

other trainings and social events.
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mentorship on campus by partici-
pating in panel discussions around
mentorship best practices through-

out the year. 12

1.0

All RUVH Institutions in AA Database

Academic Analytics Standard Index Score
University of Utah Compared to Select Peer Groups

Combined USHE and PAC 12 Public Peers

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

Standard Index

-0.1

-0.2

-0.3

-0.4

Source: Academic Analytics Standard Index Score, 2013 Database

The Graduate School has made major o
improvements in increasing the Zi
support of graduate and professional 0'2
students across campus. These invest- ig’ 0'0
ments will eventually resultin in- Y
creased retention rates, increase num- ¥,
bers of degrees awarded, and faster 7 os
six year completion rates. Because o8
these strategies are meeting most of 10
the threshold benchmarks each year, a2
and are closing on the remainder of 14
the benchmarks. We therefore assess

the performance of this strategy as

strongly enhancing the objectives of FIGURE 4.57

Big Goal 2.A.

STRATEGY 2: ENHANCE NATIONAL
RANKING OF CREATIVE AND
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

Academic quality of research is assessed through
many methods, including number and amount of
research awards, national awards and recognition of
faculty members, and ability to attract high quality
graduate students who receive fellowships and
awards. Additional measures, such as number of re-
search and creative works, number of citations, and
number of books published are strongly correlated
with prominence of research and creative activities.

A broad measure of University, College, department,
and individual faculty member quality is provided
through Academic Analytics (AA). Because AAis a
comprehensive, nationwide database of research
accomplishment, grants, publications, and awards,
it is a useful tool for exploring relative ranking of
each program with peer groups such as Pac-12
institutions, Utah Higher education institutions,

or all universities with very high research activities
according to the Carnegie classification (RUVH).
Figure 4.57 illustrates the latest composite AA
rankings (2013) relative to RUVH institutions and the
combined USHE/Pac-12 institutions. The University
benchmark performance is related to a comparison
of the U with these two groups. The graphs indi-

STANDARD 4

cate that the U currently meets the performance
threshold compared to all RUVH institutions, but
is borderline underperforming compared to the
USHE/Pac-12 peer group.

The annual number of faculty award of national
significance (such as elected membership/fellow-
ship in a national academic or professional society,
member of the National Academy, major research
prize, etc.) can be studied as a second measure of
quality of research activities. Figure 4.58 illustrates
the historical trends of faculty awards of nation-

al significance from the AA 2009-2013 database.
The baseline threshold performance of the U in
this measure is an increasing yearly trend, thereby
demonstrating increasing faculty reputation and
quality. The U has shown a modest increasing trend
from 2009 -2012, but has demonstrated a major
acceleration in the number of major faculty awards
since 2012. We therefore believe that this indicator
provides strong evidence of the increasing quality
of faculty at the U, especially as recognized by a
substantial increase in 2013. Figure 4.59 shows the
breakdown of these awards according to area. The
distribution of disciplines indicates the exceptional
strength of U faculty in Biological/Biomedical Sci-
ences, and in physical/mathematical sciences.
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STRATEGY 3: IMPROVE FACULTY
ACCESS TO LONG TERM SUPPORT
FOR CREATIVE AND RESEARCH
ACTIVITIES

Research is a major component in the life of the U
benefiting students as well as the region. The Uni-
versity of Utah is ranked 47th in the U.S. and 87th in
the world in the 2014 Academic Ranking of World
Universities. The Office of the VP for Research (re-

and resources aimed at fostering the growth and
success of faculty-based research at the University
of Utah.

The University maintains a broad
infrastructure of research and creative
facilities on campus (such as research
labs, core research facilities (cores.

utah.edu), libraries, performing arts

facilities,“lecture halls, integrated
conference center and hotel facilities

well as resources in the local commu-
nity, across state, nation, and world.
The University's Research Instrumen-

Biological and Biomedical Sciences

Physical and Mathematical Sciences

5 Year Faculty Awards

346

246
222 231

196

2009 2010 2011

Source: Academic Analytics 2009-2013 Database Releases

2012 2013

FIGURE 4.58

2013 Faculty Awards by Area
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FIGURE 4.59

funding for new facilities on campus

that create new opportunities for research activities
and external funding. The University provides grant

writing, research and ethics training through the Of-
fice of the VP for Research’s Research Administrative

the recruitment and retention of the highest quality
faculty members, staff and students in order to
support and grow the prominence of research

and creative activities. The University has internal
opportunities and initiatives, such as the Funding
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The University seeks to develop both innovative
approaches to long-standing academic problems as
well as support new, interdisciplinary approaches to
solve multi-faceted problems involving elements of
science and engineering, social science, humanities,
natural resources, fine arts, business, health and
medicine and law. The Transformative Excellence
Program (TEP) fosters strategic growth in emerg-

nity-Based Research (CBR) grant program supports
areas of collaborative research between University
of Utah researchers and local, regional, or statewide

php). The Collaborative Research Support Program
(CRSP) provides grant writing assistance for coor-
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dination and submission of large, interdisciplinary

grants/collaborative-support.php).

The success of these strategies are demonstrated in
Figures 4.60,4.61, and 4.62. Figure 4.62 shows the
historical trends of faculty submission of research
proposals, and the corresponding amount award-
ed per year. Figure 4.60 shows a breakdown of
these awarded funds according to type of research
proposal. These two graphs show a general de-
crease in funding support in 2012-2013, followed
by an upward trend since 2013.This trend follows

a national trend of increasing competition for
federal research dollars combined with flat federal
funding for research. Since 2013 the U has become
increasingly successful in receiving federal grants;
some of this increase is due to increased support for
grant writing and grant preparation supplied by the
Office of the VP for Research.

Faced with this very competitive environment for
external funding, U has taken an active strategy

in encouraging faculty to explore a broader, more
diverse range of funding sources than just the tradi-
tional federal funding agencies (i.e. NSF, NIH, NASA,
DOE). Figure 4.61 illustrates the number of unique
sponsor agencies targeted by University faculty
members for research proposals during the past
five years. Table 4.9 breaks down the historical trend
in award amounts for different categories of fund-
ing agencies. A general trend of increasing diversity
of research sponsorship is observed, including a
significant increase in funding from associations
and foundations, and an approximate doubling of
the research funds deriving from private industry

in the past five years. These indicators demonstrate
satisfactory performance in increasing the access to
long term research and creative support, especially
through the increased diversification of the research
portfolio.

The total amount of research funding is a strong in-
dicator of the strength of the University’s academic
and research reputation, but in order to compare to
peer institutions, the funding should be normalized
to the size of the institution. The most common way
to correct for institutional size is to use total grant
expenditures/year per faculty FTE as a relative per-
formance indicator between institutions of different

STANDARD 4

Total Awarded Budget by Project Type (Dollars in Millions)

Training Instruction Education, Research, Other-Public Service, and Clinical

2011 2012 2013

Source: Office of Budget and Planning

2014 2015

FIGURE 4.60

Total Number of Unique Sponsor Agencies

2,678
2,563

2011 2012 2013
Source: Office of Budget and Planning

2014 2015

FIGURE 4.61

faculty size. We use this measure as a key perfor-
mance indicator for Big Goal 2, with a threshold set
relative to Research University Very High activity
peers (as defined by the Carnegie classification).
Figure 4.63 shows the historical comparison be-
tween the U and RUVH peers, as well as public PAC
12 institutions. The U is evidently underperforming
in this performance measure compared to both of
these peer groups; in 2014 research expenditures
per U faculty member stayed flat at a rate of 196kS$/
FTE vs. 254kS/FTE for RUVH peers and 351kS/FTE for
Pac-12 public institutions.

Part of the underperformance for both of these

indicators are likely due to additional factors at the
University of Utah (e.g. relatively low overhead,
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faculty salary, and graduate student
support levels) which can artificially

Total $'s of Research Proposals & Awards by Type of Grant

Training Instruction Education , Other-Public Service, Clinical, Research

inflate research expenditures for sim- Proposed Awarded
ilar sized research efforts at different $1,641M
. . . $1,600..
institutions. An alternate measure of 51,497V
. . $1,399M
research productivity is the number $1.400.. 51 300 51310
of research awards per faculty FTE o1 200
(Figure 4.64), a second key perfor-
mance indicator for Big Goal 2. Using ~ $t.000.
a pgrformance thrgshold of peer se00M
institution comparison (Pac-12 pub-
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. . . . . $451M

these institutions for all periods inthe  s00m $41IM - $393M o oo $389M
survey. The implication is that U fac-

. $200M
ulty members are more proficient at
receiving large numbers of research oM

K 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
awa rdS, but the Slze Of these awa rdS Source University of Utah Office of Sponsored Projects Trustee Reports
. osp.utah.edu/resources/reports/trustee.php

are typically smaller than those at
peer institutions. This is consistent
with the above hypothesis regard- Sl
ing differences in additional factors
between institutions beyond faculty Total Awarded Budget by Sponsor Agency Type
size. In closing, we note that the U (boltars in illions)

]; ”9 5 o ‘ 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
pertorms well above t e_ PEMOrMance  “sssociation and Foundation $19.72  $17.72  $23.33 $23.84  $24.05
Fhr?Sh(?'d for everyyearin the SUIVEY: Federal Government $287.66 $271.20 $227.86 $245.00 $243.34
indicating ongoing baseline mission Hospitals $4.69  $4.08  $378  $409  54.07
fulfillment of Big Goal 2. Industry $46.71  $46.37  §$55.33  $50.97  $80.82

Institutions $1345 $1476 $1345 $19.56  $13.28
We also note the monotonically Internal $0.04  $0.04  $0.02
decreasing value of the awards/FTE Local Government $2.71 $0.97  $1.41  $1.20  $1.34
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tutions. This is apparently a national Universities $26.57 $26.28 $2071 $28.66  $23.99

issue associated with increased

Source: Office of Budget and Planning

competition for research awards,
and a decreasing number of awards
being funded. This trend, combined
with the relatively flat trend in re-
search expenditures per faculty FTE at the U, implies
ongoing increases in average award size.

TABLE 4.9

BIG GOAL 2 OBJECTIVE B: BALANCE
SUPPORT FOR UNIVERSITY’S
TRADITIONAL CREATIVE AND
RESEARCH STRENGTHS WITH
PLANNED GROWTH IN EMERGING
DISCIPLINES

STRATEGY 1: RECRUITMENT AND
RETENTION OF TOP SCHOLARS

150

The quality of research pursued at the U, as well as
the quality of undergraduate, graduate, and pro-
fessional education, is tightly linked to the quality
of the faculty we are able to attract as faculty
members. The continual reinvigoration of a Univer-
sity environment is driven by a successful faculty
recruitment policy focused on improving faculty
diversity and faculty quality. Figure 4.65 illustrates
the number of new Tenure-line faculty joining the
U each year since 2010. The recruitment of young,
talented, diverse, enthusiastic faculty members is
a strong part of this revitalization, as these new
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faculty members bring experiences
and perspectives which challenge es-
tablished academic paradigms at an
institution. The new faculty members
also encourage students and faculty
to experiment with new paradigms

Total Annual Grant Expenditures

University of Utah, Public PAC 12, and Other RUVH Institutions --Goal

351,752

348,989

328,476

299,103

and approaches that may lead to 254,801 253,501 208,681 267,957

breakthrough discoveries. e S — 250,361 254,538
_____ 211 W 236,498

The establishment of named ap- . — 795,520 206,634 196,680

pointments (named chairs and ’

professorships) provides a mecha-

nism to attract the highest quality

mid-career faculty members to the

U from around the world. These

appointments generally carry both 2000 010 011 2012 2013

academic prestige as well as mon-
etary support, and are particularly

Source: IPEDS

Goal is top 25% of all RUVH Institutions

effective at anchoring a new research
direction at the U with a well-sea-
soned, high profile faculty member.
A named appointment can also be used to drive
major institutional change through appointment
of a high profile faculty member in a leadership
position as director of an institute, or departmental
chair. The receipt of a named appointment by a
current faculty member at the U can serve as an
honor that facilitates new growth and direction

for the individual, and allows retention of our best
faculty members for the duration of their academic
careers. Because the U sees the continual increase
in number of named appointments as a key toward
the fulfillment of Big Goal 2, it is a key quantitative
performance indicator for this Goal.

FIGURE 4.63

The University of Utah has been working with
industry and donors to endow presidential chairs
across campus. For example, the H.A. and Edna
Benning Presidential Endowed Chair support twelve
faculty members in each year. An appointment
Benning Presidential Chair is made in recognition of
the dedication and achievement of the university’s
top medical researchers and for their contribution
to his or her respective field. Figure 4.66 shows

the successful growth in the number of named
appointments at the U during the past five years,
demonstrating the U's commitment to recruit and
retain the best and the brightest individuals from
around the nation. The number of appointments
continues to grow at a remarkable annual rate of
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Number of Awards per Faculty FTE
University of Utah vs. Public PAC 12
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FIGURE 4.64

10 per year (five year average). This is in substantial
excess of the baseline mission threshold of an in-
creasing trend, indicating strong performance and
strong mission fulfillment of Big Goal 2.

STRATEGY 2: TRANSFORMATIVE
EXCELLENCE PROGRAM

The Transformative Excellence Program is a tactic to
allow the University to build faculty strength in stra-
tegic interdisciplinary areas through cluster hiring.
The goal is to identify areas within the University in
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which a small number of strategic additions to our
faculty in different academic units will enhance the
preeminence of the university. Areas of emphasis
that have societal relevance within Utah and across
the nation will be prioritized. TEP Proposals are
solicited once per year, and are reviewed by a com-
mittee of senior campus leaders. The committee’s
review evaluates the current level of strength in the
target area, cross-department/cross-college sup-
port for the cluster effort, the strategic importance
of the focus area for Utah and beyond, and the likely
impact of the cluster hire on enhancing the existing
strength and prominence of the area. TEP is focused
on supporting new/emerging areas of research
excellence, rather than on areas that are already
well supported through interdisciplinary centers
and institutes. As an interdisciplinary program, the
performance indicator reflects the average number
of departments and colleges involved in funded
proposals. The average number of faculty members
in the funded proposals is also tabulated.

Table 4.10 lists the funded TEP proposals for FY

15 and FY 16. As a baseline threshold, we would
expect more than two colleges/departments to
be involved in each approved proposal, and so this
provides the threshold. For the program to be suc-
cessful as a cluster hire in a new area, a minimum
of three new faculty members should be hired. For
the approved FY 15 and FY16 TEP proposals, and
average of 3.6 departments or colleges are involved,
and an average of 3.7 faculty members are part of
the proposed cluster. Consequently, the perfor-
mance indicators demonstrate the TEP program is
operating successfully, and exceeding its baseline
performance in support of Big Goal objective 2.A.

BIG GOAL 2 OBJECTIVE C: PROMOTE
DIVERSITY OF FACULTY AND
STUDENTS IN CREATIVE AND
RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.

STRATEGY 1: GRADUATE SCHOOL
DIVERSITY INITIATIVES

Diversity initiatives play a key part of the realization
of Goal 2. Special incentives and programs are in
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FIGURE 4.66

diversity in faculty ranks can only be accomplished
through diversity in the undergraduate student,
graduate student and postdoctoral pipelines, the
University’s Graduate School Office Diversity Office
(gradschool.utah.edu/diversity/) provides a com-
prehensive diversity program aimed at improving
access of students from diverse backgrounds to
graduate and professional education.

Graduate Student diversity

The University of Utah Graduate School is dedicated
to collaborating with university entities to create a
campus climate that accommodates all members of
the graduate community. The Graduate School Di-
versity Office partners with the Office for Equity and
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Transformative Excellence
Cluster Focus

Faculty Recruited OR In
Progress

Departments &/or Colleges
Involved

. . . Engineering, Mines & Earth
FY15 (S)i:;]ﬁ:y’ Water, Climate and Air 5 Sciences, Science, Social &
y Behavioral Science
- Social & Behavioral Sciences,
e Families & Health 4 Health, Medicine, Humanities
FY15 Digital Humanities 2 Hu.mamtles., Social & Behavioral
Sciences. Library
FY15 Statistical Science and Big Data 3 g\g th, ;ompy ter Science,
ioengineering
FY16 BioPhysics 4 Cher.m.stry, Biology, Biochemistry,
Medicine
Population Sciences, Medicine,
FY16 Health Policy & Economics 4 Business, Social & Behavioral
Sciences
Education, Social & Behavioral
FY16 Biodiversity 4 Sciences, Biology, Mines & Earth
Sciences
FY16 STEM Education TEP Cluster in Planning Science, Education
Phase
FY16 Disability Studies "I;EaPsgluster in Planning Health, Social Work, Humanities
FY16 Design Ecology TEP Cluster in Planning Ar;hltecture & Iflanmng, Health,
Phase Science, Humanities
. . Medicine, Neuroscience,
FY16 Neural Technologies ;E:Sgluster in Planning Psychology (SBS), Bioengineering,
Computer Science

TABLE 4.10: FUNDED TRANSFORMATIVE EXCELLENCE PROGRAMS

Diversity to reach these goals. The Office for Equity
and Diversity is committed to fostering the success
of diverse students, staff, and faculty as part of their
broader goal to enrich the educational experiences
and success of all members of our University com-
munity. The Office for Equity and Diversity recog-
nizes that a diverse and inclusive university enriches
the educational experiences of all students, and en-
hances our excellence as a world-class institution for
21st Century learners. At the University of Utah, we
want all graduate students to feel respected and free
to participate and achieve their highest potential.

Inclusiveness of historically underrepresented
students in higher education, particularly racial
and ethnic communities, creates a better aca-
demic environment for all students and is a goal
we are committed to achieving. Higher education
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students of color constitute 14% of Utah four-year
universities (Utah System of Higher Education,
Table 6, Fall Semester Total Headcount Enrollment
by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2013), and 19%

of the University of Utah student population are
underrepresented minority students, 3% of which
are graduate underrepresented minority students
(University of Utah Institutional Analysis, Table A2
Headcount Enrollment by Academic Level, Gender,
and Ethnicity, 2014 Autumn Semester Census).
According to the 2014 University of Utah Office of

Institutional Analysis data, graduate student of color
have never made up more that 8% of the STEM
student population (University of Utah Institutional
Analysis, Table Al 2 Graduate Students by College,
Gender, and Ethnicity, 2014 Autumn Census), while
undergraduate underrepresented minority students
make up 20% of the STEM population (University of

153



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

Utah Institutional Analysis, Table Al | Undergraduate
Students by College, Gender, and Ethnicity, 2014
Autumn Census).

Researchers note that underrepresented minority
freshmen indicate a high interested in STEM fields
(Hurtado, Cerna, Chang, J.,, Saenz, Lopez, Mosqueda,
Oseguera, Chang, M., & Korn, 2006), furthermore,
many of those same students of color are also
interested in pursuing a scientific post-secondary
graduate degree, however few will attain access to
a STEM-related graduate degree program (Hurtado,
Chang, Saenz, Espinosa, Cabrera, & Cerna, 2007). The

tute/) is a current diversity initiative program at the
University of Utah aimed at increasing the diversity
of students in STEM fields. Funded partially by a
sub-award from the National Science Foundation
through ASU/WAESO, the GPI program provides a
four week summer research experience with a Ph.D.
advisor in STEM fields at the University of Utah.

The GPI program provides guidance in preparing a
statement of purpose for graduate school applica-
tions, preparation for taking the GRE, and seminars
on career possibilities enabled by attaining a gradu-
ate degree. Students in the GPI program are recruit-
ed from throughout Southwest US, and experience
their first research experiences by participating in
laboratory research in science, math, and engineer-
ing. Sixty students have participated in GPI since its
inception in summer 2011.

Student satisfaction of the yearly GPI program is
assessed using exit surveys; Post-GPI surveys (ad-
ministered one+ years after GPI) are used to track
the long term effects of the program. Exit interviews
with GPI students reveal the following statistics:

* 91% felt that the GPI program increased their
understanding of graduate school and the
necessary steps to apply.

* 100% felt that at the lab research experience
and GRE preparation course were the most
beneficial.

* 55% felt that the personal statement and fel-
lowship search workshops were beneficial.

* 100% of the students plan to be in a STEM grad-
uate program.
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* 55% plan to be at STEM graduate student at the
University of Utah.

Post-GPI surveys of previous GPI students reveals
that after receiving their baccalaureate degrees,
nearly 50% of these diverse students are now
successfully pursing graduate degrees. The ma-
jority of the remaining diverse post-baccalaureate
students indicate that they plan to seek a graduate
degree, but presently need to take a job to pay off
undergraduate educational debt. Consequently,

a variety of graduate Diversity programs are re-
quired to foster both initial recruitment and access
to graduate education as well as provide financial
and community support to ensure completion of
degree programs.

The Graduate School also actively works recruits
events and incentives aimed at attracting diverse
graduate students to attend the University of Utah.
The Graduate School provides free degree program
name searches many databases of self-identified
minority students (such as GRE, McNair, California
Forum for Diversity, and National Name Exchange),
to assist in active recruitment of minority students
who are interested in pursuing graduate educa-
tion. The Graduate School coordinates one-on-one
recruiting trips to various minority student confer-
ences on behalf of academic programs across cam-

provides an travel funds for prospective graduate
students from diverse backgrounds to meet with
department advisors, professors, current students,
and the Assistant Dean for Diversity. This program
allows the prospective students to meet with
faculty members and explore opportunities in their
graduate program of interest, network with current
graduate students to gain an insider’s perspective,
and meet with the Assistant Dean for Diversity who
can share information about recruitment and reten-
tion initiatives.

The Graduate School provides additional support
and assistance for supporting current graduate stu-
dents from diverse backgrounds, such as through

Mini-Grants”aimed at building a diverse campus
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HIGHLIGHT

Post-GPI surveys of previous GPI students reveals that after
receiving their baccalaureate degrees, nearly 50% of these di-
verse students are now successfully pursing graduate degrees.

Analysis of historical trends of diversity of student
applications to U graduate school (Figure 4.67)
indicate steadily increasing numbers of applicants,
with general decreases in the number of white
applicants being supplemented with increasing
numbers of international student applications and
applications from domestic students of color. Grad-
uate enrollment of self-identified students of color
has continued to grow during the past five years,
reaching 14.3% of the domestic graduate school
population in AY 2014 (Figure 4.68). A breakdown
of graduate student diversity according to race/
ethnicity reveals that the population of Lantina/o
graduate students has tripled since 2010, and the
population of Asian American graduate students
has doubled. In the past five years, the University
has also seen strong gains in the number of African
American and multi-racial graduate students (Figure
4.69).

Performance indicators for the Graduate School
diversity strategies include number of domestic
diverse applicants, percentage of diverse graduate
and professional students, and number of University
Diversity scholarships offer by the Graduate School
(as an indicator of the Graduate School’s success

at raising external funds for increasing success of
diversity graduate students). Performance thresh-
olds are set for an increasing trend, comparison

and trend vs. peer group (4 year lagging percent-
age of minority undergraduate students at the U),
and > 5 diversity fellowships per year. Assessment
of performance indicators finds the number of
diverse applicants has continued to increase, (from
875 applicants in 2010 to 1025 applicants in 2013);
percentage of diverse graduate and professional
students has continued to grow at a rate of 0.75%/
year, and currently (2014) stands at 14.3% compared
to a four-year lagging cohort (comparing to the di-
versity of the student’s undergraduate class year) of
15.6%; and > 5 diversity fellowships per year since
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program inception. These measurements indicate
good progress in two of three performances toward
increasing graduate and professional student di-
versity to an appropriate benchmark; with marginal
underperformance in the percentage indicator. We
characterize the overall performance as indicat-

ing threshold performance in support of Big Goal
objective 2.C.

STRATEGY 2: SVPAA DIVERSITY
HIRING INCENTIVES

Increasing the Diversity of the U’s Faculty

For reasons of intellectual vibrancy and pedagogic
integrity, the University of Utah has launched a
strategic initiative to increase the diversity of our
faculty over the next three-to-five-year period. We
share a belief that the university will better serve
local, national and international communities when
our scholars and educators come from diverse
backgrounds, that the success of our students

can be enhanced by models and leaders of varied
backgrounds, and that raising our institutional
profile is linked to a climate of inclusivity, facilitated
by a diverse campus community. Moreover, and
quite importantly, our faculty is not as diverse as our
student body, nor is it as diverse as the population
of Utah.

Figure 4.70 illustrates the challenge addressed by
this initiative. This graph shows the historical trend
in faculty headcount broken down according to
Race and Ethnicity. We note the apparent larger
increase in White faculty between 2012 and 2013
was due to a reclassification of the “Not Disclosed/
Unknown/Other” category in the IPEDS data, on
which this graph is based. Diverse faculty have in-
creased over the past five years, constituting 10.5%
of total in 2010 to 14.6% in 2014. In order to address
this imbalance, resources have been reserved to
allow academic units to accelerate the recruitment
of faculty from diverse backgrounds.

For the purpose of this recruitment effort, increas-
ing faculty from diverse racial-ethnic backgrounds
(US. historically underrepresented groups: African
American/Black, Hispanic/Latina/o, American Indian
or Alaska Native, Asian American, Native Hawaiian
or other Pacific Islander) will be prioritized (note
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that Health Sciences may have spe-
cific priorities for increasing diversity
of faculty, based on representation
in their units). Female faculty in fields
where they are significantly under-
represented, along with faculty of
other underrepresented identities,
may be considered on a case-by-case
basis, if resources permit. The prima-
ry focus will be tenure-track faculty;
career-line faculty who will engage
large numbers of students may

also be included in this recruitment
effort, again on a case-by-case basis.
Financial support from the Office of
the SVPAA and SVPHS is available for
diverse faculty hired through search

. Source: OBIA
processes, and through special target

Diversity of Graduate School Applicants

White, Unknown, Foreign, and Domestic Students of Color

Male

Female

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15|2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15

of opportunity mechanisms. A match-
ing program is also available to allow
units to recruit post-doctoral fellows
from diverse backgrounds, with half
of the funding from the SVPAA or
SVPHS, and half from the home aca-
demic college and/or department, for
a period of up to two years. Requests
may be made to transition success-
ful post-doctoral fellows to faculty
appointments.

FIGURE 4.67

It is anticipated that these strategies
will be implemented for a three-year
period, with both an annual evalu-
ation and a three-year assessment,
after which time a more complete
consideration of the effectiveness of
this diversity recruitment initiative will
be made.

2010

Source: OBIA
Note: Unique headcount of credit-taking students

Graduate Headcount Enrollments by Race/Ethnicity
White, Total Domestic Students of Color, and Unknown

2011 2012 2013 2014

Performance indicators for the SVPAA ~ FIGURE4.68

diversity strategy include the percent-

age of diverse faculty on campus, and the progress
in implementing the hiring incentive initiative.
Threshold for these two indicators are increasing
fraction, and on-track implementation, respectively.
The percentage of diverse faculty members in-
creased from 12.4% in 2013 to 14.6% in 2014, reach-
ing the performance threshold. The longer-term
data reveals an increase over the past five years,
but, as mentioned previously, this; as mentioned
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previously this percentage is not comparable with
percentages starting in 2013 due to a change in
IPEDS classification. The faculty diversity initiative
has already been used successfully in the previous
two years, and the implementation is now beyond
the pilot stage and moving into regular use, on
track with the original goals of the initiative. Con-
sequently, the above assessment indicates mission
fulfillment of Big Goal objective 2.C.
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BIG GOAL 2 OBJECTIVE D:
SUPPORT ECONOMIC AND
CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT
OF STATE OF UTAH
THROUGH TRANSFER OF
KNOWLEDGE.

Transfer of creative and research
knowledge to the larger community
is a prime focus of the University’s
academic degree programs, as well
as the main focus of many additional
organizations on campus, including
Technology and Venture Commer-
cialization (TVC), the College of Fine
Arts, The Tanner Humanities Center,
and the Department of Athletics. The
University has over 80 Centers, Insti-
tutes and Bureaus (CIB) on campus
(research.utah.edu/faculty-resources/
centers-institutes.php). Most CIBs,
such as the Huntsman cancer Insti-
tute (healthcare.utah.edu/huntsman-

Center for Land Resources, and the
Environment (www.law.utah.edu/
research/stegner/) , and Bureau of
Economic and Business Bureau (bebr.

constituted as The Policy Institute) are
targeted specifically towards develop-
ing and transferring new knowledge
to the broader community.

Through the trailblazing efforts of

faculty, administration, students, and
TVC, the University of Utah has creat-
ed a thriving ecosystem of discovery

Historically Underrepresented Graduate Student Enrollment Trend
Hispanic, Asian, Multi-Race, African-American or Black, American Indian, Pacific Islander

351 362
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287 /
288 268
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32 28
e - >

26 24 20 12
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Source: OBIA
Unigue Headcount of Credit-Taking Students

FIGURE 4.69

Total Faculty Headcount by Race/Ethnicity
American Indian/Alaska Native , Asian, Black/African American, Hispanic,
Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander , Not Disclosed/Unknown/Other, Two or More, & White

2010

2011

2012

2013

Source: OBIA

FIGURE 4.70

STRATEGY 1: TECHNOLOGY

and innovation that few universities rival. The U
is dedicated to the commercialization of its inno-

vations. Thousands of U inventions ranging from
cancer diagnostics to lice eradication, from sensors
that detect people through walls to animal wound
healing products, have been invented at the U.

DEVELOPMENT

The purpose of the University of Utah Research
Foundation (UURF) is to promote, conduct, en-
courage and facilitate research, development and
dissemination of knowledge, and the application
of knowledge in all fields of learning including, but
not limited to science, technology, medicine, phar-
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macy, engineering, natural resources,
energy, business, and education.

The number of patents/year and the
number of startup companies formed
per year are key quantitative perfor-
mance indicators of Big Goal 2.

, 207
Technology & Venture Commercial-

ization (TVC) is a University of Utah
organization that operates under
UURF. TVCis a service organization
that works with inventors to facilitate
outreach and commercialize their

University of Utah Technology Development

Disclosures, Licenses, Patents

279

237

212
179

77 81 & 99

research. The office acts as a bridge to
coordinate efforts between industry,
venture capitalists, and other funding
sources to commercialize University
of Utah inventions. TVC has been a

44

2010

71
51

2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: University of Utah Technology Venture Commercialization 2014 Annual Report

part of the University of Utah since
1967 and has established a leading
reputation in areas such as the for-
mation of new companies, filing of patent appli-
cations, research sponsorship, and gross license
income. TVC is composed of specialists in licensing,
business development and legal matters, all of
whom are widely experienced in commercializing
technologies across a broad array of fields including
the physical sciences, life sciences and information
technology. TVC responsible for managing all of
the intellectual assets for the University of Utah, its
medical centers and hospitals, Huntsman Cancer
institute and ARUP.

TVC's main strategy is the continual creation of pro-
cesses and systems to facilitate technology devel-
opment and technology transfer. For example, TVC
recently developed a new interactive, web-based
Inventor Portal. This system allows University inven-
tors to disclose new technologies online. Inventors
can now follow the progress of their inventions in
real-time and see all of their patents, agreements,
and previous invention disclosures.

Figure 4.71 illustrates the historical trends of Tech-
nology Development at the U as measured by
numbers of technology disclosures, patents and
licenses. The general trend observed is a moderate-
ly constant number of technology disclosures by
university researchers, with an increasing number
of awarded patents and licensed technologies. Big
Goal 2 defines the threshold for number of patents/
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FIGURE 4.71

year as increasing. Figure 4.71 indicates an average
five year growth trend of >6 additional patents
awarded each year over the previous year’s total

for each of the past five years, therefore indicating
baseline mission fulfillment of Big Goal 2. We note
that the rate of patent increase has slowed recently.
This may be a statistical fluctuation, but the director
of TVC feels that a recent Supreme Court decision
(AMP vs. Myriad Genetics, 2013) which has reduced/
eliminated the patentability of specific gene-based
technologies, especially development of gene-
based diagnostic testing. The U is reevaluating the
appropriateness of the current performance thresh-
old in light of these recent changes in patentability.

STRATEGY 2: TECHNOLOGY
TRANSFER

TVCis strongly dedicated to commercializing new
technologies and inventions from discoveries made
and developed at the U. It accomplishes this by
applying a stage-gated, milestone-driven process
called “The Commercialization Engine”that has as
an end-goal of building value for inventors, the
university, and the community through licensing
intellectual property, starting new ventures, build-
ing beneficial commercial partnerships, supporting
the community, and educating students.

The Commercialization Engine is a value-adding
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process through which all university
inventions pass after disclosure to

TVC. Its goal is to take early-stage 4.
technologies through a process of 22-
de-risking and transform them into 20-
life-changing and productive ap- 18-
plications. This is accomplished by 16-

N b

University of Utah Startups Launched
Since 1970

thoroughly understanding inventions, 44
finding their value, determining their 12-
market fit, acting on feedback from 10-
potential customers, protecting IP, 8-
creating a strong business model, 5-
identifying milestones, and executing - I I
an acceleration plan. -
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Source: University of Utah Technology Venture Commercialization 2014 Annual Report

Commercialization at the U is not g 8
just a byproduct of research; it is an T
important and growing economic
engine for the State of Utah. Because

FIGURE 4.72

the number of startup companies
per year spun off by the U is a di-
rect, easily accessible measure of the U's ability to
develop and transfer new knowledge, it is a key
performance indicator for assessing the mission
fulfillment of Big Goal 2. Since 1970, the U has creat-
ed over 230 spin-off companies from technologies
developed at the U, most of which were launched
over the past 10 years. Over 130 of these are still
operating as either a business or as part of another
company. Companies such as BioFire, Attensity,
Blackrock Microsystems, NPS Pharmaceuticals, and
Myriad Genetics all originated from U technolo-
gies. Moreover, over 30 of the U's spin-offs have
been acquired by outside companies. International
businesses such as Merck, Xerox, Raytheon, Teva
Pharmaceuticals, nVidia, Rockwell Collins, Bruker,
Schlumberger, and BioMérieux have all acquired U
startups.

Figure 4.72 plots the historical growth of the
number of U startup companies founded each year
since 1970. There are three interesting period illus-
trated in this graph. From 1970-1980, startup com-
panies were formed only once per year or once per

HIGHLIGHT

Through the trailblazing efforts of faculty, administration,
students, and TVC, the University of Utah has created a thriv-
ing ecosystem of discovery and innovation that few universi-
ties rival.

STANDARD 4

every other year. After the passage of the Bayh-Dole
actin 1980, the U's activity in technology transfer
increased to a rate of several startup companies per
year. This trend continued through 2006. After 2006,
the TVC was reorganized and reenergized through
several new initiatives aimed at streamlining the
process of creating of startup companies from U
technologies. The rate of startup company forma-
tion has now more than tripled compared to the
pre-2007 period. The U has been one of the top five
universities for foundation of startup companies in
the nation during the past five years, occupying the
number one spot in the country in 2009 and 2011

The University’s goal is to use TVC to sustain the
current ranking of the U as a top leader in the cre-
ation of startup companies. This defines a minimum
performance threshold of > 15 startup companies
per year. As illustrated in Figure 4.72, the U has had
at least 15 new startup companies per year since
2008, thereby indicating baseline mission fulfillment
of Big Goal 2.

Economic impact studies are excellent indicators
of the direct effects of the transfer of University
technology and research to the local and regional
community. A March 2011 study by the Bureau of
Economic and Business Research (BEBR) found that
U startups have either directly or indirectly generat-
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ed close to 16,000 jobs. The average wage of these
jobs was 59% higher than the statewide 2009 aver-
age. The BEBR study also found that in 2009 alone,
U spin-offs generated $754.5 million in personal in-
come and $76.6 million in tax revenue. Since 2011,
the university’s spin-offs have collectively raised
over $300 million in investment funding, secured
over $70 million in grants and have been involved
in acquisitions totaling more than $500 million.

These studies are very comprehensive and provide
qualitative evidence of the cumulative economic
impact technology transfer on the region and State
of Utah. However, they are not well suited as a
performance indicator for this accreditation report
because these studies take several years to com-
plete accurately, and are therefore done once every
5-10 years. In addition economic impact occurs on
similar timescales, and so therefore the cadence of
this particular indicator is not well matched to year-
ly academic planning. More difficult is the ability

to compare a subsequent study with the previous
study. These studies are generally commissioned
by the BEBR for different purposes each time, and
so different sampling and analysis methods may
be used, thereby complicating the interpretation of
any observed changes. Consequently, we find the
BEBR and TVC studies provide impressive indicators
of the success of U technology transfer, but we find
it difficult to use the 5-10 year spaced economic
impact studies as a useful metric for accurately as-
sessing the year-to-year success of the University’s
technology transfer program.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO
IMPROVE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE

3.B: PLANNING AND MISSION
ALIGNMENT

3.B.1 Pianning for each core theme is consistent with
the institution’s comprehensive plan and guides the
selection of programs and services to ensure they are
aligned with and contribute to accomplishment of the
core theme’s objectives.

3.B.2 Planning for core theme programs and services
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quides the selection of contributing components of
those programs and services to ensure they are aligned
with and contribute to achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of the respective programs and
services.

3.B.3 Core theme planning is informed by the collec-
tion of appropriately defined data that are analyzed
and used to evaluate accomplishment of core theme
objectives. Planning for programs and services is in-
formed by the collection of appropriately defined data
that are used to evaluate achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of those programs and services.

4.A.6 The institution regularly reviews its assessment
processes to ensure they appraise authentic achieve-
ments and yield meaningful results that lead to
improvement.

4.B: IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and c) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO
IMPROVE HEALTH AND QUALITY OF LIFE

The University of Utah engages the community in
the programs and services it offers. Health care is
one of the most visible efforts within the commu-
nity. With the changing demographics in the state
and nation, creating an inclusive community is core
focus of the institution. Online course expansion
and certificate programs provide a rich variety of
learning opportunities that reach beyond the state
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HIGHLIGHT

Since 1970, the U has created over 230 spin-off companies
from technologies developed at the U, most of which were
launched over the past 10 years.

as well as serve current students. The University has
multiple programs that engage the community
through service and outreach to youth.

OBJECTIVES, INDICATORS OF
ACHIEVEMENT, RATIONALE,
METRICS AND ACCEPTABLE
THRESHOLDS

BIG GOAL 3 OBJECTIVE A: INCREASE
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT IN U
PROGRAMS

STRATEGY 1: UONLINE

The strategic UOnline initiative, sustained through
ongoing online fee revenues, aims to continue pro-
viding students this scheduling flexibility while also
attracting new students, regionally and nationally,
through easier to access University of Utah online
program offerings. We recognize that accessing
and paying for higher education has become
increasingly difficult for many students. In addition,
employers are asking the University to better align
programs and provide education to help their em-
ployees advance while staying on the job. UOnline
strategically aims to:

1. Help students flexibly adjust to life situations
and complete their degrees through online
offerings.

2. Broaden access to University of Utah degrees
and certificates, both demographically and
geographically.

3. Address regional workforce needs support-
ing industry partners who value U educated
employees.

Since 2001, the University of Utah has provided
students with flexible course scheduling options
through online offerings. There has been a con-
sistent increase in the number of online courses
offered for credit each year for both undergraduate
and graduate students, with a total of 956 course

sections offered in 2014-2015 representing over
99,000 student credit hours (see figures 4.73 and
4.74). The average U student currently takes two
online sections per year for a total of 6-7 online
SCH/year.

Increasing community engagement to U programs
and courses is a major objective of Big Goal 3. The
UOnline strategy is a major component of this
objective. We therefore use the online SCH as a key
performance indicator for Goal 3, with a threshold
set to 90000 SCH per year. We also set an additional
performance goal of increasing the 90000 baseline
by 4000 SCH per year through at least 2019.

These performance thresholds are defined so that
UOnline generates enough enroliment to pro-

vide sufficient course revenue to cover the cost of
central services and instructor costs associated with
delivering the online programs, including providing
for continuous assessment of student learning out-
comes, and curricular modifications associated with
these assessments. UOnline needs 40,000 annual
online section enrollments by 2019 to cover these
ongoing operational costs, up from the current
33,760. To reach this level, we need to add approxi-
mately 700 additional students per year during the
next four years. We project approximately half of
these students will be new students to the Universi-
ty, and the other half will be current students using
online options to augment their existing schedules.
The use of UOnline courses can increase the num-
ber of SCH taken per semester for current students,
thereby improving the six-year graduation rate.

The number of students taking at least one online
course for credit for both graduates and undergrad-
uates has shown a steady increase to over 14,617
students enrolled in 2014-2015 (Figure 4.75).

The university has invested significant resources

to develop new online programs. Work is already
underway to develop degree programs in business
administration, nursing, economics, psychology, so-
cial work and electrical and computer engineering
to startin fall 2015. More programs will be funded
in the future as funds allow. Faculty developing
online program courses now have a dedicated
team, funded through online fees, that includes
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experienced online faculty peers, instructional
designers and media production specialists to help
create high-quality courses optimized for meaning-
ful interaction and mobile participation. In addition
to improving online course development, we are
also creating new services to help students discover
online offerings, enroll, and progress through their
programs. Live virtual meetings with advisors and
student success advocates along with online tutor-
ing and writing center services will augment online
coursework. Working collaboratively, professionals
from Student Affairs (e.g. admissions, registrar, finan-
cial aid), Academic Affairs (Continuing Education,
CTLE, TLT, UGS) and UIT will support UOnline opera-
tions guided by the following strategic principles:

* Standardize technology platforms and online
course development practices

e Streamline the online student experience across
online enrollment, advising, teaching, tutoring,
assessment and research

* Support online students and faculty with clear
contact options and responsive, coordinated
escalation to people who can solve the prob-
lem.

Over the past year, the following goals have been
accomplished:

e Established an institutional strategic plan for
expanding, funding, developing and operating
online offerings.

* Engaged campus partners to provide coordi-
nated student and faculty support services sup-
porting online offerings. Key services include:

o Market research, marketing and enrollment
support through Continuing Education

o Department curriculum alignment and
faculty online teaching skills development
support through the Center for Teaching &
Learning Excellence

o Course design and production services
through Teaching & Learning Technologies

o Interstate regulatory and accreditation
requirements compliance coordination for
all university online and distance learning
offerings.

o Student admissions, financial and regis-
tration support through existing Student
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Services departments

o Online advising, student success coaching
and tutoring services pilot programs

* Selected and began development of 6 online
programs with 6 other programs preparing for
development starting in FY16.

e Established online course production and
evaluation processes to improve online course
usability and instructional effectiveness.

Student learning experiences, engagement and
performance in online classes largely depends on
optimized technology platforms, usability, commu-
nications and learning activity design. The Univer-
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sity must also ensure compliance
with accreditation requirements and
inter-state regulations concerning on-
line offerings. To this end the Universi-
ty of Utah is implementing a process
for review and approval for all courses
that seek to be listed as an online
class (using the ONLN course des-
ignation) in the university schedule
and registration systems. A commit-
tee of faculty experienced teaching
online and instructional technology
specialists will review classes seeking
first time or renewal (five-year cycle)
of the online (ONLN) attribute. The
approval criteria cover:

2009-10
Source: OBIA

1. Does the class structure, sched-

Students Taking at Least One Online Course for Credit

Undergraduate Student and Graduate Student
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13,444 13,800 962
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ule and required activities
appear to matches the univer-
sity definition of an online class
(greater than 80% of required class activities
can be completed free of place and time
requirements)?

FIGURE 4.75

2. Do any of the required class activities or attri-
butes potentially trigger notifications or autho-
rization actions with regulators in the states
where we have students?

3. Does the class use the university supported
technology platforms and are they config-
ured according to learning environment best
practices?

4. Does the class environment and content
materials comply with federal accessibility
requirements and best practices for individuals
with disabilities?

5. Does the class start page contain the essential
elements guiding students on where to start,
how to contact the instructor and where to
get technical support?

The university does not currently regularly mea-
sure student retention rates or drop/withdraw/
fail statistics specifically for online class offerings.
The UOnline director is working with the office of
Institutional Analysis to implement these regular
reports and analysis this year. In addition UOnline
will be working closely with the Teaching & Learn-
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ing Technologies unit, The Center for Teaching and
Learning Excellence and academic departments to
use learning systems data to inform online course
instructional design improvements.

The Center for Teaching and Excellence assists
faculty teaching online with pedagogical train-

ing and peer support. They work closely with the
instructional designers, media production spe-
cialists and instructional technologists within the
Teaching & Learning Technologies unit who assist
faculty authors with actual course production. Both
teams use established rubrics to conduct formative
assessment with the faculty authors. These rubrics
and any comments are provided when the class is
reviewed to receive the ONLN attribute designation.

The Teaching & Learning Technologies team works
with faculty authors to employ an “agile” course
development approach to online course design
and production instead of the traditional “waterfall”
design approach often used at other universities.
The agile approach originated in the software in-
dustry where evolutionary development and rapid
prototyping and flexibility are keys to quickly devel-
oping and implementing software. The University of
Utah has adopted and adjusted this method such
that it allows the evolutionary development and
rapid prototyping, along with the flexibility, need-
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HIGHLIGHT

There has been a consistent increase in the number of online
courses offered for credit each year for both undergraduate

and graduate students, with a total of 956 courses offered in
2014-2015 representing over 99,000 student credit hours

ed to develop effective online courses. Formative
and summative assessments are used during our
online course design process and during the first
time each new course is taught. During the course
design process, instructional designers conduct
several usability test sessions focused on how the
course design enables the instructor the ability

to monitor student learning, provide meaningful
feedback, and evaluate the effective use of online
tools. Once course production is completed, the de-
sign and configuration are evaluated using a rubric
derived from instructional design research and best
practices outlined by the Online Learning Con-
sortium (formerly known as Sloan-C) and Quality

process follows these steps:

1. The course is reviewed using the rubric inter-
nally by an instructional designer who did not
participate in building the online course.

2. Using the same rubric, the course is then re-
viewed by the Center for Teaching and Learn-
ing Excellence for an independent perspective
from an experienced online teacher.

3. The home department reviews the course
with a focus on verifying the content being
taught in the online environment meets the
same learning outcomes requirements and
work rigor as the face-to-face course.

4. The UOnline State Authorization Coordinator
reviews the course using an authorization trig-
gers rubric to determine any regulator notifica-
tion or actions required.

5. Rubrics with comments are provided to the
ONLN attribute review committee for final re-
view, discussion and action on approving the
online designation for the class.

This review process allows us to evaluate the
configuration of standardized learning technology
platforms for compliance, usability and effective
learning experiences in our online offerings.
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Additional performance indicators for Big Goal
objective 3.A include number of online sections
offered, number of students taking at least one
online course per year, and progress development
of UOnline programming and assessment during
the ramp up phase to 2019. Thresholds for these in-
dicators are 900 online sections with +50 sections/
year increase; 13500 students with +700 increase
per year; and adding 2 online programs per year,
respectively. The assessment of these indicators
shows 956 sections (2014) with a five year average
+75 sections/year (five year) ;14,617 students (2014)
with an average +920 student/year (five year); and
currently adding five online programs per year. Con-
sequently all performance measurements are well
above threshold, indicating strong mission fulfill-
ment for Big Goal objective 3.A.

STRATEGY 2: CONTINUING
EDUCATION AND COMMUNITY
ENGAGEMENT

Continuing Education and Community Engage-
ment (CECE) offers credit, noncredit, and profession-
al courses in a wide range of topics, from art to rec-
reation to languages to technology to cooking. Our

Education.

Continuing Education and Community Engage-
ment houses nine distinct program units and

the Office of Engagement with an audience age
ranging from age 2 to 102. Due to each program’s
unique target market, each has its own goals
around revenue, participation, customer service,
enrollment growth and sustainability based on
strategic direction, which is constantly evaluated.
Figure 4.76 provides the healthy financial picture of
CECE from 2010-2015.
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Although CECE does track and mea-
sure enrollments and revenue, CECE's
progress and success are also based
on meeting the diverse needs of the
community while remaining fiscally
responsible. For example CECE invest-
ed in and offered highly successful
intensive for-credit courses at the U
community sites as part of the Plan
to Finish initiative. In addition, CECE
has and will continue to be a part of
the strategic direction of the UOnline
strategy although we do not count
those enrollments under CECE.

FY 2010

$6.9M

$0.6M

$4.1M

Source: The Office of Continuing Education
* Net of tuition acts as a cushion for unanticipated changes as well as a strategic reserve used to create new programs,
support scholarships and to fund the likely future relocation of Continuing Education from the Annex

For 2014-15, Continuing Education,
specifically, had nearly 32,000 enroll-
ments serving more 15,000 students.

$4.3M

9.0M
> 31.0M
$0.9M
$4.2M

Continuing Education Annual Budget
State Funded, Tuition Generated Funds , and Net*

FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

$9.5M

$4.2M $4.2M

$4.1M

Our numbers remained steady
from 2013-14, despite changes that
included the move of our Distance
Education unit to UOnline and the

FIGURE 4.76

Continuing Education Enrollments

Number of Students Enrolled and Number of Classes Taken

change in the ESSF noncredit classes,
which were combined into one class

32,827

ﬁ 32,480

. 31,019
per semester versus the prewously

two classes per semester. However,
many programs grew significantly in
enrollments, which helped contribute
to the steady enrollments. For exam-
ple, focusing on the Osher Institute
unit as a strategic CECE goal, we grew
membership to exceed 1000 mem-
bers, which qualified the Institute for

31,042 31,413

15,183

a second $1 million grant from the 14818

Osher Foundation. Membership grew
from 850 members to an impressive

15,127

14,697 14,795

1322 and enrollment grew from FY 2011

1751 t0 2172 in 2015. Reaching the

FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Source: Office of Continuing Education

membership goal, along with an ag-
gressive fundraising goal and a clear
strategic direction, helped secure this
second million dollar grant, which was awarded in
April 2015.

FIGURE 4.77

Figure 4.77 provides historical enrollment and class
data from 2010-2015.

CECE has data, finance, and marketing teams that
continuously supply real-time data to help make
strategic and programmatic decisions. A CECE sys-
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temic example includes the collaboration with Uni-
versity IT to better integrate the CECE user-friendly
registration process with the University campus
system to improve productivity as well as allow for
quicker and more accurate access to real-time data.
In addition, examples of programmatic chang-

es based on data include our English Language
Institute where curriculum and policy changes
were made based on pass/fail data from the last
two years. The program also restructured classes
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that had higher than average fail rates
to better match students'language
levels. The Youth Education program
aims to increase enrollment each year
by at least 5%. The program achieved
its 2014 goal to have over 2,500
students taking 6,000 classes and
increased class capacity from 75% to
82%. These goals were achieved by

Number of Credit Courses Taken by Students Who Had First
Interaction With University Through Continuing Education

English Language Institute 11,335
Lifelong Learning 10,221
Academic Noncredit 8,661
Test Preparation 8,377

analyzing quantitative, enrollment
numbers, and qualitative, parent eval-
uations, to adjust class meeting times,
instructional formats, and curriculum
to better serve the needs of our
students. Further, CECE recently hired
a full-time research analyst to more
broadly support the research phase of

Technology Education| 2 113

Professional Education | 1,002

Osher Lifelong Learning Institute |17

Source: Continuing Education, University of Utah. Fall 1998-Fall 2013

Students may be listed in multiple CE programs and are not un-duplicated in this analysis
program development for CECE and

Online programs. This will increase FIGURE 4.78

the success of programs based on

more thorough market research and Goal 3.

greater understanding of community needs.

Measuring satisfaction and continuous improve-
ment are part of the core values of CECE, for every
class offered, Continuing Education students fill out
an evaluation form on the specifics of their classes.
In addition, each student receives a one question
email survey where responses are available re-
al-time via the intranet. The average satisfaction rate
across all units based on the email survey from fall
2010 to summer 2015is4.575 (on a scale of 1to 5; 1
= very unhappy, 5 = very happy). Figure 4.79 shows
the average for each year from 2010-2015.

CECE's mission, to provide unique pathways to higher
education and inspire a love of learning through inno-
vative, educational experiences for all ages and people,
allow it to be a major strategy in the community
engagement Goal/Theme of the University of Utah's
mission (Big Goal 3). CECE engages a broad range
of community members, from youth through senior
citizens, and a substantial fraction of these individ-
uals take non-credit Continuing Education courses
for personal growth and enrichment. Consequently,
the most appropriate performance indicator for this
strategy is the total number of individuals partic-
ipating in CECE programs and classes each year.

We define this statistic as a key quantitative perfor-
mance indicator to assess mission fulfillment for Big
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We establish a conservative baseline performance
metric of 14,000 community members and stu-
dents engaged in Continuing Education per year,
with flat growth. Looking forward, the UOnline
initiative (SCH and student enrollment counted
separately) provides an increasingly attractive and
flexible schedule alternate opportunity for academ-
ic course credit in comparison with CECE classes
offered at the U’s Branch campuses. We therefore
expect flat or declining enrollment in CE academic
credit classes, offset by ongoing increases in Youth
Education classes as well as other non-credit offer-
ings. The conservative threshold will allow CECE to
invest additional resources on improvement of pro-
gram quality and assessment, as previous described
in this section. Additional performance indicators
for this strategy include the level of enrollment
divided by the number of students (indicating
number of classes taken per year), Youth Education
(YE) enrollment growth, Osher Institute Member-
ship and Osher Institute enrollment, with thresholds
>2, increasing, >1000 members, and > 1500 cours-
es. Data for 2015 shows 2.11 course per student

on average (2.17 in 2014), YE growth of +5%/year
(2014), 1322 Osher members (2015), and Osher In-
stitute course enrollment of 2172. Consequently, all
measurements provide indication of strong mission
fulfillment of Big Goal Objective 3.A.

STANDARD 4
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In closing, we note that the number of students
engaged in CECE programs and courses was 15,127
in 2015, and has been consistently near or above
15000 for the past five years. We therefore judge
that this statistical measure indicates strong ongo-
ing fulfillment of Big Goal 3.

STRATEGY 3: U HEALTH CARE

Health Sciences at the University of Utah engages
the community through the provision of care across
the state, outreach educational programs to en-
courage students within the K-12 system to pursue
a degree in health sciences to meet the health care
needs of both the state of Utah, the nation and the
global community. The University of Utah uses a
variety of metrics to monitor quality and patient
satisfaction. Two important sources of data are the
University of Utah in relation to peers within the
Health System Consortium (Figure 4.80) as well as
patient satisfaction data. The patient satisfaction
measure is a robust statistic which provides a direct
measure of mission fulfillment of Big Goal 3 as it

is a comprehensive assessment of the delivery of
health care: including aspects of health care quality,
efficiency, cost, and satisfaction with the level of
personal attention given to the patient. An accept-
able performance of 80% is established to assess
level of mission fulfillment for this goal.

Another way the University of Utah engages the
community is through the provision of uncompen-
sated care, which meets the needs of those who do
not have health insurance. This data is monitored to
understand both the total dollar amount of uncom-
pensated care provided as well as the setting in
which it is delivered.

Healthcare in the 21st century is increasingly com-
plex regardless of the lens of analysis. The com-
plexity persists whether the analysis focuses on the
health care delivery system. The explosion of health
care information, or the engagement of patients
for shared decision making. Achieving progress
and success in health care research, provision, or
education and will require the best minds, will
require us to search beyond the usual criteria and
include all voices and talents in an equitable cli-
mate that fosters inclusive excellence. The Office of
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The Average Continuing Education Student Satisfaction Score

4.60 4.62 4.62
| | | I I

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Source: Office of Continuing Education
Note: Scale of 110 5; 1 = very unhappy, 5 = very happy

FIGURE 4.79

Health Equity and Inclusion actively and intention-
ally engages community to ensure that the patient
voice is present and informing our work in health
care delivery, education, and research. Community
is defined broadly: the external community: the
academic community outside of the University

of Utah Health Sciences (UUHS), the community

at large, and the internal community: the faculty/
clinical non-academic /administrative / trainee /
alumni /students/staff communities within the
UUHS colleges, schools, and programs. The UUHS is
committed to inclusive excellence and asserts that
inclusion is essential for excellence, for quality and
is part of everyone’s portfolio. The UUHS looks at
inclusion broadly: age, religion, ability, gender iden-
tity/expression, race/ethnicity, rural/urban, gender,
nationality, and other social dimensions that make a
unigue community. Our goal is to embody a vibrant
community where inclusion is a thread present in
all our efforts: curricula, advising, pedagogy, lead-
ership, financial resources, administration, policies,
recruitment, hiring, retention, promotion, tenure,
and assessment.

Significant barriers to health have been well-delin-
eated as social determinants of health. The Office
of Health Equity and Inclusion actively engages
community and academic partners to develop a
systematic approach to address the social determi-
nants of health. We anticipate that this collaborative
approach will lead to mutual priorities that can be
addressed and will improve the health and quality
of life of the communities we serve.
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The historical performance of Big Goal 3 indicator of
U Health Care satisfaction is graphed in Figure 4.81.
The performance indicator has been consistently
met or exceeded threshold performance since
2011.The monotonically increasing gains in this
indicator, observed during the entire five year dura-
tion of this measurement period, reflects U Health
Care's successful use of data-driven analytics to
drive resources and policy decisions. Consequently,
this measurement, in combination with additional
measures described above, indicates an exceptional
level of ongoing mission fulfillment of Big Goal 3.

Additional performance indicators for this strategy
include the amount of Hospital and Uncompen-
sated care (threshold $150 MS$/yr) and number of
outpatient/Ed visit/yr (threshold 90000, improving
trend). Year 2014 data for both of these indicators
are 207 MS/yr and 1,061,310/increasing, respective-
ly (Figure 4.82). These performance measurements
indicate ongoing mission fulfillment of Big Goal
objective 3.A.

STRATEGY 4: THE HEALTH SCIENCES
OFFICE OF INCLUSION AND
OUTREACH

The University Of Utah Division Of Health Sciences
enthusiastically engages with campus-wide and
local community partners to promote health and
healthy lives. Participating in service learning en-
hances cultural competence among students and
practitioners through education and awareness. It
creates strong bonds between diverse Utah com-
munities and the School of Medicine. It is the inten-
tion of the Office of Inclusion and Outreach (OIO) to
encourage healthy, positive lifestyles, while increas-
ing awareness of medical and health professions. In
order to fulfill these goals, OO operates 15 commu-
nity inclusion and outreach programs with students
from Pre K- 12, and operates three community
inclusion and outreach programs with a diverse
range of undergraduate students. Figure 4.83 shows
the targeted student population for each of these
outreach programs. The pre-K-12 programs reach
over 4000 students per year (2014).
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University Healthsystem Consortium Quality Ranking

(U

1

FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13

Source: University of Utah Hospital Office of Financial Planning & Decision Support

FY14

FIGURE 4.80

U of U Healthcare Patient Satisfaction
Likelihood of Recommending

FY 10 FY 11
Source: U of U HealthCare Decision Support Office

FY 12 FY 13 YTD

FIGURE 4.81
Addressing Health Disparities

Health Sciences promotes student learning, health
and healthy lives through a series of programs cre-
ated to address health disparities. These programs
include:

* Midvale Family Health Clinic: The clinic was
opened on September 7, 2013. Health Sciences
students and faculty work together to render
medical care to the community, especially
underserved low socio-economic populations.
The clinic serves both the mission to teach our
students cultural competency and inter-profes-
sional education (IPE). The clinic staff collects
information directly from patients.
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* Breaking Barriers: This is an
annual event where all health sci-
ences faculty, students, staff and
community are invited to attend
a two hour dinner and discussion
with panelists from different cul-
ture/ethnic background. Panelists
present their culture and how it
influences or affects medical care.
Discussion and Q&A follows the
presentation. To date we have
invited the following communi-
ties: Latino, Muslim, LGBT, Native
Americans, Refugee, and African
American communities, and un-
documented populations.

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

* Refugee/Immigrant Screen-

Hospital & Uncompensated Care
65M 108M $ 17am
59M 114M $ 173m
78M 126M $ 204m
91M 125M $ 217m
121M $ 207m

Source: University of Utah Decision Support Office

ing Clinic: In partnership with
the Asian Association of Utah,
medical students have set up a
screening clinic for refugees and immigrants.
These patients are referred to the Midvale Clinic
if further management is necessary.

FIGURE 4.82

* Annual Health Information Summit for
LGBT and Transgender Community: Found-
ed in 2014, speakers from the medical profes-
sion discuss the importance of education in
regards to caring for transgender and LGBT
patients. Personal experiences are also shared
and discussion on how what, how, when and
where in the medical care of patients are also
discussed.

* Utah Rural Outreach Program (UROP):
Students travel to rural areas of Southern Utah
teaching HS students about health care and
helping rural physicians in the clinics. To date,
medical students have visited 57 high schools
and reached out to 2,208 HS students.

MCAT Program

Another academic program Health Sciences pro-
motes is The MCAT Program. The MCAT program
(Medical College Admissions Test) is a program at
the School of Medicine that began in 2001. This
program is a six-week intensive preparation course
where successful applicants have didactic morning
sessions with the Kaplan review or the Princeton
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review. During these sessions students learn how to
answer medical questions and the rationale behind
the answers. Students are also placed in research
labs and clinics where they learn to do research

and get the experience of working with health care
staff and patients. The goal of the program is to
help the students be competitive and successful in
getting into medical school. The program is open
to underrepresented students, and those with low
socio-economic status. Between 2001 and 2014,
there have been 100 students in the MCAT pro-
gram. Forty-four percent (44%) were accepted into
Medical School, and the rest have pursued other
careers in Nursing, Physician Assistant, Dentistry or a
masters or Ph.D. degree related to health care.

South Main Clinic

At the South Main Clinic, we continuously work to
improve health and the quality of life. The South
Main Clinic (SMC) provides comprehensive pediat-
ric care to at-risk infants, children, adolescents and
adults. We serve immigrants, refugees, and others
who are at high-risk socioeconomically — over 80%
live below the poverty level, many uninsured. The
mission of SMC is to provide high quality, compre-
hensive, and cost-effective care to underserved
populations in our community. In addition we strive
to provide care to specialized populations that lack
access to appropriate services while sharing com-
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Target Student Population by Program

The Mad Scientist with Doc Awesome & Professor Proton
Science Power @ U of U

Science Explores @ U of U

5™ Grade Science Elementary

Middle School MESA

Academy for Math, Engineering and Sciences (AMES)
Calvary Baptist Science Literacy Program

Adelante Elementary Program @ U of U

ClubU @ Uof U

Science Masters @ U of U

High School Visits @ U of U

High School Classroom Visits

Future Doctors @ U of U

Advancing Youth in Medical Education (AYIME)

Expanded Indian Nations Health Career Program @ U of U
Pre-Medical Programs (Day of the Dead & Spring Pre-Med)
PAW-Pre Admissions Workshop / Four Corners Alliance
M-CAT Summer Scholar Program

Pre K, K

11-12

Und
Und
Und

Source: University of Utah Health Sciences Office of Inclusion and Qutreach (OIO)

FIGURE 4.83
munity resources.

Since 1995, the South Main Clinic Pediatric program
has delivered full spectrum pediatric care to chil-
dren regardless of their ability to pay. In 2013, SMC
medical doctors provided care for 6,989 visits for
well-child, acute and chronic care. The majority of
the patients'families speak Spanish at home, but
over the past two years we have seen an increase in
English speaking and refugee populations. Approx-
imately 76% of the patients are on Medicaid, 11%
are privately insured, and 13% are uninsured (and
use our sliding scale fee system based on income).
SMC serves as a training site for future pediatricians,
instilling in them the value of and skills for caring for
this complex population.

At highest risk are those patients in our CSHCN
Program where we provide care to over 275 young
patients with medically complex diagnoses such

as autism, diabetes, Down syndrome and cerebral
palsy. By definition, CSHCN require more medical
care than other children, and they, therefore, require
more care from their parents and other family
members. The South Main Clinic CSHCN Program
provides a Medical Home for these families, while
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assisting them to navigate a complex health care
system, learn about important medical conditions,
and receive necessary medical services in a com-
prehensive, coordinated fashion. We provide these
families not only with medical care, but also with
managed care coordination amongst specialists
and ancillary health services, and with support
groups to teach parents important skills. We track
and monitor their health outcomes, including
immunization status, hospitalizations and routine-
ly ask families how they are doing. In the past we
have conducted large surveys of this very high-risk
population.

We use a performance indicator of the number of
HSOIO programs supported (threshold > 10) as an
indicator for the mission fulfillment of this strategy.
HSOIO supported 18 successful outreach programs
in 2015, substantially exceeding the benchmark
threshold. This performance measurement indicate
ongoing mission fulfillment of Big Goal objective
3A

BIG GOAL 3 OBJECTIVE B: INCREASE
ENGAGEMENT TO GENERAL
COMMUNITY

STANDARD 4
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STRATEGY 1: OFFICE OF
ENGAGEMENT

Office of Engagement: The Office of Engagement
collects assessment of K-12 engagement activities
offered by the University community. These data are
categorized as either academic achievement pro-
grams or youth development programs. Data are
collected and stored in an online database (CBISA),
where programs, occurrences, and the number of
students who participate in each occurrence are
entered. We have identified 152 academic achieve-
ment programs and 52 youth development pro-
grams. This database is constantly being updated
with outreach coordinators reporting engagement
activity on a regular basis. In addition to the col-
lection of engagement activities, our office houses
three engagement programs.

* The Utah College Advising Corps (UCAQ) is
a university-based, college access program that
works with seniors in high schools, placing an
intentional focus on first generation, low-in-
come and underrepresented students, and
assisting these students with the milestones to
college. The data we collect around this pro-
gram includes: student demographic informa-
tion (including name, date of birth ethnicity,
low-income status, and first generation status),
ACT information taken in their senior year,
college applications submitted, college ac-
ceptance, FAFSA completion, and scholarships
awarded. In the 2014-2015 school year we have
served 1772 students, with 1483 being first
generation, low-income, or underrepresented.
To date (for the 2014-2015 school year) we have
assisted 604 in preparing for and/or registering
the ACT, 2381 college applications have been
completed, 587 students have submitted the
FAFSA, and $10,519,737 in scholarship dollars
have been offered to UCAC students. In Octo-
ber 2015 we will submit all students records
(approximately 12,000 since the inception of
the program) to the National Student Clear-
inghouse, to establish college going, retention,
and graduation rates for students served by
UCAC since 2007. This year, we partnered with
a Master of Public Policy student to analyze the
UCAC data. His research showed that while the

State of Utah has an average college going rate
of 45% for low-income students, UCAC stu-
dents enroll at 58.2%. This research also found
that the rate at which a student is more likely
to attend college goes up with each college
access advisor interaction. In addition, we are
partnering with faculty in the Department of
Education Psychology to further analyze this
extensive database.

The BEACON Scholars program is designed to
provide University of Utah students with a small
community on campus. Through this commu-
nity, students support each other in achieving
academic success as well as staying connected
throughout their educational careers. Beacon
scholars engage at the university and in their
own communities, inspiring future generations
to strive to achieve higher education. In FY15,
44 students engaged with BEACON Scholars,
participating in 11 different engagement proj-
ects. Students who participate in the BEACON
Scholars program are enrolled in a University of
Utah Class (either credit or non-credit) for the
purposes of student tracking. With this informa-
tion we hope to assess graduation and reten-
tion rates for these students.

The BEACON Scholars program is a campus
based peer mentoring learning community.

In the three years since its inception, BEACON
has served 105 students, growing from 20 in its
first year to 80 enrolled in 2015-16. The brand
new Field Trip program seeks to engage with
the community by bringing youth to campus.
Through partnerships with individual schools
and campus departments, in only six months,
we were able to bring 1319 students from

29 different schools to campus for 43 unique
presentations. The goal for 2015-16 is to bring
2,000 students to campus, and we are on track
to exceed that goal. The Utah College Advising
Corps program assists low income, underrep-
resented, and first generation students along
their pathways to higher education. 58.2% of
students that participate in the UCAC program
enroll in post-secondary education, compared
to the state average of 49%.

Defining Your Path (formerly the Field Trip
program) provides visits to campus expose
and encourage students of all ages to pursue
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higher education, because success in college
can never start too early. Students participate
in engaged learning that enriches their knowl-
edge of a subject, instills in them goals to work
hard in high school, and allows them to meet
and interact with college students. In FY15,

we hosted 17 field trips, resulting in over 1000
students visiting the University of Utah campus.
As with the BEACON Scholars, students who
participate in a Defining Your Path field trip are
enrolled in a non-credit class in PeopleSoft for
the purposes of tracking. Since FY15 is the first
year of this program, University of Utah recruit-
ment and retention data won't be available for
a few years.

TRIO Programs

The Federal TRIO Programs are outreach and
student services programs designed to identify
and provide academic success services to qualified
individuals. TRIO includes eight programs target-
ed to serve and assist low-income individuals,
first-generation college students, and individuals
with disabilities. The TRIO programs help students
to progress through the academic pipeline from
middle school to post-baccalaureate programs. The
University of Utah currently operates two federally
funded programs, Upward Bound (UB) and Student
Support Services (SSS). The Upward Bound program
assists low income and first generation high school
students who attend East, West, Highland, Horizon-
te and Kearns high schools. The program delivers
tutoring, career exploration, and post-secondary
admissions and financial aid application assistance.
UB provides services to 87 students. One critical
metric for the program is student GPA which must
be above 2.5. A minimum of 50% of students must
enroll in a post-secondary program of study. TRIO
programs must meet clear, federally mandated
performance targets for each grant period. More
information about TRIO at the University of Utah
can be found here: trio.utah.edu/.

The primary purpose of the Office of Engagement
is to provide a coordination warehouse of data for
engagement activities across campus. We define
comprehensive performance indicators for this
strategy which includes assessment of the ongoing

172

support for gathering these engagement statistics,
as well as K-12 participation in enrichment pro-
grams, various K-12 college preparedness measures,
K-12 college acceptance rates and faculty partici-
pation rates across broad ranges of K-12 college ac-
ceptance rates. The comprehensive assessment for
this strategy had an average of 8.96, indicating that
this strategy contributes strongly to the mission
fulfillment of Gog Goal objective 3.B.

STRATEGY 2: LOWELL BENNION
CENTER

The Lowell Bennion Community Service Center
offers a variety of community engagement and
service programs. Over the past five years nearly
8,000 students/yr. participate in community service
through the Bennion Center, donating an average
of more than 176,000 hours/yr in community en-
gagement and service. The Lowell Bennion Center
therefore is also a prime example of Community-
Engaged Learning experiences for our students,
and has also been described in Big Goal 1.B. We use
performance indicators of the number of Bennion
Center volunteers/year (five year average, thresh-
old 7,500) and the number of Bennion community
service hours (five year average, threshold 150,000)
as indicators of mission fulfillment of this strategy.
Five year statistical averages for these measures

are 7,910 volunteers/year, and 176,765 hours/year.
Consequently, these performance measurements
indicate ongoing mission fulfillment of Big Goal
objective 3.B.

STRATEGY 3: BROADER COMMUNITY
PARTICIPATION AND ENGAGEMENT

The University of Utah engages the community
through a broad range of cultural, athletic, and ed-
ucational events and programming. These include
public museums (Natural History Museum of Utah-
NHMU and Utah Museum of Fine Arts-UMFA) and
Red Butte Botanical Gardens, public creative and
cultural activities such as Pioneer Theatre Company
(PTQ), public performing arts and music events at
Kingsbury and Gardner Hall, and public broadcast
engagement through radio/television (KUER/
KUED). One of the most visible strategies is through
athletics with the University of Utah joining the Pac-
12. Over the past five years, attendance has shown
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a steady increase for football, men's and women's
basketball, gymnastics and baseball. Football, Men's
basketball, Gymnastics, Women'’s Basketball, Volley-
ball, Baseball. These large athletic events are hosted
on large campus facilities, such as Rice-Eccles
Stadium and the Huntsman Center. In this section
we describe the exceptional breadth and impact of
these broad public engagement opportunities on
the cultural, intellectual, and community life of Utah
residents.

Kingsbury Hall is the performing arts center on
the University of Utah campus. Since the venue
opened its doors in 1932, many of the world's most
well-known and well-respected artists, performing
groups, politicians and world leaders have graced
its stage. Many local performing companies, includ-
ing Utah Symphony, Utah Opera, Ririe Woodbury,
Ballet West and Repertory Dance Theatre all re-
ceived their start at Kingsbury Hall. Kingsbury Hall
serves the community from toddlers to senior citi-
zens through school matinees, teacher workshops,
and master classes.

Red Butte Garden offers educational programs,
concerts and performances and event rental. Their
mission statement is “to connect people with
plants and the beauty of living landscapes.” Red
Butte Garden has 18 acres of display gardens and
over five miles of hiking trails. The Garden, which

is community-funded, has grown into one of the
nation’s preeminent botanic gardens with 130,000
annual visitors, over 9000 members, and over 300
active volunteers. The Garden is renowned for its
award-winning gardens and beautiful floral displays,
including its springtime display of 450,000 bloom-
ing bulbs, outstanding outdoor summer concert
series, and award-winning educational programs.
It has become a multi-purpose facility for people
seeking horticultural knowledge, exercise, recre-
ation, family-based activities, or a stunning setting
for weddings and other special events.

The Natural History Museum of Utah (NHMU)
is nestled into the foothills of the Wasatch Moun-
tain Range at the Rio Tinto Center, located on a
series of terraces that follow the contours of the
hillside, blending into the environment. The build-
ing is located along the Bonneville Shoreline Trail,
a popular location for hiking and mountain biking.
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The building is immediately recognizable due to
the 42,000 square feet of standing seam copper
that wraps the exterior of the building. The copper,
mined from Kennecott Utah Copper’s Bingham
Canyon Mine located across the Salt Lake Valley
from the new Museum site, is installed in horizontal
bands of various heights to represent the layered
rock formations seen throughout Utah. The building
is an accomplishment of the community and will
serve to further the Museum’s mission: To illuminate
the natural world and humans place within it.

The main lobby area, called the Canyon, is three
stories high displaying over 500 objects from the
Museum'’s collection: the Canyon is our central
public and gathering space. Visitors can enjoy
spectacular views of the Salt Lake Valley, begin to
explore the Museum'’s Trailhead to Utah system, en-
ter the exhibit galleries, or enjoy the Museum Store
and Cafe. Beyond the public areas of the Rio Tinto
Center, the building provides advanced research
and collection facilities for Museum scientists who
oversee the care and curation of more than 1.5
million objects in the Museum'’s collection. The
collections and research areas are the core of the
institution and feature sophisticated climate control
and other means of protecting the collection, and

a venue for undergraduate and graduate training at
the University of Utah. In 2015, the Museum served
262,597 people onsite and approximately 482,194
people across the state through outreach efforts.

The building and surrounding grounds have been
designed and built according to the standards for
LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design) Gold Certification. From the previous pave-
ment of the parking lot to solar photovoltaic panels
on the rooftops, the Museum worked with our
architecture and construction teams to incorporate
green elements throughout the design, construc-
tion, and operations of the building. Construction
of the Rio Tinto Center is a result of a successful
public/private partnership to raise the total cost of
$102.5 million for the project. The funding came
from the federal government, the Utah State
Legislature, a bond supported by the voters of Salt
Lake County, and over $44 million raised through
individual, corporate and foundation philanthropic
support. The Museum’s building is named the Rio
Tinto Center due to the naming-level donation
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from Kennecott Utah Copper / Rio Tinto which
included the donation of the copper used in the
building’s facade

The Utah Museum of Fine Arts (UMFA) is Utah’s
primary cultural resource for global visual arts. It

is unique in its dual role as a university and state
art museum. It is Utah's only visual arts institution
that collects, exhibits, interprets, and preserves a
comprehensive collection of over 5,000 years of art
from around the world. The UMFA has experienced
unprecedented growth in all areas of operation. In
February 2005, the Utah State Legislature declared
the UMFA as an official state institution, confirming
the importance of the Museum'’s role as a center
for art, culture, and education in the state of Utah.
As Utah's flagship art museum, the UMFA collects,
exhibits, interprets, and preserves a comprehensive
collection of more than 19,000 original art objects
from around the world. Today the UMFA strives to
give everyone the opportunity to experience differ-
entideas, values, and cultures from its extensive art
collections.

The Pioneer Theatre Company, Salt Lake's major
regional theatre, is a fully professional theatre in-res-
idence at the University of Utah and produces a sev-
en-play season running from September through
May, including a mixture of classics, large-scale
musicals and contemporary dramas and comedies.
Over the past 10 years the theatre has developed

a reputation for Broadway-quality productions,
including mounting Utah premieres as well as
regional theatre premieres. Notably, Pioneer Theatre
Company was the first regional theatre in the coun-
try to earn the rights to produce Les Misérables, the
closing musical of the 2006-2007 season. Running
for a record 82 sold out performances, Les Misérables
cemented PTC's reputation as a theatre capable of
producing large scale, difficult productions.

Previously, Pioneer Theatre Company has per-
formed major musicals such as The Producers, 42nd
Street, My Fair Lady, Chicago, Into the Woods, Cabaret
and Ragtime as well as classics and adaptations like
Romeo and Juliet, Othello, Pride and Prejudice, The
Three Musketeers, A Tale of Two Cities and The Grapes
of Wrath. The theatre has also been the first in Utah
to produce important works by contemporary
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HIGHLIGHT

Over the past five years nearly 8,000 students/yr. participate

in community service through the Bennion Center, donating an
average of more than 176,000 hours/yr in community engage-

ment and service.

playwrights such as August Wilson’s Fences, Tom
Stoppard’s Arcadia, David Auburn’s Proof, Wendy
Wasserstein's An American Daughter and David
Hare's The Vertical Hour. In 2013, Pioneer Theatre
Company announced Play-By-Play, a staged-read-
ing series that gives our visiting playwrights a week
to workshop their play with a director and actors,
then present the piece to an audience.

The Tanner Lectures are a collection of educa-
tional and scientific discussions relating to human
values. Conducted by leaders in their fields, the
lectures are presented at:

e Linacre College, Oxford University

Clare Hall, Cambridge University
* Harvard University

* Princeton University

e Stanford University

* University of California, Berkeley
* University of Michigan

e University of Utah

* Yale University

¢ and other educational facilities around the
world

The Tanner Lectures on Human Values, a nonprofit
corporation administered at the University of Utah,
is directed by a self-perpetuating Board of Trust-
ees. All expenses, including the Lecture Awards,

the costs of administration, and the editing and
publishing of the lectures, are paid from Tanner
philanthropies established at the University of Utah.
The lectures are well attended by members of the
community and attendance is 2,000 per lecture,
which is the full capacity of the venue.

KUER radio reaches approximately 240,000 unique
listeners each week. We have over 10,000 members,
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6,000 who are sustainers, meaning
they donate automatically form their
bank accounts each month. When
controlling for college graduates and
households with $70,000 of income
or more, KUER is number one in the
radio market in morning and after-
noon drive times (5-9 am and 3-6:30
pm) among all commercial and
non-commercial radio stations along
the Wasatch Front.

Outreach

KUER's budget rose from $2,274,785
dollars in 2010 to $3,459,000 in 2015.
KUER donates time and talent equal-
ing $231,000 each year to support
hundreds of community organi-
zations. We utilize over 250 station

Athletic Events

Museums and Gardens

Performing Arts, Music,
Lectures

Creative, Cultural, Museum & Athletic Event

Community Engagement (2013)

44.7%

15.1%

10.4%

Source: University of Utah Auxiliary Units

volunteers each year and provide
work study and paid internships to
University students.

FIGURE 4.84

Television station KUED broadcasts Public TV

to the state of Utah from the Dolores Doré Eccles
Broadcast Center, located on campus. As Utah’s larg-
est classroom, KUED reaches a diverse group of stu-
dents, educators and parents across the state with
essential PBS and KUED educational resources and
programs that encourage lifelong learning. KUED

is Utah's premier public broadcasting station; airing
quality programs 24 hours a day, broadcast through
repeater channels across the state. In its produc-
tion facilities, KUED produces both public affairs
programming as well as 5-8 documentaries each
year. KUED is recognized one of the leading public
television stations in the country, as evidenced by
its ongoing receipt of multiple recent Rocky Moun-
tain Emmy Awards, including 15 awards in 2013,
and 17 nominations in 2014. KUED's 28-day CUME
viewership assessment indicates the station reaches
approximately 500,000 households each month
(five year average). Approximately 22, 572 viewers
supported KUED in 2014, donating a total of 2.35M$
in support.

During 2013-2014, the University provided the
larger community with nearly 1.6 million admis-
sions to cultural (performing arts, music, lectures) ,
outreach, museum and athletic event experiences
(not including KUER/KUED). Figure 4.84 shows the
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distribution of these broader engagement expe-
riences broken down into these categories. For
reference, during this period, Utah had a population
of 2.9 million residents, and Salt Lake County had

a population of 1.08 million residents. Since most
of these events occur on or near campus, it is clear
that the University of Utah plays a leading role in
the broader engagement of resident living across
the Wasatch Front, as well as across the state of
Utah.

A composite measure was used to assess the level
of mission fulfillment of this strategy. The composite
measure included assessment of quantitative fac-
tors such as yearly attendance at creative, athletic

& cultural events, attendance at Museums and out-
reach centers, mass media viewership and quality,
and donor support for broader community engage-
ment. The comparison group for attendance was
the number of residents of Salt Lake County and
the state of Utah. Composite score for this strategy
was 9.17, indicating very strong ongoing mission
fulfillment of Big Goal objective 3.B.

BIG GOAL 3 OBJECTIVE C: INCREASE
ENGAGEMENT TO DIVERSE
COMMUNITIES

STRATEGY 1: UNIVERSITY
NEIGHBORHOOD PARTNERS (UNP)
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Founded in 2001, University Neighborhood
Partners (UNP) is a department of the Universi-
ty of Utah that is housed on the west side of Salt
Lake City. UNP's mission is to bring together higher
education and community resources for recipro-
cal learning, action, and benefit. Its goals are to
increase access to educational opportunities for
youth and their families; build the capacity of res-
idents, community organizations and the Univer-
sity of Utah to address issues of education, health,
housing, employment, safety and environment; and
promote the development of resident leadership.
This many-pronged approach creates a bridge
between the research, academics and resources

of the University of Utah and the reciprocal learn-
ing provided by members of the community and
uniquely qualifies UNP to address the educational
needs of Salt Lake City.

Assessment of UNP performance comes from a
number of indicators, including percentage of West
Side residents connected/participating with UNP,
number of collaborating organizations, and impact
on higher education access in the UNP target area.

Education Pathways: Improving college pre-
paredness among west side residents is central to
the work of UNP. Our Education Pathways partner-
ships increase access to higher education, create a
college-going culture in families, and bring com-
prehensive college readiness services into schools.
This is accomplished through increasing parental
involvement, supplementing professional devel-
opment for teachers, and addressing health care,
childcare and adult education. In 2014, the partner-
ship engaged more than 300 elementary, 200 mid-
dle, and 350 high school students plus 1,600 adult
learners by leveraging the resources of the Universi-
ty of Utah, local non-profits, and the school district
to better prepare families for higher education.

The Westside Leadership Institute (WLI) is a
program taught by University faculty and com-
munity leaders to support west side residents in
pursuit of becoming catalysts for positive change in
their communities. WLI is organized as a partnership
between University Neighborhood Partners (UNP),
NeighborWorks Salt Lake, and the University of
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Utah's Center for Public Policy and Administration.
The WLI approach to community leadership starts
by redefining ‘leadership’from that of a noun or

a position to that of action—Ileadership emerges
from what one does to mobilize others effectively.
Most importantly, it arises from the recognition that
any real change is going to require individuals to
change the way they think and act, and change is
difficult. Participants thus spend a great deal of time
learning how to ‘diagnose’a community problem,
so that they correctly identify what the real problem
is and who or what needs to change in order to
improve the situation. Participants also focused on
tools for organizing their groups—an action plan
that requires research into other existing commu-
nity resources, how to manage conflict in groups,
identifying strategies for adaptive change, gain-

ing visibility and funding, and others, all of which
serve to move a group forward toward a shared
purpose. As of May 2015, over 315 residents have
participated in the WLI program. WLI graduates now
serve on Salt Lake City Council, School Board, mul-
tiple community councils, PTAs, non-profit Boards,
and grassroots organizations.

Hartland: As part of UNP’s community partner-
ships, we offer programming that develops com-
munity capacity and overcomes many economic,
linguistic, and social barriers at our UNP Hartland
Partnership Center. The nearby apartment com-
plex, located near 1700 South and Redwood Road,
is home to nearly 800 adults and children from

all over the world — Somalia, Peru, Sudan, Central
and Eastern Europe, Mexico, and the United States.
Many of the units are subsidized for low-income
residents and over 75% of the residents are non-na-
tive English speakers, reflecting a rich tapestry of
ethnic diversity.

In 2014, the UNP Hartland Partnership Center
worked with hundreds of individuals:

* 804 residents directly engaged
* 700 visits to the women’s health clinic

* 311 K-12 students engaged in youth program-
ming.

* 45 residents participated in job training and
employment/resume-building workshops.
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¢ Three residents obtained United
States citizenship.

We use direct quantitative perfor-
mance indicators of percentage of
West Side residents connected to the
U through UNP each year (threshold:
33%), number of UNP community
partners (threshold: 35) and impact
on educational attainment at the

U in terms of increased access and
graduation rates (thresholds: 100%
increase in U students from west side,

18
100% increase in degrees awarded

10 S,

Go Girlz Program

Number of , Meetings, and Participants

73
73

70

41

8 8 13 14

to west side students) as indicators
of mission fulfillment of this strategy.
In 2014, 39% of West side residents
were engaged through UNP pro-

3

2 2 2 3 3 3

2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
Source: Women's Resource Center

grams, and 84 community partners
worked with UNP (51 in 2013). Over
a 10-year period, the U has seen a 400% increase in
the number of students from the West Side, and a
360% growth in the number of degrees awarded to
these residents. Consequently, these performance
measurement indicate very strong ongoing mission
fulfillment of Big Goal objective 3.C.

STRATEGY 2: WOMEN'S
ENROLLMENT INITIATIVE

As the University of Utah works to expand its com-
mitment to helping underserved students succeed
atthe U, a new initiative has begun to recruit, retain
and graduate more women students. Currently,
although the percentage of women graduates

is about equal to men, women’s enrollment lags
behind men’s by 20%. This year 85% of female
freshmen applicants were admitted, but just 37%
enrolled. In addition, Utah has the fourth largest
wage gap in the country, with women earning 30%
less than men. The Women's Enrollment Initiative
aims to meet the needs of girls and women along
the spectrum from high school to incoming fresh-
men to those just short of graduating, and provide
the information, services and support to realize
their academic goals. One program that devel-
oped within the Women's Resource Center and is
part of the Women'’s Enrollment Initiative is the Go
Girlz Community Initiative that has been in place
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FIGURE 4.85

since 2004. This program was developed to target
underserved populations, primarily young women
of color, first generation, economically disadvan-
taged female students, grades 6-12 in the Salt Lake
City school district with the goal of early exposure
to higher education. Go Girlz involves partnerships
from the Women's Resource Center, Gender Studies,
College of Social Work, University Neighborhood
Partners and the Marriott Library. Community part-
ners include YWCA of Salt Lake City, KUED, Salt Lake
City Public Library, Sorenson Community Center
and Refugee Services Offices. As Figure 4.85 illus-
trates, the number of young women served by the
program and the number of schools have contin-
ued to grow since 2007.

Assessment is integrated into the program to
understand program utilization, satisfaction and
outcomes. Participants complete a pre-, mid- and
post-program survey. Of those who responded to
the survey in 2013-2014, 89% indicated that they
plan to attend college and all participants indicated
increased involvement in academics and extracur-
ricular programming. Currently 55 previous Go Girlz
are undergraduates and 4 have enrolled in graduate
programs at the University of Utah. More informa-

We assess the mission fulfillment of this strategy
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using performance indicators of participation level
in the GoGirlz program (threshold: 50 students/
year), and pre/post program survey results thresh-
old: 80% indicate positive experience. During the
past three years, an average of 72 students have
participated in this program per year, and survey
results have been uniformly positive. Composite
assessment gave a score of 8.85/10, also indicating
strong performance. Consequently, these perfor-
mance measurements indicate very strong ongoing
mission fulfillment of Big Goal objective 3.C

BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM
VIABILITY OF THE UNIVERSITY

3.B PLANNING AND MISSION ALIGNMENT

3.B.1 Planning for each core theme is consistent with
the institution’s comprehensive plan and quides the
selection of programs and services to ensure they are
aligned with and contribute to accomplishment of the
core theme’s objectives.

3.B.2 Pianning for core theme programs and services
quides the selection of contributing components of
those programs and services to ensure they are aligned
with and contribute to achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of the respective programs and
services.

3.B.3 Core theme planning is informed by the collec-
tion of appropriately defined data that are analyzed
and used to evaluate accomplishment of core theme
objectives. Planning for programs and services is in-
formed by the collection of appropriately defined data
that are used to evaluate achievement of the goals or
intended outcomes of those programs and services.

4.A.6 The institution regularly reviews its assessment
processes to ensure they appraise authentic achieve-
ments and yield meaningful results that lead to
improvement.

4.B - IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
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HIGHLIGHT

In 2014, the partnership engaged more than 300 elementary,
200 middle, and 350 high school students plus 1,600 adult
learners by leveraging the resources of the University of Utah,
local non-profits, and the school district to better prepare
families for higher education.

on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and ¢) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM
VIABILITY OF THE UNIVERSITY

OBJECTIVES, INDICATORS OF
ACHIEVEMENT, RATIONALE,
METRICS AND ACCEPTABLE
THRESHOLDS

BIG GOAL 4 OBJECTIVE A: PROVIDE
ACCESS TO HIGH QUALITY,
AFFORDABLE EDUCATION

Resources must be used appropriately and frugally
in order to help guarantee an affordable and high
quality education for our students. The budget and
planning cycle includes the goal of obtaining new
resources as well as evaluating the use of current
resources for this objective. The major sources of
funding to support the academic mission are state
appropriations and tuition/fees, gifts, and certain
grants and contracts (Figure 4.87).

STRATEGY 1: LEGISLATIVE
ADVOCACY

State appropriations come from the Utah legisla-
ture. The legislature annually reviews the funding
available for all state institutions for both operations
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and capital projects. Budget requests
for higher education are coordinat-
ed by the Commissioner of Higher

$1,600,000K
Education and approved by the Board
of Regents. Requests are consolidated ~ $1.400,000k
and prioritized for the entire system
of higher education of which the Uni- o1 200000
versity of Utah is a part. The Council $1,000,000K
of Presidents which includes the pres-
idents of all of the Utah institutions $800,000K
of higher education meets regularly I
with the Commissioner to determine ‘
the needs of the system. Historically, $400,000K
the budget has started with the base
budget from the prior year and then $200,000K
additions and/or reductions are made 0K

from that point. The top priority for
the Board of Regents is usually salary

Patient Services,
Tuition and Fees, Auxiliaries and Other, Gifts, and Investment Income

Sources of Total Revenue

, Grants and Contracts , State Appropriations,

— —————————t
m——— e ———————
e ———
— ——
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: University of Utah Audited Financial Statements

increases, with the recognition that
the faculty and staff of the institu-
tions are crucial to the success of the
goal of high quality education. Other
categories have recently included
funding for mission-based programs

FIGURE 4.86

Funding and Cost per Undergraduate Student FTE

Average Cost/FTE, State Funds, and Tuition Funds

14,095 et 14,421

14,054 Sommumn
and performance funding.

Mission-based funding began with
S.B.97in 2011, which requires the

Board of Regents to consider each
8,205 S,

13,797 13,922

7,629

institution's mission. The purpose

of the funding is to build capacity
and quality to achieve the state’s
goal, which is to ensure that 66%

of Utah adults ages 25 to 64 have a
postsecondary degree or certificate
by the year 2020 and to address
issues that are institution-specific as
they relate to completion, economic
development and technology efforts.

2008-09

5,918 6,655 6,702
5,120

7,172 7,283 e 7,562

6,744

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13

Source: USHE 2014 Data Book Tab H, Table 9

Mission-based funding is to include
enrollment growth and up to three
strategic priorities. The strategic pri-
orities emphasize the needs of the institutions. For
example, for FY2015, the University of Utah received
funds to promote Online Education, Student Suc-
cess and Completion (Advisors and TAs), Student
Success and Empowerment, and Undergraduate
Research Opportunity Program.

FIGURE 4.87

Performance based funding was introduced by the

STANDARD 4

legislature in the 2013 session. This funding is tied
to each institution’s progress in retention, comple-
tion, and for the two research institutions, research
funding. This funding model is currently being
developed by the legislature so the categories are
evolving but the underlying structure includes a
quantitative measure for each category and fund-
ing is attached to progress in those measures.
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Capital project and capital improvement funds are
also critical for providing a high quality and afford-
able education. These are also requested as part
of the legislative process. Capital project requests
are prioritized for the system and recommended
to the legislature. Capital improvement funds are
supposed to be 1.1% of the replacement value of all
state buildings. Although due to funding challeng-
es, the full amount is not always appropriated, for
FY2016 we received the full amount. These funds
help sustain the academic facilities and infrastruc-
ture that we have.

Appropriate performance indicators for this strategy
include the level of funding and cost per under-
graduate FTE, level of state funding per student,
and level of award of mission based funding. Mea-
surements of these indicators have been historically
favorable; we have been able to keep the average
undergraduate cost/ student FTE at a fixed level of
approximately 14.4k$ per year during the past five
years (Figure 4.86); state funding per student has
decreased by an average of 4.4%/year during the
last five years (compare to the nationwide aver-
age decline of 6.6 %/year between the same time
asp), and mission based funding has been awarded
every year. Depending upon economic conditions
and state higher education funding priorities, state
appropriations can vary substantially from year to
year, it is difficult to establish any realistic baseline
threshold for these indicators. We therefore use a
composite indicator to assess the performance of
this strategy, which takes into account the above
quantitative numbers as well as an assessment

of the general historical success of securing state
funding for the U. Composite assessment gave this
strategy a score of 8.72/10, indicating good perfor-
mance. This score indicates this strategy provides
ongoing mission fulfillment of Big Goal objective
4.A.

STRATEGY 2: SCHOLARSHIP/
FINANCIAL AID OFFICE

Tuition and Fees
The other major component of academic support is

tuition. Tuition increases are approved on an annual
basis with ultimate approval resting with the Board
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of Regents. There are two components that can

be approved: tier one and tier two tuition. Tier one
tuition increases are the same for all institutions

in the system and are based on an evaluation of
current data on inflation as well as specific needs in
the system. Typically, this has included compensa-
tion. Tier two is institution specific. Each president,
following approval of the institution Board of Trust-
ees, can request a second tier increase that applies
to all campus programs equally. This is can include
needs for additional funding for IT services, libraries,
academic advising and additional strategic com-
pensation needs. There is also the ability to request
differential tuition that is program specific and must
be justified by the additional program costs, market
factors and student support. The university has a
number of programs that have differential tuition.

The University discusses proposed tuition increases
with students at the annual Truth in Tuition meet-
ing. The purpose of this meeting is to give students
and the public an opportunity to understand how
any increased tuition will be used by the institution
and to provide comments.

Institutional student fees support specific programs
such as the Associated Students of University of
Utah (ASUU), the libraries, and student computing
facilities. The University has a Student Fee com-
mittee composed of students and administrative
representatives that review the fees annually. The
review includes financial reports of how fees were
used for the previous year as well as cash balances.
This information is used to make recommendations
for increases/decreases for specific fees for the next
academic year. The Student Fee committee can also
recommend new fees. The recommendations of the
committee go to the SVP for Academic Affairs and
the president for approval and presentation to the
Board of Trustees.

The University strives to keep tuition reasonable for
students while supporting the resources necessary
for the quality of education that we tell our students
they will receive. We review our tuition and fees as
compared to several groups that include all other
Utah institutions, a peer group of very high research
public with medical schools selected for USHE, and
Pac-12 institutions. Providing access to high quality,
affordable education is a major objective of the mis-
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sion of ensuring the long-term viabili-
ty of the University. Consequently, we
use the percentage of tuition and fee
costs for full time students (thresh-
old: less than 100% of the median
peer Pac-12 cost) a key quantitative
indicator of mission fulfillment for Big
Goal 4. This performance indicator is
also used as a performance indicator
for the scholarship and financial aid
office strategies for fulfillment of Big
Goal objective 4.A.

2010

Figures 4.88 and 4.89 illustrate the
University of Utah in-state and out-
of-state tuition and fees for full time
students, in-state and out-of-state,
respectively. These graphs also show

Source: IPEDS

In-State Average Tuition and Fees for FT Undergraduates
U of U Tuition and Fees vs. Public PAC 12 Tuition and

--U of U Goal

2011 2012 2013 2014

the average Pac-12 tuition and fees
as well as the median cost (illustrated
as the dashed line: U of U Goal). As
demonstrated by both graphs, the U
has consistently exceeded its per-
formance threshold goal by a wide
margin: 73.3% and 84.5% of the 2014
median Pac-12 tuition and fees for
in-state and out-of-state, respectively.
This indicates that the U is delivering
on its objective to provide access to
high quality, affordable education, as
well as providing strong indication of
mission fulfillment for Big Goal 4.

30K

10K TEReTN

Source: IPEDS

Scholarships and financial aid are im-
portant to helping our students suc-
ceed. The University has a campaign
to increase the amount of scholarship
funding available for students. The
campaign focuses on three areas:

FIGURE 4.88

2010

Out of State Average Tuition and Fees for FT Undergraduates
U of U Tuition and Fees vs. Public PAC 12 Tuition and

--U of U Goal

2011 2012 2013 2014

21,704

ensure access, reward achievement, FIGURE 4.89

and promote completion.
Scholarship Strategies

The University of Utah's financial investments in stu-
dents are driven by the University’s goals of enhanc-
ing the enrollment of highly qualified students and
maintaining affordability for all students admitted. It
is the University’s goal to utilize all available resourc-
es to bridge the gap between family income and
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college cost, while keeping tuition reasonable. The
University seeks to strategically increase its enroll-
ment as the State of Utah grows, while continuing
to provide qualified students with assistance in
funding their college education.

As the University begins to review the strategic use

of our institutional scholarship dollars it is important
that we focus our efforts on meeting institutional
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HIGHLIGHT

For FY2015, the University of Utah received funds to promote
Online Education, Student Success and Completion (Advisors
and TAs), Student Success and Empowerment, and Undergrad-
uate Research Opportunity Program.

priorities. Three aims are essential:

e Enhancing the academic quality of the entering
class

* Maintaining and expanding access and afford-
ability

* Increasing retention and graduation rates

Enhancing the academic quality of the
entering class:

The University is working to develop a specific
scholarship program that would recruit students
who have demonstrated academic excellence
during their high school career. This scholarship
program will be awarded to students based on
standardized test scores and their high school
academic record. The students who fall into this
category are at the top of their class and are often
being courted by numerous colleges. This schol-
arship offers assistance in the recruitment of these
academically successful students. Increasingly, it will
be necessary to offer four-year awards to effectively
compete for these high talent students.

The University must provide significant support for
merit-based scholarships to attract the best and
brightest to its campus. As the flagship campus and
the only tier-one public university in Utah designat-
ed as having very high research activity by the Carn-
egie Foundation, the U has an important obligation
to maintain the quality research and instructional
programs that attract the intellectual capital essen-
tial to an excellent university and whose researchers
and graduates drive significant economic develop-
ment. The University must combine its exceptional
faculty, cutting-edge curriculum and institutional
support to recruit outstanding student scholars.

Maintaining and expanding access and
affordability:
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The University of Utah wishes to strengthen its
commitment to Utah's citizens by providing access
to its academically qualified most financially needy
students. As the Flagship University, our mission
includes the obligation to serve all students regard-
less of socio-economic level. Access and Affordabil-
ity are key words that the University views as critical
to our mission.

In order to recruit, enroll, retain and graduate eco-
nomically disadvantaged students from Utah, the
University is working to strengthen our need-based
scholarship program. The intent of this financial
assistance program is to complement, supplement
and enhance existing and all future, state and insti-
tutional programs.

The program would target entering freshmen from
Utah whose family income is equal to or less than
150% of the poverty level. This grant will be award-
ed for eight semesters or until graduation whichev-
er occurs first.

Increasing Completion Rates:

Student success and graduation rates are top
priorities for President Pershing. The University is
expanding existing investments and creating new
scholarship programs that focus specifically on
completion. Many students defer their education-
al progress with the thought that they will save
enough to return and finish their degree later. A
significant number of talented students do not
achieve their aim of degree completion. This schol-
arship investment allows us to meet the needs of
these students and incentivize them to complete
their degree.

The University's enrollment plan and scholarship
strategies must work in tandem to achieve the en-
rollment objectives of attracting and retaining high
quality students, ensuring access and achieving a
student population that maximizes the capacity of
the campus.

Currently, we are in the process of reviewing exist-
ing scholarship awards and determining how we
can be more strategic with the use of available re-
sources to advance our institutional priorities. In ad-
dition we believe we will improve our effectiveness
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if scholarships housed in individual
colleges are connected with central
resources to optimize and coordinate
scholarship awards.

Engagement with colleges to opti-
mize scholarship awards and pro-
mote institutional priorities is needed.
We aim to develop a strategic and
cohesive plan that the whole Univer-
sity can employ. It is imperative that
we leverage our dollars effectively to
attract the best and brightest to the
University of Utah, to ensure access
to high quality education indepen-
dent of financial background, and to
promote our shared institutional goal

121,511,112

2010

148,090,754 147,313,855

University Donations
University of Utah vs. Public PAC 12 Median

213,983,718

185,648,071

180,316,576 194,893,117

142,701,915
134,011,322

2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Voluntary Support of Education Survey (VSE)

of degree completion.

FIGURE 4.90
Our scholarship plan is reviewed by

the President and the Executive Board

of the Trustees, and we work with leaders of the in-
stitution to raise funds necessary to recruit, support
and serve our students.

Level of student debt upon graduation, and Fed-
eral Loan default rates are accessible, accurate,
robust measures of U affordability. We therefore

use performance indicators of student debt upon
graduation (threshold: 50% of national average) and
federal Loan default rate (threshold: 50% of national
average) to assess mission fulfillment of Big Goal
objective 4.A IPEDS data (2015) indicates U students
graduate with an average $13kin student loans
compared to a national average of $35k. IPEDS also
indicates a 3.9% default rate compared to a national
average 13.7%. Consequently, both measurements
provide strong indications of mission fulfillment for
Big Goal Objective 4.A

STRATEGY 3: DEVELOPMENT

Another major source of funding to support the
academic mission is gifts from private donors and
foundations. The University has a vibrant develop-
ment program for academic support that includes
the central development office, the senior vice
president for Academic Affairs and the deans of
the colleges as well as others working together

to increase support for programs across campus.

STANDARD 4

Development and fundraising efforts are used to
guarantee the long-term viability of the Univer-

sity, through the establishment of ongoing and
endowed scholarships/fellowships, new facilities,
renovation and reinvigoration of aging facilities, and
as seed support for new initiatives and programs.
Consequently, we use the annual private donations
per year as a key quantitative indicator of mission
fulfillment for Big Goal 4.

Private gifts have been a key element of the long-
term viability of the University of Utah for the

past four decades and continue to be so today. In
July 2014, the University successfully completed
the third comprehensive campaign in its history.
The campaign had three goals: First, broaden and
deepen the base of private giving; second, engage
more alumni in supporting the University; and third,
reach a goal of $1.2 billion. We therefore use the
2014 capital campaign goal (threshold: $1.2 B) and
the number of alumni donors (threshold: 35,000)
as performance indicators for this strategy. All three
goals were met: private support of the University
increased from our performance threshold of $125
million annually at the beginning of the campaign
to over $200 million annually (Figure 4.90); the
number of donors to the University increased from
nearly 35,000 to over 86,000; and the campaign
exceeded expectations by raising $1.65 billion.
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One year after the successful conclusion of the
campaign, the University is already making plans
for two major privately funded initiatives. These

will likely evolve in the next two to three years into
the quiet phase of the next comprehensive cam-
paign. One is the reimagining of the facilities for our
School of Medicine, to include a new home for the
school as well as a center for medical innovation, a
new facility for ambulatory care, and a new rehabil-
itation hospital. The other is an initiative for student
success designed to dramatically increase private
support for scholarships, fellowships, and endowed
faculty positions; as well as funding for engaged
learning experiences, new teaching and learning
facilities, and possibly a new center for early child-
hood education.

Both the number of donors and the funds raised
annually continue to grow. The U has continued to
exceed its performance threshold of $125M alumni
donations/year since 2011, and in 2013 the amount
of alumni donations exceeded the median level of
our peer group, public Pac-12 institutions. The U has
therefore consistently surpassed the threshold of
this key performance indicator, indicating a strong,
sustained record of mission fulfillment of Big Goal
4.The objective performance thresholds were also
strongly exceeded, thereby indicating exceptional
mission fulfillment for Big Goal objective 4.A.

The University recently concluded a Fundraising
Working Group with representation across campus
to look at the best ways to advance our fundraising
efforts. The group looked at how we compare to
our peers and effective means of funding develop-
ment to ensure we will continue to make wise and
effective investments in fundraising efforts.

STRATEGY 4: GRADUATE COUNCIL
REVIEWS (PROGRAMS, CIB)

Examples of how reviews have resulted in chang-
es to the curriculum or learning approaches with
students include, but are not limited to, improved
efforts to increase faculty and student diversity,
updated working strategic plans, more systematic
implementation of best practices in numerous
areas of department administration, lab safety
updates and improvements, new and/or renovated
facilities, increased research/scholarship/creative
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projects, and curricular improvements being made
based on student and/or review feedback. The fol-
lowing institutional dialog provides an example of a
recommendation followed by an action item which
contains an update from the Chair illustrating some
positive curricular changes based on assessment
by reviewers and students. This example is from the
2013/14 Graduate Council program review report.

Recommendation 2: The Department is
encouraged to articulate a more focused vi-
sion for the future direction of the program,
specifically in terms of non-film media arts.
In bringing the Department into the 21st
century, the interplay between critical stud-
ies and analysis with technical skills needs
to be addressed. This may be best accom-
plished in an away-from-campus retreat
with an outside facilitator.

The Department has held more than one retreat
with an outside facilitator and has achieved a
vision of solidarity on how the programs they offer
need to be re-envisioned. The Chair’s response
stated, “We value the advice and look forward

to the process of reinventing ourselves.” A new
strategic plan, already completed, will be submit-
ted to the Graduate Dean by Fall Semester 2015.
The Department is in the process of making a new
tenure-track hire, approved by the Dean of the
College. The new faculty hire will help to facilitate
the technical skills (media arts area) of the curric-
ulum. The Chair also spoke to the implementation
of a new model of integrating critical studies into
courses across the curriculum. This recommenda-
tion is being addressed and there is good evidence
of the Department moving in a forward direction
that will take it into the 21st century.

Because the Graduate Council Review strategy is as-
sociated with development and yearly deployment
of policy initiatives, the appropriate performance
indicators are the ongoing maintenance of the
policies, and development and deployment of new
policies according to planned schedule. The Gradu-
ate Council review process is a yearly process which
includes periodic initiatives for training, updating
the review manual, and development of new
procedures and policies based upon feedback. This
strategy is therefore assessed using a composite
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indicator. This strategy received a composite score
of 8.88.This assessment is well above the threshold
of 8.0. The measurement therefore indicates that
this strategy is contributing to mission fulfillment of
Big Goal 4.A

BIG GOAL 4 OBJECTIVE B:
SUSTAINABLE FINANCIAL AND
ENVIRONMENTAL PRACTICES

Budgeting Process

The annual budget process uses the information on
state appropriations, tuition/fee amounts combined
with enrollment projections to estimate the fund-
ing available for the next fiscal year. This funding

is connected to our academic and operational
commitments as well as the mission based and per-
formance based funding goals for which we receive
funding. The University uses an all funds budgeting
process so that all funds supporting the academic
mission are evaluated.

Funding models for public research universities
have changed significantly over the past decade
as historical sources of funding or support have
changed priorities or experienced difficulties in
maintaining continued support levels. Major shifts
in relative contributions of funds from public, pri-
vate and student sources have provided an oppor-
tunity to implement a new budget model.

In FY2014, a Budget and Planning Advisory com-
mittee was charged to define a budget process
that would optimize resource allocation decisions,
enable innovation and encourage effective use

of financial resources. This committee developed
seven guiding budget principles that are the foun-
dation for our budget model. The seven guiding
principles are:

1. Resource allocation is driven by the mission
and strategic vision of the University. Budget
decisions should reflect the priorities of the
University and its colleges, departments, and
other budgeting units.

2. Resource allocation will promote excellence in
the University’s three core missions: discovery,
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creation and application of knowledge; dis-
semination of knowledge by teaching, pub-
lication, artistic presentation and technology
transfer; and community engagement.

3. The principles and processes guiding budget
allocations will be transparent, documented,
and accessible to faculty, staff, students, and
administrators. Transparency helps to ensure
shared governance, as outlined in University
policies and procedures.

4. The budget promotes responsible, prudent
and sustainable stewardship of resources. The
University will avoid excessive financial com-
mitments and overspending while encourag-
ing development of current and new revenue
streams.

5. The budget process aligns responsibility,
decision-making authority and control over re-
sources. Aligning resources where knowledge
is housed and decisions are made and imple-
mented promotes rational decision-making in
the pursuit of university goals and objectives.

6. The University of Utah provides a stable annual
budget process that is flexible enough to
adapt to changing conditions. The manner
in which resources are allocated should be
relatively constant and known before a course
of action is taken.

7. The budget process supports budget model
diversity. Colleges, departments, and other
budgeting units perform different functions
and have different revenue streams and costs.

A subcommittee of the Budget and Planning Ad-
visory committee including members from across
campus proposed a new model that fit within the
seven guidelines listed above for allocating resourc-
es. The model developed by this committee and
implemented this year generally leaves historical
budget amounts in place, providing needed sta-
bility to colleges, while allocating any new funding
through the allocation process which adds flexi-
bility to meet changing conditions and focus on
current strategic goals.

Other substantial changes implemented in the new

budget process include moving the allocation of
budget funds to the college level from the individu-
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al department level to align resources
with decision-making authority. This
change enables greater strategic

2010
and rational decision-making use of

resources by each dean to pursue 2011
their college goals and objectives in
alignment with campus goals. 2012
A Campus Budget Advisory commit- 2013
tee includes representatives from key

areas of campus leadership in the So1a

budget approval process. This com-
mittee reviews budgets providing
greater transparency in the budget

27

26%

2

25%

Building Facility Condition Needs Index
Poor >=.51, , and Excellent 0-.20

28% 19% 53%

% 19% 54%

21% 53%

5% 23% 52%

26% 49%

Source: University of Utah Facilities Management

and resource allocation process FIGURE 4.91

while also allowing input in how new

resources are distributed to meet

institutional mission and strategic goals. The budget
model also is designed with mechanisms to allow
flexibility in funding specific institutional needs and
priorities.

The budget model allocates most new funding
based upon a college’s share of the total student
credit hours taught at the Master’s level and below,
the number of degrees awarded and their number
of majors. Funds are initially being distributed with
60% based upon the student credit hour measure,
20% for degrees awarded and 20% for number of
majors. These allocation percentages may be mod-
ified in the future, if needed, based upon changing
institutional goals.

This model increases transparency regarding fund-
ing allocation decisions across campus, provides
stability as well as flexibility to meet future funding
challenges, aligns the allocation of resources with
decision making authority and fiscal stewardship
and promotes the mission and strategic vision of
the University.

University budgeting incorporates all funds. Budget
goals for both the prior year and the new year are
reviewed. Entities are required to discuss how their
goals align with the goals and strategies (Four Big
Goals) of the broader campus. Allocation of any
new resources is prioritized based on university

details.)
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STRATEGY 1: SUSTAINABILITY
OFFICE

STARS is a transparent, self-reporting framework the
University of Utah uses to measure sustainability
performance and provides a common standard of
measurement for sustainability in higher education.
Sustainability is a new frontier with few established
metrics and a standard framework for measuring
success is needed. With recommendation from

the President’s Sustainability Advisory Board, the
Office of Sustainability (on behalf of the Universi-

ty of Utah) joined a rating system established for
Higher Education called the Sustainability Tracking,
Assessment & Rating System™ (STARS). STARS is a
transparent, self-reporting framework for colleges
and universities to measure their sustainability per-
formance. STARS provides a common standard of
measurement for sustainability in higher education.
Itis a tool that promotes a comprehensive under-
standing of sustainability, not just environmental
indicators. The STARS instrument encompasses the
social, economic and environmental dimensions of
sustainability.

STARS provides a set of minimum standards for
universities seeking to become more “sustainable”;
itis a starting point for the University of Utah as it
begins to address sustainability at the institutional
level. Since STARS includes ambitious, long-term
sustainability achievements, it will help to showcase
the university’s current sustainability strategies and
indicate where there is room for improvement by
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outlining best-practices, policies and
approaches into the future.

STARS is designed to:

* Provide a framework for un-
derstanding sustainability in all
sectors of higher education.

* Enable meaningful comparisons
over time and across institutions
using a common set of measure-
ments developed with broad
participation from the campus
sustainability community.

e Create incentives for continual
improvement toward sustainabil-

ity.

2008

Energy Use Intensity (MMBtu/sq.ft./yr.)

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: University of Utah Facilities Management

* Facilitate information sharing
about higher education sustain-
ability practices and performance.

* Build a stronger, more diverse campus sustain-
ability community.

The STARS system helps to encourage a process of
continual improvement and includes ambitious,
long-term sustainability objectives. It also indicates
where there is room for improvement by outlining
best-practices, policies and approaches. There are
four main categories; Administration, Education, En-
gagement, and Operations, and each metric is used
as a baseline or starting point for the University of
Utah to address sustainability at the institutional
level and for planning initiatives across campus. In
particular, Facilities Management works in close col-
laboration with the Sustainability Office to integrate
STARS criteria to provide meaningful comparisons
over time using a common set of measurements.

Based on information gathered by the Sustainabil-
ity Office, the University of Utah earned a Bronze
Rating in 2011 with a score of 35.67 points out of

a possible 100. Current plans are to submit for a
new rating in STARS Version 2.0 by the end of 2015
calendar year. Based on the many improvements in
sustainability over the last three years, we expect to
improve our rating to “Silver” level.

Because the STARS rating provides a robust, com-
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FIGURE 4.92

prehensive, standardized assessment of the overall
sustainability performance of the University, it
provides an excellent performance indicator for
Big Goal objective 4.B. Threshold performance for
STARS indicator is Bronze rating, which the U cur-
rently meets. However, because the STARS rating is
only conducted every four to five years, it is difficult
to use it as yearly indicator of institutional prog-
ress. Consequently, we use the STARS level rating
as a performance indicator of Big Goal objective
4.B, only, and its influence onto the assessment of
mission fulfillment Big Goal 4 arises through the
composite assessment of Big Goal Objective 4.B.

The yearly building Facility condition index, Figure
4.91, provides an assessment of the quality of build-
ings across campus, and is used as a planning tool
for scheduled renovations as well as requests for
legislative and donor supported renovations. The
performance indicator associated with the index

is the successful yearly completion of the survey.
The survey is an ongoing project of facilities man-
agement, and therefore meets the threshold for
supporting Big Goal objective 4.8,

Environmental Sustainability
The University of Utah has a goal of carbon neutrali-

ty achieved by 2050 as specified in the 2010 Energy
and Environmental Stewardship Initiative: Climate

187



IHE UNIVERSITY OF UTAH

achieve a 20% reduction in our energy use intensity
(EUI) by 2020 as compared with a 2010 baseline
(Figure 4.92).

We choose to use the EUl index as a performance
indicator of the mission fulfillment of Big Goal 4, rep-
resenting the institutional commitment to reducing
carbon footprint, and future environmental sustain-
ability. Reduction of the EUl requires a combination
of efforts coordinated across campus involving
faculty, staff, and administration, as well as commit-
ment of resources to update aging infrastructure
and reduce energy use. The index therefore also
measures the composite ability of the institution to
successfully project the importance of overall institu-
tional sustainability and to motivate multiple stake-
holders to assess their own sustainability practices
and implement ongoing assessments and changes
meet this goal. The baseline threshold performance
of the EUlindex was set at 200 in 2010, with the goal
of a 20% reduction (40 points, to EUl of 160) by 2020.
We therefore also require ongoing progress towards
this goal as an additional performance threshold,
but we do not specify a specific gain increment
each year. Many EUI gains occur can occur in large,
episodic improvements as larger energy usage
facilities (e.g. HVAC equipment) or renewable energy
generation (solar panels or co-generation) projects
do not realize gains in EUI until the day they are put
into service.

We have already achieved 32% reduction towards
our EUl target of 160 in 2020 compared with our
2010 baseline. The U is therefore consistently meet-
ing the threshold of this key performance indicator,
providing an additional indicator of mission'’s fulfill-
ment of Big Goal 4.

The EUI metric is one strategy being used by the
University to address carbon neutrality, although

its total effect is impacted by many factors. Conse-
quently, the University is currently working to create
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additional targets and metrics beyond the 2020
Better Buildings Challenge goals in order to more
fully respond to our climate commitment.

BIG GOAL 4 OBJECTIVE C:
STEWARDSHIP OF PHYSICAL
FACILITIES AND HUMAN RESOURCES

STRATEGY 1: OFFICE OF
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES

In an effort to ensure that the university is focusing
its resources on its academic and research mission,
we are undertaking an aggressive administrative
efficiency effort. While we are looking at all of the
administrative areas, the following are a few high-
lights of our major projects.

Procure to pay:

The Procure to pay system is an electronic procure-
ment system that will modernize how we procure
goods and services on campus. Currently, we
process hundreds of thousands of documents by
hand and we have several thousand unique ven-
dors. In an effort to leverage our buying power and
to streamline how we process work flow, we are
implementing the SciQuest eProcurement solution.
This will allow us to automate the processes and
better manage our contracts and vendor relation-
ships. We anticipate that this project will save over
$8.0 million per year.

Embedded Human Resources:

Currently, we have many people involved in the
HR process and it is not as efficient as it could be.
The embedded HR project will consolidate our HR
resources and place professional human resource
staff throughout the university system. This effort
will not only save us money, but it will also allow
us to better manage our workforce by eliminating
rework, focusing on employee development, and
better controlling risk.

Information Technology Shared Services:
The University is a very complex organization with

a lot of critical information. There are many de-
partments and business units and they operate in
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a much decentralized manner. Our shared services
initiative will allow us to better serve our campus
community by streamlining resources and reducing
redundancies. It will also allow us to better secure
our networks and systems.

STRATEGY 2: UNIVERSITY OF UTAH
PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT UUPM

Human Resources

Since providing an update to the Northwest Com-
mission on Colleges and Universities in early Sep-
tember 2014, additional demonstrations of UUPM
have been presented to many departments and
groups across campus. These include the Council of
Academic Deans (CAD), University Human Resource
Management (HR), Marriott Library, College of En-
gineering, Graduate School, Continuing Education,
University Information Technology (UIT), School of
Business, Student Affairs, Facilities Management,
Public Safety, Financial & Business Services, Honors
College, Administrative Services, Auxiliary Services,
Environmental Health & Safety, Real Estate, College
of Architecture + Planning, Red Butte Gardens,
Marketing & Communications, and Investment
Management. We also held three open-enrollment
hands-on training sessions at a computer lab. The
implementation process was initiated with depart-
ments who expressed an interest. To date, seven
departments have implemented UUPM to at least
a portion of their staff by initiating and activating
performance plans. Another 87 departments are
preparing to implement by creating templates and
rating scales. Leadership representing 199 depart-
ments attended a training or demonstration of the
system.

The 2014 NWCCU Ad Hoc Self-Evaluation Report
states that HR will focus energy on increasing
consistency between the Health Sciences perfor-
mance management tool and UUPM. So far two
meetings with Health Sciences areas have been
held, including a meeting with leaders from the
Advanced Practice Clinicians (APC) in October 2014
and a meeting with leaders from Hospital Human
Resources in March 2015. As departments started
to use UUPM, we found additional technical issues
that need to be addressed. We are working with
programmers at UIT to resolve problems and make

STANDARD 4

enhancements. A major issue was resolved in March
2015 and other resolutions and enhancements are
in process. When the major issues are fully resolved,
we will implement a more formal communication
plan. We predict this will begin on campus in spring
2015, leading to more departments implement-

ing UUPM in summer and fall. We intend to begin
requiring UUPM to be the tool used for all staff
performance management (non-Health Sciences)
by fall of 2015, keeping in mind that each college
and administrative area has its own performance
evaluation cycle, so it may take a year to implement
in all departments.

We are starting to gather analytics for our embed-
ded HR pilot projects. Some of the more interest-
ing data that we have indicates that the process
improvement for the time to complete hiring
proposals have decreased significantly in each
pilot area since the implementation of the pilots.
We have also seen an increase in HR processing of
transactions increase from 1.5% in 2014 to 57% in
2015. This offloading of the transaction processing
in Student Affairs has resulted in a freeing up of
capacity for Student Affairs employees to focus on
students.

STRATEGY 3: FACULTY REVIEW

FACULTY REVIEW STANDARDS FOR RETENTION, PROMOTION
AND TENURE

Our faculty review standards for retention, promo-
tion, and tenure (RPT) of tenure-line faculty require
participation by the Student Advisory Committee
(SAC), which are groups of undergraduate and
graduate students who are candidates for degrees
in the unit. The SAC has full access to all course
evaluations and other teaching materials (such

as a teaching statement and syllabi) included in

a candidate’s review file. They may also conduct
their own surveys regarding the candidate and,

in some cases, interview the candidate. The SAC

is then charged with evaluating the candidate’s
teaching and providing a recommendation that is
included in every level of review of the candidate
and which, if negative, triggers an additional level of
review at the university level. The SAC instructions
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In addition to the student review of teaching for
faculty, our policies recently changed to require
“assessments from peer observations and analyses
of teaching and teaching materials conducted by
peer observers qualified by experience and famil-
iarity with the methods of teaching and subjects
appropriate for the discipline and department. As a
result, we ask that other faculty members observe
classes and evaluate the teaching materials of a
candidate. Although the exact form of this review
varies by unit, peer observations have been com-
mon for many years and the feedback provided to
candidates in the review process is highly valued.

Finally, although there are different review stan-
dards for career-line faculty members and for
tenured faculty reviews, like the RPT reviews, many
units require a SAC review and/or peer observation
in these reviews. Consistent with the research and
national discussion on SCF, we urge units not to rely
solely on SCF when formally evaluating teaching
done by any faculty member on campus.

For faculty in the non-tenure categories (career-line,
adjunct, and visiting), and for other teaching per-
sonnel without faculty appointments, the University
has been strengthening its periodic evaluation
processes in the period from 2007 to the present,
partially in response to a recommendation from the
NWCCU accreditation review carried out in 2006-
2007. At the time that review was being completed,
the University responsively adopted a new Poli-

cy 6-310, which requires each of its colleges (or
other academic units) to develop a written plan

for periodic evaluation of faculty in the career-line,
adjunct, and visiting categories, and also “non-facul-
ty instructional personnel” (graduate students and
postdoctoral fellows with teaching responsibilities).
The University refined that Policy in 2010 with
further detail, following the NWCCU's follow-up

site visit and Interim Report of fall 2009, and then
significantly revised it again in 2014 as part of a
major project focused primarily on the important
roles career-line faculty have within the University.
In accord with the original Policy, all colleges have
been developing and putting into place interim
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versions of the evaluation plans (through written
Statements of criteria, standards, and procedures),
and the central administration and the faculty
members of the Standards Committee are currently
working with the colleges to further refine those
plans in accord with the latest Policy changes. (See
further description of these evaluation systems for
career-line faculty, including the recent history of
major policy changes, in the section for Standard
2-B-5 above).

For 2015-2016 and following years, major focus will
be directed at the systems for review of tenured
faculty. Over the past year a TFR Task Force has be-
gun developing a policy revision proposal, through
a series of discussions with various administrators
and faculty representatives. This will continue in the
coming year and the revised policy is anticipated
to be presented for final approvals of the Academic
Senate and Board of Trustees within the year. It is
contemplated the revised policy will require more
thorough TFR systems to be implemented within
the departments and colleges (with contents of the
governing Statements developed first within those
units, and then jointly approved by central admin-
istration and the Senate’s Standards Committee,
guided by an approved template).

Because all of these three strategies are associat-
ed with development and deployment of policy
initiatives, the appropriate performance indicators
are the ongoing maintenance of the policies, and
development and deployment of new policies
according to planned schedule. Each strategy

have different deadlines and project development
schedules; in general all are meeting their yearly
reporting targets as well as staying on schedule for
deployment of new procedures and policies. These
strategies are assessed using composite indicators.
The strategies Office of Administrative Service, UUPM,
and Faculty Review are 8.62,8.52, and 8.42, respec-
tively. These assessments are well above the thresh-
old of 8.0. The measurements therefore indicate
that all three strategies are contributing to mission
fulfillment of Big Goal 4.C

BIG GOAL 4 OBJECTIVE D: LONG
TERM INSTITUTIONAL PLANNING
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STRATEGY 1: OBIA

The University has increased need for institutional
level data and analysis as the demand for measures
and analysis to inform data driven decisions has
been emphasized in recent years. The Office of
Budget and Institutional Analysis (OBIA) has been at
the forefront in the effort to make more information
available to an increasing number of users, in new
formats and in unique new analysis.

There has been an increase in the number of staff
and the organization of the office resulting in the
development of the office of Institutional Data
Management and Visualization (IDMV). The IDMV of-
fice is charged with finding new ways of presenting
data and analysis that comes from the Budget and
Institutional Analysis offices. Farly successful efforts
in this area include the creation for a university
wide performance dashboard, a graduate school
dashboard, individual performance dashboards

at the department level as well as many custom
dashboards developed for specific requests related
to data analysis. The IDMV office, working in con-
nection with the Budget and Institutional Analysis
office has also developed many individual “data on
demand”tools which allow users to create custom
data sets, print reports from that data, or download
the raw data to be used in their own individual
analysis. These tools have resulted in a 25% de-
crease in custom requests for data to OBIA and have
provided richer data and analysis to end users.

The Institutional Analysis office has been actively
developing new statistical modeling analysis tools
to allow the study and creation of new processes
from enrollment management to models used in
understanding why students succeed or not and
has helped inform the creation of potential inter-
ventions used across campus. Many of these efforts
have focused on first time full time freshmen as well
as students at risk of dropping out after completing
a substantial amount of work towards their degree.

The Budget office has spent much of the last year or
two helping develop a new budget model as well
as refining and improving new budgeting tools.
The results of these efforts are a new emphasis on
accountability and transparency as well as giving
deans the tools and authority to use the budget
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as a tool to improve their own strategic efforts.
New budget tools have also been instrumental in
providing information that has not previously been
available in a timely manner which improves senior
administration’s ability to strategically allocate
limited resources in the most effective manner to
support our Four Big Goals.

These recent efforts have already allowed OBIA to
meet their goal of providing more information to
more users in multiple ways while at the same time
ensuring that the information and processes used
are providing relevant, accurate and reliable data
to inform strategic goals across the entire campus.
There is an ongoing effort to continue to improve
upon these successes and become a more acces-
sible and more complete resource to the entire
campus community.

As required by State law, the University is required
to undergo yearly external financial audits. These
audits provide ongoing feedback regarding the
accuracy and robustness of the financial accounting
procedures used by the U. These are performed in
accordance with standards set forward by the Gov-
ernment Accounting Standard Board (GASB).

STRATEGY 2: CAMPUS MASTER PLAN

The Campus Master Plan was initiated in 2005 to
give physical form to the University's mission to
engage, prepare, and partner with students, faculty,
staff, our neighbors, and national and international
colleagues. The Plan was completed in 2008. How-
ever, as with any planning, it is a dynamic process.
There have been addendums, including a student
housing master plan, bicycle master plan as well as
vision and planning directives. The Campus Master
Plan is used as we look needs for new facilities and
spaces.

Campus Facilities looks at the condition of our facil-
ities and monitors the condition based on specific
standards. The Facility Condition Needs Index is
used for strategic use of capital improvement funds
and planning for capital funds requests from the
legislature, donors and other sources. The facilities
need index is updated yearly to remain relevant as a
planning tool.
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Adjectival Description

Underperforming

Superior Exceptional

Numerical Rating 0-7.9

8.0-8.9

9.0-9.9 10

Does not meet
performance threshold.
These may include
good programs that
are striving for higher
achievement, but have
yet to achieve it.

Rating Description
based on Indicator Data

Meet performance
threshold. There
may be room for

improvement.

Consistently exceeds
performance
threshold. Clearly
recognizable for
demonstrated success.

Substantial performance
in excess of performance
threshold. Easily
recognizable as a
core strength of the
institution.

TABLE 4.11: REVIEWER SCORING GUIDE

Because both of these strategies are associated with
development and deployment of policy initiatives,
the appropriate performance indicators are the
ongoing maintenance of the policies, and develop-
ment and deployment of new policies according

to planned schedule. Each strategy has different
deadlines and project development schedules; in
general all are meeting their yearly reporting targets
as well as staying on schedule for deployment of
new procedures and policies. These strategies are
assessed using composite indicators. The strategies
OBIA and Campus Master plan are 8.80 and 8.62,
respectively, well above threshold of 8.0. These
measurements indicate that both strategies are
contributing to mission fulfillment of Big Goal 4.D.

4.B: IMPROVEMENT

4.B.1 Results of core theme assessments and results
of assessments of programs and services are: a) based
on meaningful institutionally identified indicators of
achievement; b) used for improvement by informing
planning, decision making, and allocation of resources
and capacity; and c) made available to appropriate
constituencies in a timely manner.

4.B.2 The institution uses the results of its assessment
of student learning to inform academic and learn-
ing-support planning and practices that lead to en-
hancement of student learning achievements. Results
of student learning assessments are made available to
appropriate constituencies in a timely manner.

SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT OF
MISSION FULFILLMENT FOR ALL
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CORE THEMES, BIG GOALS, AND
OBJECTIVES

As described in Standard 1, we assess mission ful-
fillment of Big Goals (Core Themes) and objectives
using a combination of key quantitative perfor-
mance indicators for each Big Goal, and composite
indicators for each threshold. Mission fulfillment for
composite uses the numerical scale introduced in
Standard 1, we reproduce the numerical scale in
Table 4.11 for convenience.

QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT
SUMMARY OF BIG GOALS 1-4 (CORE
THEMES)

The quantitative assessment of mission fulfillment
for each of the Big Goals (Core Themes) is summa-
rized at the top of Tables 4.12,4.13,4.14, and 4.15.
The performance threshold and results for each
indicator are listed on the right hand columns of
these tables. The interpretation and analysis of the
quantitative assessment results for each Big Goal
will be discussed in the next section Standard 5:
Mission Fulfillment.

Composite Assessment Summary of Big Goal
(Core Theme) Objectives

The composite scores of each of the individual
objectives are listed on the right hand side of Tables
4.12,4.13,4.14,and 4.15 under the column labeled
“Composite Score”. The simple unweighted average
and standard deviation for all the objectives in a
given Big Goal is provided in the final row of each
table. Some of the items in the Composite Score
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Performance Indicators

Results

Big Goal 1

Promote Student i.
Success to Transform ii.

First-year retention rates
Six-Year Graduation rates

i.  89% (2014), improving
ii.  62.2% (2014), improving

Lives iii. % First Year Student in LC iii.  54% (2014)
iv. % freshmen receiving Financial Aid iv.  70.4% (2014)
V.  Average Freshmen composite ACT V.  24.7 (2014), improving

Objectives Strategies Composite Score

A. Improve Retention | Student Success Initiative (Enrollment, Scholarships, Scheduling) 8.33

st G ke [ e General Education Initiatives 8.53
Learning Communities 8.69 A
Student Success and Empowerment 8.52

B. Student Engagement | Community-Engaged Learning 8.35
Undergraduate Research Opportunities 8.38
Average 8.4710.12

TABLE 4.12: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS TO TRANSFORM

LIVES

column have an additional upward arrow (4\) or
downward arrow (W),

If the Composite Score is accompanied by an up-
ward arrow (AN), this indicates that this performance
measurement has a statistically significant positive
deviation from the mean for this particular Big Goal,
as calculated from the average composite score
and standard deviation for the relevant Big Goal.
The statistical significance level indicates that the
probability of this composite score being a random
fluctuation from the assumed Normal distribution
is 10% or less. This upward arrow marker therefore
marks individual items that have unusually com-
mon positive deviations from the average behavior,
indicating a common agreement between the
Senior Assessment team members of exceptional
effectiveness of this particular strategy.

Similarly, If the Composite Score is accompanied by
a downward arrow (W), this indicates that this per-

formance measurement has a statistically significant

negative deviation from the mean for this particular

STANDARD 4

Big Goal, as calculated from the average compos-
ite score and standard deviation for the relevant
Big Goal. The statistical significance level indicates
that the probability of this composite score being

a random fluctuation from the assumed Normal
distribution is 10% or less. This downward arrow
marker therefore marks individual items which have
unusually common negative deviations from the
average behavior, indicating a common agreement
between the Senior Assessment team members

of somewhat lower effectiveness of this particular
strategy.

The interpretation and analysis of the quantita-
tive assessment results for each Big Goal will be
discussed in the next section Standard 5: Mission
Fulfillment. CF
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Big Goal 2 Performance Indicators Results
Develop and Transfer i. Total Graduate and Professional Degrees Awarded i. 99% PAC 12 (2013)
New Knowledge ii. Research expenditures per faculty FTE ii. 196kS vs. 254kS
iii. Number of patents & startups /yr. iii. >6/year (5 year); >15/year
iv. Number of Research Awards per faculty FTE (2008-14)
v. Number of Named Appointments iv. 3.2vs. 2.4 (2013)
v. 10/year (5 year)
Objectives Strategies Composite Score
A. Develop a dynamic, sus- Enhance support for graduate, professional, and postdoctoral 8.36

tainable creative and research | education
environment for development
and transfer of new knowledge

Enhance national ranking of creative and research activities 8.46

Improve faculty access to long term support for creative and 8.36
research activities

B. Balance support for Uni- Recruitment and retention of top scholars 8.54
versity’s traditional creative

S s ST Transformative Excellence Program 8.79
planned growth in emerging
disciplines
C. Promote diversity of faculty | Graduate School diversity initiatives 8.18 W
i students' n _creatlve i SVPAA diversity hiring incentives 8.29
research activities
D. Support economic and Technology Development 8.96 N
cultural development of State
of Utah through transfer of Technology Transfer 9.08
knowledge

Average 8.56x0.29

TABLE 4.13: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER NEW KNOWLEDGE

Big Goal 3 Performance Indicators Results
Engage Communities i.  Online SCH per year, growth i. 99302 (2014), +8440/yr. (5
to Improve Health and ii. Number of community members engaging in Continuing yrs.)
Quality of Life Ed. ii. 14158 (2015)
iii. U Health Care Patient Satisfaction iii. 84% (2014)
Objectives Strategies Composite Score
A. Increase community engage- | UOnline 9.02
S L [P B Continuing Education and Community Engagement 8.98
U Health Care 9.32 A
B. Increase engagement to Office of Engagement 8.96
ESREfalcOmmuUnILy Lowell Bennion Center 9.07
Broader Community participation and engagement 9.17
C. Increase engagement to University Neighborhood Partners 9.10
LR GO Women'’s Enrollment Initiative 8.85 ¥
Average 9.06:0.13

TABLE 4.14: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO IMPROVE HEALTH
AND QUALITY OF LIFE
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Results

Big Goal 4 Performance Indicators
Ensure Long-Term Viabil- | i. % tuition and fees for full-time U grads vs. Pac-12
ity of the University ii. Annual private donations to U

iii. Energy Utilization Index (EUI) per Square Foot

73.3% [in state];84.5% [out]

(2014)

200 MS/yr (2014).
iii. 187 (2014); 32% reduction since

2011
Objectives Strategies Composite Score
A. Provide access to high quali- | Legislative advocacy 8.72
ty, affordable education Scholarship /financial aid office 8.82
Development 9.08 A
Graduate Council Reviews (programs, CIB) 8.88
B. Sustainable financial and Sustainability Office 8.90
environmental practices
C. Stewardship of Physical Fa- | Office of Administrative services 8.62
cilities and Human Resources UUPM 8.52
Faculty Review 8.42 V¥
D. Long Term Institutional OBIA 8.80
Planning Campus master plan 8.62
Average 8.74+0.18

TABLE 4.15: OBJECTIVES, STRATEGIES, AND PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM VIABILITY OF THE UNIVERSITY
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STANDARD FIVE

MISSION FULFILLMENT, ADAPTATION & SUSTAINABILITY

Eligibility Requirement24 ... SCALE AND SUSTAINABILITY
The institution demonstrates that its operational scale (e.g., enrollment, human and finan-
cial resources and institutional infrastructure) is sufficient to fulfill its mission and achieve its
core themes in the present and will be sufficient to do so in the foreseeable future.

As described in our response to Eligibility Requirement 23, the annual Strategic Bud-

ensuring the operational scale of the University is well matched to the institutional
missions. Through the use of data-driven budget planning linked to the University
mission and core themes, the operational scale is continually adjusted to meet the
changing internal and external circumstances.

The match between the University’s operational scale and its ability to fulfill its mis-
sion and achieve its core themes is most clearly documented in the publicly available

STANDARD 5
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HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah engaged in a participatory process,
largely through a series of campus dialogue sessions, to
identify Four Big Goals to frame the aims of the institution in
the next three- to five-years, to develop strategies to advance
these aims, and to articulate specific measures of the U’s
performance and accomplishment on these measures.

The Management Discussion and Analysis section

the University continues to take a conservative
approach regarding revenues and expenses, and
has taken appropriate steps to address changes

in enrollment and federal funding of research.

The ongoing stewardship of the match between
financial operational scale and institutional mission
has allowed the University’s net position to contin-
ually increase each year for the past five years. The
Annual Financial Reports continue to indicate that
the combination of strong strategic leadership and
prudent fiscal management will ensure the Univer-
sity’s ability to consistently deliver its institutional
mission into the foreseeable future.

STANDARD 5: MISSION FULFILLMENT,
ADAPTATION, AND SUSTAINABILITY

5.A.1 The institution engages in reqular, systemat-
ic, participatory, self-reflective, and evidence-based
assessment of its accomplishments.

Our Mission

The mission of the University of Utah is to serve the
people of Utah and the world through the discov-
ery, creation and application of knowledge; through
the dissemination of knowledge by teaching, publi-
cation, artistic presentation and technology transfer;
and through community engagement. As a preem-
inent research and teaching university with na-
tional and global reach, the University cultivates an
academic environment in which the highest stan-
dards of intellectual integrity and scholarship are
practiced. Students at the University learn from and
collaborate with faculty who are at the forefront of
their disciplines. The University faculty and staff are
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committed to helping students excel. We zealously
preserve academic freedom, promote diversity and
equal opportunity, and respect individual beliefs.
We advance rigorous interdisciplinary inquiry, inter-
national involvement, and social responsibility.

The full mission statement of the University of Utah

Our Goals

As summarized in a preceding section of this report,
the University of Utah engaged in a participatory
process, largely through a series of campus dia-
logue sessions, to identify Four Big Goals to frame
the aims of the institution in the next three to five
years, to develop strategies to advance these aims,
and to articulate specific measures of the U's per-
formance and accomplishment on these measures.
The Four Big Goals are:

1. Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
2. Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

3. Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life

4. Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

Additional detail on these strategies and measures

Assessment of Accomplishments

Evaluation of accomplishments to advance our mis-
sion is conducted at multiple levels at the University
of Utah, in using systematic and evidence-based
practices. University-wide assessment is guided by
senior leadership, the president and the two senior
vice presidents, and disseminated through a new

Annual reporting - to the campus community
and beyond - regarding accomplishments

and areas for improvement occurs in multiple
contexts, including but not limited to the twice
yearly open dialogue sessions with the presi-
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dent and senior vice presidents outlined in a
previous section.

Academic units (colleges, departments, programs,
centers and institutes) conduct regular assessment,
and have reporting requirements during the annual
review and budget cycle — including self-assess-
ment and evidence-based evaluation. Leadership,
support, and administrative units also engage in
systematic assessment and reporting through the
annual review and budget cycle, which includes
data-based evaluation. These regular assessment
cycles are highly interconnected, even though
conducted within specific academic and support
units, and provide the foundation for institutional
planning and continuous improvement efforts.
Figure 5.1 provides an overview of assessment and
planning processes at the University of Utah.

U 2015 YEAR SEVEN SELF STUDY
ASSESSMENT

Achievement on each of the Four Big Goals (Core
Themes) was evaluated through direct quantitative
assessment, a composite assessment score, and
review of the strategies used to advance the goals.
As described in the subsequent section, each Big
Goal (Core Theme) has demonstrated meeting the
objective benchmarks through quantitative assess-
ment or through composite assessment. In addi-
tion, the composite assessment of each objective
and improvement strategy is found to meet the
composite benchmark. We therefore conclude that
the U is providing effective mission fulfillment of all
Four Big Goals (all Four Core Themes), and therefore
is providing satisfactory fulfillment of the Universi-
ty Mission. Moreover, we conclude that the U has
successfully “raised the bar”regarding the level of
academic reputation, educational quality, and stat-
ure of the University since the U's 2006 NWCCU Ac-
creditation Self Study, with exceptional progress in
multiple areas across the U. These accomplishments

HIGHLIGHT

We conclude that the U has successfully “raised the bar”
regarding the level of academic reputation, educational qual-
ity, and stature of the University since the U’s 2006 NWCCU
Accreditation Self Study, with exceptional progress in multiple
areas across the U.
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Administrative
and Support Units
Annual Reporting

& Strategy

Directors

Academic Units
Annual Reporting
& Strategy

Deans, Chairs,
Directors

University-Level Strategy
and Evaluation

President and SVPs
University Dashboard

FIGURE 5.1: UNIVERSITY OF UTAH ANNUAL ASSESSMENT AND
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT OVERVIEW

include significant and sustained accomplishments
in raising first-year retention rates, six-year gradu-
ation rates, average ACT scores of incoming fresh-
men, the quality of student experiences, faculty
quality, technology development and technology
transfer, health care, public engagement, fundrais-
ing and development, and development of an insti-
tution-wide culture of ongoing data-driven assess-
ment leading to institutional change and progress.

The evidence supporting these conclusions is high-
lighted, below.

SUMMARY OF QUANTITATIVE
PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS TO TRANSFORM
LIVES

Big Goal 1 has five quantitative performance indi-
cators; the results presented in Standard 4 indicate
that two of the performance indicators are above
threshold. The three remaining performance indi-
cators are below the 5-year goals we have recently
adopted as our new performance thresholds. Table
5.1 compares the performance thresholds used in
the U's 2006 NWCCU assessment self-study with the
current performance reported in this report, and
our forward looking five-year aspirational goals. We
continue to meet (and substantially exceed) our
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Performance indicator
performance

2006 U self-study

2015 U self-study
performance

2015 U self-study
Five year goal

First-Year Retention Rate 72.9%

89 % > 90%

Six-Year Graduation Rate 50.5%

62.2% > 70%

Average Freshmen Composite ACT 240

24.7 26

TABLE 5.1

2006 mission fulfillment performance, and have
made substantial progress in reaching our aspira-
tional goals, defined as new performance thresh-
olds for the purposes of the current self-study. The
most accurate characterization of these perfor-
mance indicators is that they exceed our baseline
performance defined for the 2006 accreditation
self-study, and the indicators demonstrate excep-
tional progress towards our new five-year higher
performance goals. We also meet (and exceed)
threshold mission fulfillment for all Goal 1 indicators
through composite performance assessment.

BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER NEW KNOWLEDGE

Big Goal 2 has five quantitative performance indi-
cators; the results presented in Standard 4 indicate
that one of these performance indicators is below
the aspirational performance threshold; the re-
maining four indicators are above threshold. The
combination of measurements indicates U faculty
members continue to be more successful than peer
institutions in number of research awards, patents
and startups. We have implemented effective strat-
egies (described below) to raise the sub-threshold
quantitative indicator up to performance threshold.
We meet (and exceed) threshold mission fulfillment
for all Goal 2 indicators through composite perfor-
mance assessment.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO IMPROVE HEALTH
AND QUALITY OF LIFE

Big Goal 3 has three quantitative performance indi-

cators; the results presented in Standard 4 indicate
that all three indicators are above threshold.
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BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM VIABILITY OF THE
UNIVERSITY

Big Goal 4 has three quantitative performance indi-
cators; the results presented in Standard 4 indicate
that all three indicators are above threshold.

SUMMARY OF COMPOSITE STRATEGY
INDICATORS

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS TO TRANSFORM
LIVES

All six composite strategy indicators for Big Goal 1
are above 8.0, indicating that this strategy provides
satisfactory fulfillment of mission goals for the
associated objectives. The unweighted average and
standard deviation for the six indicators are calculat-
edas 847 +0.12.

e Strategy Learning Communities is found to
deviate significantly from the average (+1.75
standard deviations, chance random probabil-
ity = 3.94% for a deviation this large). Because
there are only six samples in this distribution,
this level of deviation from the mean distribu-
tion is considered statistically significant.

BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER NEW KNOWLEDGE

All nine composite strategy indicators for Big Goal
2 are above 8.0, indicating that this strategy pro-
vides satisfactory fulfillment of mission goals for
the associated objectives. The unweighted average
and standard deviation for the nine indicators are
calculated as 8.56 + 0.29.

e Strategy Graduate School diversity Initiatives is
found to deviate from the average (-1.28 stan-
dard deviations, chance random probability =
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9.89% for a deviation this large). Because there
are nine samples in this distribution, this level of
deviation from the mean distribution is consid-
ered of marginal statistical significance.

e Strategy Technology Development is found to
deviate from the average (+1.35 standard devi-
ations, chance random probability = 8.75% for
a deviation this large). Because there are nine
samples in this distribution, this level deviation
from the mean distribution is considered of
marginal statistical significance.

e Strategy Technology Transfer is found to deviate
from the average (+1.75 standard deviations,
chance random probability = 4.00% for a devia-
tion this large). Because there are nine samples
in this distribution, this level deviation from
the mean distribution is considered statistically
significant.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO IMPROVE HEALTH
AND QUALITY OF LIFE

All eight composite strategy indicators for Big Goal
3 are above 8.0, indicating that this strategy pro-
vides satisfactory fulfillment of mission goals for the
associated objectives. The unweighted average and
standard deviation for the six indicators are calculat-
edas9.06 £0.13.

e Strategy U Health Care is found to deviate from
the average (+1.95 standard deviations, chance
random probability = 2.53% for a deviation
this large). Because there are eight samples in
this distribution, this level of deviation from
the mean distribution is considered statistically
significant.

e Strategy Women’s Enrollment Initiative is found
to deviate from the average (-1.56 standard de-
viations, chance random probability = 5.88% for
a deviation this large). Because there are eight
samples in this distribution, this level of devia-
tion from the mean distribution is considered
statistically significant.

BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM VIABILITY OF THE
UNIVERSITY

All10 composite strategy indicators for Big Goal 4
are above 8.0, indicating that this strategy provides
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satisfactory fulfillment of mission goals for the
associated objectives. The unweighted average and
standard deviation for the six indicators are calculat-
edas 8.74 £0.18.

e Strategy Development is found to deviate from
the average (+1.82 standard deviations, chance
random probability = 3.44% for a deviation this
large). Because there are 10 samples in this dis-
tribution, this level of deviation from the mean
distribution is considered statistically significant.

e Strategy Faculty Review is found to deviate from
the average (+1.69 standard deviations, chance
random probability = 4.52% for a deviation this
large). Because there are 10 samples in this dis-
tribution, this level of deviation from the mean
distribution is considered statistically significant.

For each of the above Big Goals, we also performed
an independent analysis for each composite score
using the z-scores. A simple analysis uses un-
weighted averages and standard deviations of the
raw scores from each judge to calculate the per-
formance indicator of a single objective. Statistical
results in this type of analysis can be unintention-
ally biased by judges who have larger standard de-
viations in their overall distribution of their scores.
Z-scores correct this by calculating the mean grade
and the standard deviation of an individual judge’s
ensemble of scores, and then calculating the score
for each performance indicator in terms of stan-
dard deviations away from the judges’average
score, rather than in terms of the absolute number.
The composite score of a single objective is then
the average of the number of deviations of each
judge’s score from the mean of their grade distribu-
tion. The z-statistic allows score deviations from the
mean for each judge to be weighed equally among
all judges in the composite sum, rather than being
dominated by a particular judge’s choice of scoring
range.

The results of the independent z-score analysis
exactly matches the results of simple average and
standard deviation results above: the same strat-
egies in each Big Goal that were found to have
significant deviation from the mean distribution
(called an exceptional strategy) occurred in both
the simple average analysis and the z-score analy-
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Number of quantitative indicators

Big Goal Composite Ranking above threshold
Engage Communities to Improve Health and Quality of Life 9.06 +0.13 3/3
Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University 8.74+0.18 3/3
Develop and Transfer New Knowledge 8.56 + 0.29 4/5
Promote Student Success to Transform Lives 8.47 + 0.12 2/5

TABLE 5.2

sis. In addition, the chance random probability for
each z-score exceptional strategy differed by less
than a few percent from the probability calculat-
ed with simple analysis (e.g. for U Health Care, the
chance probability calculated with simple analysis
was 2.53%, whereas with z-scores, it was 2.20%).

All exceptional strategies on the simple analysis list
were present on the z-score list, and the z-score
analysis did not identify any other strategies which
would have low enough chance probabilities to be
considered exceptional.

Consequently, we regard the above statistical iden-
tification of exceptional strategies as robust.

Z-scores are only useful for exploring consensus
deviations from the mean of a distribution; they
cannot provide any additional accuracy or informa-
tion regarding the mean value itself. Consequently,
the simple average composite score remains as
the only composite performance measurement for
each Big Goal.

COMBINED ANALYSIS AND
INTERPRETATION

Overall Comments

Table 5.2 shows a comparison between the Com-
posite score ranking of each Big Goal and the
number of quantitative indicators above threshold.
All Four Big Goals have composite scores above
threshold. The table indicates that the composite
ranking of each Big Goal appears to track exactly
with the quality as measured by the number of
quantitative indicators above threshold. The correla-
tion between the quantitative measures and the
composite rankings provides additional confidence
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in the validity of the two independent assessment
methods.

Comments on Specific Big Goals (Core
Themes)

BIG GOAL 1: PROMOTE STUDENT SUCCESS TO TRANSFORM
LIVES

The quantitative assessment of Big Goal 1 demon-
strates that two indicators (percent of first year
students in a Learning Community and percent of
freshmen receiving financial aid) are above threshold.
The remaining three indicators (first-year retention
rates, six-year graduation rates, and average freshmen
composite ACT score) are all ranked as below our
enhanced performance threshold while steadily
improving from previous (2006) performance levels,
thereby demonstrating mission fulfillment. All Com-
posite strategy rankings are above threshold.

The performance thresholds for the three indicators
that are below target were intentionally set to the
long-term (five-year), higher performance aspira-
tional levels. The U has made a firm commitment

to raise the stature and quality of the educational
experience at the University by adopting these
three long-term goals. The U has actively pursued
multiple strategies to achieve these elevated goals.
As previously described, we continue to meet (and
substantially exceed) our 2006 mission fulfillment
performance levels, and have made strong progress
in reaching our higher performance aspirational
goals, defined as the new performance thresholds
for the purposes of the current self-study. The most
accurate characterization of these quantitative
performance measurements is that they exceed
our baseline performance defined for the previous
self-studies, and are making demonstrated, substan-
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tial progress towards our five-year aspirational goals.

The composite score for all strategies for reaching
these elevated goals have composite scores well in
excess of mission fulfillment, and the trend on each
indicator demonstrates solid, year-over-year prog-
ress towards meeting these higher performance
goals.

The statistically significant strategy Learning Com-
munities was identified through the composite
score analysis as a particularly strong strategy; the
narrative text and quantitative indicators clearly
demonstrate this has been a particularly effective
tool during the past five years for closing the gap
between each underperforming indicator and its
respective goal.

BIG GOAL 2: DEVELOP AND TRANSFER NEW KNOWLEDGE

The quantitative assessment of Big Goal 2 demon-
strates that one indicator (research expenditures per
faculty FTE) is below threshold, and the remaining
performance indicators are above threshold. All
Composite strategy rankings are above threshold.

It is relevant to note that the quantitative perfor-
mance indicator number of research awards per
faculty FTE is well above threshold and substantially
exceeds the Pac-12 peer group, whereas the indi-
cator research expenditures per faculty FTE is found
to be below performance threshold. The implica-
tion is that U faculty members are more successful
at receiving external research awards than peer
institutions, but the average size of these awards is
generally smaller. This trend can be due to several
factors: relatively lower overhead rates compared
to peer institutions, differences in faculty salary
rates (summer salary, research staff) , and lower
graduate student support levels, which can artifi-
cially inflate research expenditures for similar-size
research efforts between different institutions. An
additional factor is differences in the distribution of
faculty members between hard sciences, engineer-
ing, medicine (which have relatively high levels of
support per faculty member) versus humanities and
fine arts (which have relatively low funding rates
per faculty member). At institutions that have larger
faculty percentages in science, engineering, and
medicine, the award size per FTE will be enhanced.
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The statistically significant strategy Learning Communities was
identified through the composite score analysis as a partic-
ularly strong strategy; the narrative text and quantitative
indicators clearly demonstrate this has been a particularly
effective tool during the past five years.

Several strategies should help the U close the gap
to this RU/VH performance threshold. The strat-
egy Transformative Excellence Program has been
designed to assist in the creation of new interdisci-
plinary multi-investigator research programs; such
programs generally have higher research awards
than individual Pl awards. The strategy of enhanced
support for graduate, professional, and postdoctor-

al education aims to close the gap between the
stipend support offered to our graduate students
and students at peer institutions, and increase our
competitiveness for the best graduate students.
The strategy recruitment and retention of top scholars
includes increasing the number of named appoint-
ments, which will help to establish larger, more
nationally prominent research groups, thereby
increasing competitiveness for national funding
success. We therefore have a number of supporting
strategies in place that should help close the gap
on this performance indicator (relative to peers)
during the next five years.

The statistically significant strategies Technology De-
velopment and Technology Transfer were identified
through the composite score analysis as particularly
strong strategies. These strategies have received
national recognition and rankings, and are clearly
identifiable core strengths of the U.

The strategy Graduate School diversity initiatives
were found to have a ranking below the mean of
the other strategies with marginal statistical sig-
nificance. The chance random probability of this
indicator increased from 9.89% to 12.45% using
z-scores, reinforcing the marginal statistical signif-
icance interpretation. Looking closer, this strategy
has demonstrated effective use of limited resourc-
es. The total impact of the strategy on the larger
graduate population appears to be resource limited.
A reasonable interpretation is that the program is
successful, and providing mission fulfillment (as
demonstrated by the composite score) but it could
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HIGHLIGHT

Each Big Goal (Core Theme) has demonstrated meeting the
objective benchmarks through quantitative assessment or
through composite assessment. In addition, the composite as-
sessment of each objective and improvement strategy is found
to meet the composite benchmark

play a broader role in increasing graduate student
diversity with additional resources.

BIG GOAL 3: ENGAGE COMMUNITIES TO IMPROVE HEALTH
AND QUALITY OF LIFE

The quantitative assessment of Big Goal 3 demon-
strates that all performance indicators are above
threshold. All Composite strategy rankings are also
above threshold.

The statistically significant strategy U Health Care
was identified through the composite score analysis
as a particularly strong strategy. This strategy has
attained national prominence and ranking, and is
clearly identifiable as a core strength of the U.

The strategy Women’s Enrollment Initiative was found
to have a ranking below the mean of the other
strategies with marginal statistical significance.

The chance random probability of this indicator
increased from 5.88% to 7.14% using z-scores,
reinforcing the marginal statistical significance
interpretation. Looking closer, this strategy has
demonstrated effective use of limited resources.
The total impact of the strategy to local community
members is resource limited. A reasonable interpre-
tation is that the program is successful, and pro-
viding mission fulfillment (as demonstrated by the
composite score) but it could expand its engage-
ment to larger numbers with additional resources.

BIG GOAL 4: ENSURE LONG-TERM VIABILITY OF THE
UNIVERSITY

The quantitative assessment of Big Goal 4 demon-
strates that all performance indicators are above
threshold. All Composite strategy rankings are also
above threshold.

The statistically significant strategy Development
was identified through the composite score analysis
as a very strong strategy. This strategy has attained
significant prominence and ranking, and is clearly
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identifiable as a core strength of the U.

The strategy Faculty Review was found to have a
ranking below the mean of the other strategies
with significant statistical significance. The chance
random probability of this indicator only changed
from 4.52% to 5.51% using z-scores, indicating
robustness in the interpretation as a statistically sig-
nificant finding. Looking closer, the University RPT
procedures have been recently updated to provide
more systematic review of career-line faculty as
well as post-tenure review. The interpretation is that
the previous RPT polices for Faculty Review were
adequate for mission fulfillment. Looking forward,
the recent additions and updates of career-line

and post-tenure policies should provide additional
support for mission fulfillment of Big Goal 4: Ensure
long-term viability of the University.

ASSESSMENT OF MISSION
FULFILLMENT

As described in Standard 1.A.2, the acceptable
threshold for mission fulfillment is when every Big
Goal (core theme) has been judged to meet the
benchmark through one of the following:

* Demonstrated meeting the objective bench-
marks through the direct quantitative assess-
ment.

* Demonstrated meeting the objective bench-
marks through the composite assessment
score.

* Demonstrated implementation of successful
strategies for improvement as evidenced by
meeting the composite assessment benchmark
of the relevant strategies.

As described above, each Big Goal (Core Theme)
has demonstrated meeting the objective bench-
marks through quantitative assessment or through
composite assessment.

In addition, the composite assessment of each
objective and improvement strategy is found to
meet the composite benchmark. We therefore
conclude that the U is providing effective mis-
sion fulfillment of all Four Big Goals (all four Core
Themes), and therefore is providing satisfactory
fulfillment of the University Mission. Moreover, we
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conclude that the U has successfully "raised the
bar"regarding the level of academic reputation,
educational quality, and stature of the University
since the U's 2006 NWCCU Accreditation Self Study,
with exceptional progress in multiple areas across
the U. These accomplishments include significant
and sustained accomplishments in raising first-year
retention rates, six-year graduation rates, average
ACT scores of incoming freshmen, the quality of
student experiences, faculty quality, technology
development and technology transfer, health care,
public engagement, fundraising and development,
and development of an institutional wide culture of
ongoing data-driven assessment leading to institu-
tional change and progress.

BEYOND THE YEAR SEVEN SELF
STUDY DOCUMENT

The 2015 University of Utah Year Seven Self Study
has been made widely available across campus

for public comment and discussion. Summaries of
public comments and written responses to these
comments will be collected and made publicly
available throughout the duration of the accredi-
tation process. In addition, this document and the
accompanying feedback and response will be used
for ongoing discussions with University faculty, staff
and administrators at upcoming Town Hall meet-
ings, as well as in Campus planning and budget
discussions in future years.

The planning, execution, and creation of this Year
Seven report by the members of the Year Seven
Self-Study Accreditation Task Force took more than
one year. Members of the Task Force have many
recommendations to offer to leaders of future Year
Seven Task Forces regarding how to successfully
stage and manage Year Seven self-studies. During
fall 2015 and spring 2016, Senior Level Task Force
members will write an accompanying meta-ac-
creditation report to document recommended
timelines, strategies, and workload management
for future year seven task force committees. It is
our hope that such process assessment and rec-
ommendations will result in increasing quality of
future Year Seven self-study reports to NWCCU. This
accompanying report will be made available to
NWCCU upon request.
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The University of Utah engages in regular, system assess-
ment of accomplishments in service of its core mission, and
communicates information about both current performance
and planned efforts to the campus community in a variety of
ways, including through a publically available dashboard and
through open meetings held across campus.

5.A.2 Based on its definition of mission fulfillment, the
institution uses assessment results to make determina-
tions of quality, effectiveness, and mission fulfillment
and communicates its conclusions to appropriate
constituencies and the public.

As summarized above, the University of Utah en-
gages in regular, system assessment of accomplish-
ments in service of its core mission, and communi-
cates information about both current performance
and planned efforts to the campus community in

a variety of ways, including through a publically
available dashboard www.obia.utah.edu/dm/uni-

acCross campus.

5.B.2 The institution documents and evaluates requ-
larly its cycle of planning, practices, resource allocation,
application of institutional capacity, and assessment
of results to ensure their adequacy, alignment, and ef-
fectiveness. It uses the results of its evaluation to make
changes, as necessary, for improvement.

STUDENT LEARNING

A core element of the mission of the University

of Utah is to participate in the dissemination of
knowledge through teaching. Attention to student
learning is central to our fulfillment of that mission.
Student learning plays a vital role in our vision of
and commitment to student success. Our student
success model, as captured in the New U Student
Experience, the Utah Pledge, and the Plan to Finish
Campaign, shows our commitment to student
learning in General Education (Broad and Deep
Knowledge), deeply engaged learning experiences
(including capstones and community-engaged
learning scholars), and in colleges, departments and
programs.

In 2009 the Undergraduate Council adopted the
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HIGHLIGHT

Data generated through our ongoing efforts to assess student
learning in meaningful ways indicates that the Essential
Learning Outcomes (ELOs) are used throughout the curriculum
in broad and interesting ways.

AAC&U Essential Learning Outcomes as the com-
mon learning outcome guide for the campus. Each
college, department and program has also identi-
fied student learning outcomes. Because General
Education courses exist in colleges, departments
and programs and because the General Education
curriculum is so expansive, patterns in learning
outcome use and assessment can function as a
common denominator and proxy for the rest of the
undergraduate curriculum. In addition, our profes-
sional schools are regularly accredited and measure
learning outcomes as required by their professional
accrediting bodies.

Data generated through our ongoing efforts to as-
sess student learning in meaningful ways indicates
that the Essential Learning Outcomes (ELOs) are
used throughout the curriculum in broad and inter-
esting ways. Each one of the 15 ELOs is targeted by
multiple courses in the curriculum; this means that
itis impossible for students to navigate the curric-
ulum without encountering multiple opportunities
to develop their competencies in these areas. A
core set of ELOs is targeted in over half of the cours-
es. These core ELOs include the following: Critical
Thinking, Knowledge of Human Cultures and the
Physical and Natural World, Written Communica-
tion, and Inquiry and Analysis. Critical Thinking is
targeted in over two-thirds of the courses. Creative
Thinking, Intercultural Knowledge, and Compe-
tence and Foundational Skills for Lifelong Learning
are targeted in over a third of the courses in General
Education curriculum.

When we look at the learning outcomes targeted
by the four broad liberal arts areas, we see different
patterns emerge, suggesting that the ELOs have
become intentionally designed into these curric-
ula. For example, courses that meet the Fine Arts
designation typically target integrative learning,
creative thinking, and knowledge of human cul-
tures, critical thinking and teamwork. In contrast,
courses that meet the Physical and Life Sciences
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designation address a much broader range of ELOs
with quantitative literacy, critical thinking, written
communication and integrative learning being the
most commonly targeted.

With the recent launch of the Capstone Initiative,
and partnering with the Bennion Center Commu-
nity Engaged Scholars and the Undergraduate
Research programs, we are intentionally linking
Integrated and Applied Learning as the common
targeted learning outcome. As described by AAC&LU,
this outcome affords students the opportunity to
integrate their learning across contexts, courses,
and community experiences. These learning prac-
tices and products will be documented on students’
electronic learning portfolios.

As noted previously, every program and depart-
ment has now also identified expected learning
outcomes and most have developed a plan for the
assessment of these learning objectives. Many units
are actively implementing their plans, and others
have initiated this effort.

These data suggest that the ELOs are broadly
distributed, strategically used and deeply infused in
the curriculum. Our review of courses is consistently
connected to conversations about if and how in-
structional design is aligned with targeted learning
outcomes. In our next phase, we will increase align-
ment of campus-wide ELOs with college, depart-
ment and program specific learning outcomes; our
conversations will continue to be driven by the goal
of making sure that our curriculum is structured to
meet the mission of the university: Ensuring Stu-
dent Success to Transform Lives.

EVALUATIONS OF STUDENT
LEARNING: ADDITIONAL MEASURES
PLANNED

Because of the importance of evaluating student
learning and the aim of the U to ensure student
success, a pilot learning assessment project is
planned for AY2015-16. In September 2015, a
random sample of 100 first-time, full-time freshmen
will complete the Collegiate Learning Assessment
(CLA). Participants will be compensated $100 for
their time in completing the test. In April 2016, a
random sample of 100 graduating seniors will be
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recruited to complete the CLA; these graduating se-
niors will be drawn from those who were first-time
full-time freshmen at the U. Participants will again
be compensated $100 for their time. The CLA focus-
es on many of the abilities identified in the AAC&U
and in the U's general education ELOs, such as
critical thinking, communication, and so forth, and
thus is deemed an optimal standardized tool for this
pilot comparison of the performance of a random
sample of entering U freshmen, and a random
sample of graduating seniors. Although it would be
ideal to compare the same group of students at the
outset vs. conclusion of the baccalaureate degree,
that approach would require a lengthy time before
useful information can be gained. This modified
approach will provide useful information within a
single academic year regarding the performance

of entering versus exiting undergraduates on a
standardized measure of learning that focuses on
abilities aligned with our general education aims.

PLANNING FOR MISSION
FULFILLMENT

Expanding Assessment and Continuous
Improvement Efforts

This Year Seven Self Study report has described

the ways the University of Utah engages in regular,
systematic, participatory, self-reflective, and evi-
dence-based assessment of its accomplishments in
both institutional planning and core theme plan-
ning and assessment efforts. Planning processes are
coordinated and culminate in the President’s Cab-
inet, the two senior vice presidents, and the presi-
dent of the University. Planning is conducted across
campus ranging from Human Resources to Facilities
and Space Planning to the Academic Colleges and
the Division of Student Affairs. Institutional planning
is focused on fulfillment of key goals established by
the president and his leadership team and per-
petuated throughout the system. In preparing this
self-study, it became evident that the university could
greatly benefit from a central coordinating body that
tracks, records, and brings together institutional plan-
ning efforts across campus, and, importantly, ensures
mission fulfillment.

Through the process of writing this self-study we
have realized that we need greater centralization
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Through the process of writing this self-study we have real-
ized that we need greater centralization and coordination in
three key areas: campus wide assessment, learning outcomes
assessment, and campus planning efforts.

and coordination in three key areas: campus wide
assessment, learning outcomes assessment, and
campus planning efforts. We have addressed these
organizational needs by creating the following
assignments. First, Dr. Ann Darling and Mark St.
Andre in the Office of Undergraduate Studies will
lead campus wide efforts in learning outcomes
assessment. Both Darling and St. Andre are respon-
sible for the assessment of learning outcomes for
General Education. They assumed the additional
responsibility of managing the learning outcomes
website (where we gather LO’s, assessment plans,
and feedback responses) for the campus. During
the summer of 2015, they developed a plan for
campus-wide LO assessment including trainings,
building on existing LO’s for colleges with accred-
itations and those without, and the development
of processes for improvement based on feed-
back. Representing this shift in responsibility we
changed Senior Associate Dean of Undergraduate
Studies Darling's title to Assistant Vice President of
Undergraduate Studies. For the purposes of this
document, Stacy Ackerlind, Special Assistant to the
Vice President of Student Affairs, drafted Standard 4.
The writing of this report prompted the creation of
the assessment council. The council includes chair,
Stacy Ackerlind, Mark St. Andre, learning outcomes
coordinator, Mike Martineau, OBIA, and Donna
White, Associate Dean of the Graduate School
(formal program reviews). This council is charged
with coordinating decentralized assessment efforts
and ensuring that assessment is linked to mission
fulfillment and the University’s Four Big Goals. Third,
a position was created in the Office of the Senior
Vice President for the coordination of planning and
continuous improvement efforts across campus
(as summarized in standard 5). Cary Lopez began
in this position part-time in July 2015, as special
assistant to the senior vice president for Academic
Affairs, with the charge to guarantee that planning
that occurs in the academic and administrative
units enhances and reflects the University’s Four Big
Goals and leads to mission fulfillment.
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HIGHLIGHT

Determining mission fulfillment is accomplished through
assessment of indicators of success and progress toward big
goals (core themes), overall mission and quality, and institu-
tional sustainability.

The development of the University of Utah's mis-
sion statement, core themes and values, and most
recently Four Big Goals has been described in both
sections 1A and 3A. Through campus-wide plan-
ning processes and over the past decade, the cam-
pus has focused on the core themes of teaching,
research, public life, and health care and has refined,
elaborated, and improved these core strategic goals
to refocus and energize the campus around these
important directions for the future.

In 2014-15, President David Pershing and Senior
Vice President Ruth Watkins articulated the follow-
ing Four Big Goals built from multiple dialogue
sessions with campus leaders, faculty, and staff:

e Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
* Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

* Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life

* Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

To perpetuate and measure the fulfillment of these
goals, again under the direction of the president
and the senior vice president, we developed an
institutional performance dashboard built around
the Four Big Goals and the strategies we are un-
dertaking to improve performance on these goals
(what, in the Year Three Self Study, were described
as core theme/goals). These key strategic insti-
tutional indicators track university-wide mission
fulfillment and provide a tool for communicating
aims and accomplishments with the campus and
larger community. The dashboard includes, where
appropriate, comparisons with peer institutions or
institutional goals.

Determining mission fulfillment is accomplished
through assessment of indicators of success and
progress toward big goals (core themes), overall
mission and quality, and institutional sustainabili-
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ty. To this end, the President’s and the Senior Vice
President’s offices have established key perfor-
mance indicators linked to each goal and publically
displayed, with annual updates, in the University
Dashboard. Examples of key indicators for each goal
include:

e Promote Student Success to Transform Lives:
retention and completion, student enrollment,
financial aid awards;

e Develop and Transfer New Knowledge: faculty
research and technology outreach, grants and
awards, and named appointment and degrees
awarded;

* Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quiality of Life: online course and program
development, the community engagement of
both faculty and students, and hospital patient
satisfaction;

e Fnsure Long-Term Viability of the University. en-
dowments and tuition, building quality, energy
usage, and alumni donations and total revenue.

The evaluation of the Four Big Goals and institution-
al indicators help University leadership to look both
at progress made by the different units or divisions
as well as mission fulfillment for the university as a
whole. Annual review of these metrics also reveals
where new tactics are needed to drive additional
progress. The University of Utah is meeting its mis-
sion and using its Big Goals to focus the campus on
growth and improvement to drive forward change.

Beginning in spring 2015 and continuing through
AY2015-16, the office of SVP Watkins is developing
and implementing a dashboard for each academic
department and college. These dashboards inte-
grate external measures of scholarship, such as
publications, grants and awards, relative to national
peers, gained from an external source that allows
comparison of peer academic programs, Academic
Analytics. Departmental and college dashboards
also include relevant measures of teaching activity
and salary comparison data. A sample of a depart-
mental dashboard can be found at www.obia.utah.
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The departmental and college dashboard effort is
evidence of the larger aim to develop and infuse
meaningful data and self-evaluation at all levels in
the institution. The general aim of this effort is to
ensure quantitatively informed leadership, increas-
ing the awareness of leaders at all levels of the
institution — from directors to chairs to deans — in
the relevance of quantitative data that can and
should be monitored to increase the effectiveness
of the university. This includes looking at scholarly
performance, quality and productivity of education-
al activities, human and physical capital trends, and
financial vitality.

5.B.1 Within the context of its mission and char-
acteristics, the institution evaluates regularly the
adequacy of its resources, capacity, and effectiveness
of operations to document its ongoing potential to
fulfill its mission, accomplish its core theme objectives,
and achieve the goals or intended outcomes of its
programs and services, wherever offered and however
delivered.

On the University of Utah's main campus, college
deans complete an annual report of their college’s
major goals, achievements toward those goals,
resource alignment with goals, and a framework for
the future. These written reports are aligned with
campus goals, and provide the foundation for an
annual meeting with the senior vice president for
Academic Affairs and the Campus Budget Advisory
Committee (CBAC) to review academic, person-
nel, and capital needs at the college, department,
and program levels. These discussions necessarily
involve detailed and programmatic analyses of
resource capacity and needs at each of those levels,
and deans are expected to provide metrics that
document both effectiveness of operations and
sufficiency of resources to further the institutional
mission. The nature of these metrics and analyses
vary somewhat from college to college, but are
aligned with the major goals of the campus. Data
are provided and coordinated by the OBIA to en-
sure consistency in metrics. The CBAC involves crit-
ical members of the President’s Cabinet (e.g., Chief
Diversity Officer/Associate Vice President Kathryn
Bond Stockton, Vice President for Research Thomas
Parks) and of the senior vice president for Academic
Affairs team (e.g., UGS Dean Bradley Evans, Graduate
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The general aim of this effort is to ensure quantitatively
informed leadership, increasing the awareness of leaders at
all levels of the institution — from directors to chairs to deans
— in the relevance of quantitative data that can and should be
monitored to increase the effectiveness of the university.

School Dean David Kieda) to ensure coordination of
communication and efforts across various facets of
the university.

The strategic plans of the academic colleges focus
on the Four Big Goals as articulated in 2014 by Presi-
dent Pershing and SVP Watkins, to ensure that the
units of the campus are helping drive the institution
forward in the directions outlined by university
leadership.

At the School of Medicine, this annual process is
based on a mission-based management program
and requires deans and program officers to provide
the School of Medicine Executive Committee with
detailed annual analyses of past performance and
future needs based on such metrics as revenue
trends, grant data, student performance (including
graduation rates and scores on national licensing
exams), exit surveys, and various accreditation
processes. (For other colleges on the Health Scienc-
es campus, this annual process is similar to the one
employed on the main campus, and takes place
with the senior vice president for Health Sciences.)

In addition to the process outlined above, the Col-
lege of Law evaluates the adequacy of its resourc-
es and effectiveness of its operations as part of a
separate accreditation self-study for the American
Bar Association. Other units engaged in professional
accreditation, such as Engineering, Business, Ar-
chitecture and Health Science units, also report on
resource alignment and operational effectiveness in
the context of external accreditation reviews.

The key entities on main campus involved in the
comprehensive planning effort are: the Office of
Institutional Advancement, the Office of Budget
and Planning, the Office of Undergraduate Studies,
the Office of Student Affairs, the Office of the Senior
Vice President of Academic Affairs, and the Offices
of Global Engagement and Sustainability.
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The leadership of the University of Utah regularly
reviews the adequacy of its resources, capacity,

and effectiveness of operations to ensure mission
fulfillment. In an annual process similar to what

was described above for academic units, the units
reporting to the president through vice presidents
and associate vice presidents submit annual reports
that summarize the goals of their unit(s), how these
goals contribute to the larger university “big goals’,
the strategies used to advance goals, and metrics
used to assess progress toward targets. In this way,
administrative units regularly participate in strategic
planning processes appropriate to their areas of re-
sponsibility. Members of the cabinet determine the
adequacy of resources, capacity, and effectiveness
for the areas of their responsibility. Key planning
efforts by the president and senior vice presidents
of the institution are described in 3.A but include
strategic planning efforts led by members of Pres-
ident Pershing's senior leadership team. The presi-
dent requires that members of his cabinet establish
metrics to measure progress toward the University’s
goals as well as comparison to appropriate peer
institutions.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES ANNUAL
EVALUATION AND PLANNING
RETREAT

Beginning in 2013, the Board of Trustees of the
University of Utah has convened an annual retreat
for evaluating performance of the university on

key indicators (many of the measures now incor-
porated into the President’s Dashboard) and to
discuss strategies and tactics that university leaders
are implementing to advance the institution. The
Trustees offer their perspectives on critical priorities
and on strategies in progress, and are subsequently
informed in a manner that allows them to both as-
sess the institution and advocate for it. These annual
retreats are an important formative evaluation tool
for the campus leadership team, particularly the
president and senior vice president for Academic
Affairs. The annual retreat is a context where self-as-
sessment takes place, performance on key metrics
is reviewed, and a meaningful planning dialogue
takes place. The annual nature of the meeting en-
sures continuity and consistency in review of goals,
indicators, progress and revision of strategies.
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SUMMARY OF PLANNING ACTIVITIES
IN KEY AREAS

Health Sciences

Assessment and appropriate metrics are established
by the Health Sciences for those divisions, colleges
(Nursing, Pharmacy, and Health) and educational
enterprises under the leadership of Senior Vice
President Vivian Lee.

MEDICAL EDUCATION AND RESEARCH

With regard to education, we desire students to
engage in our mission to advance health. Thus, we
are expanding efforts such as our Inter-Professional
Education Program to include more meaningful,
hands-on experience. For example, students in the
Physical Therapy program in the College of Health
will have opportunities to train and help deliver pa-
tient care in inpatient and outpatient settings. Sim-
ilar initiatives aimed at improving student capacity
to advance health are being developed for students
across all our allied colleges and schools. Our key
metrics focus on student engagement, student
retention, career readiness, and student diversity.

Regarding research, we rely on metrics that en-
sure we remain (and continue to grow) as national
leaders. We aim to be in the top 30 for NIH funding
(currently 40™) and in the top 10 for VAMC extra-
mural funding. We also want to receive deserved
recognition for research and scholarship by recruit-
ing and developing HHMI investigators, AAP and
ASCI members, and AAAS and NAS members. Our
more internally focused research measures mon-
itor returns on research investments (e.g., we aim
to have a research leverage on investment greater
than 200% and a wet bench space dollar density
that averages $500 per square foot).

VALUE

We greatly value our top-10 position in University
HealthSystem Consortium’s quality ranking for the
past five years and actively work to maintain our
standing. Internally, we are reducing readmissions
among our most common types of inpatient stays
and we rely on our internally developed Value Driv-
en Outcomes (VDO) tool to minimize cost variance
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php.

CONTINUUM OF CARE

We are focusing more on the total cost of care and
reductions in cost that can be achieved in post-
acute-care settings. We are also working on estab-
lishing quality and cost metrics that will help us
offer bundled products for episodic care.

POPULATION HEALTH

We are developing and improving key metrics that
help us deliver population health in patient-cen-
tered ways. This includes monitoring access and
delivering an increasingly exceptional patient ex-
perience (e.g., better pain management and better
communication). As our Department of Population
Health takes form, we will expand awareness of
and capacity for metrics that allow us to subdivide
patients according to health needs, understand risk
adjustment and identify when patients are at risk of
health declines, and develop clinical pathways that

RESOURCE ALLOCATION

We empower our people to succeed and keep
them accountable for performance. Organization-
al groups articulate their own plans and goals for
success and development using the health system'’s
strategy as a backdrop. Groups are also expected to
identify the resource needs and timelines needed
to achieve strategic goals. They seek approval and
material support from senior leadership who sit on
decision-making, resource-allocating bodies such
as the Health Care Executive Committee and Health
Sciences Executive Committee. Proposals are evalu-
ated in terms of their alignment with organizational
strategy and their potential for success and return.
Resource allocation is then prioritized accordingly. If
and when senior leaders identify a need for stra-
tegic development(s) not being worked on in the
health system, they assign such tasks to the appro-
priate group and track progress over time.

STANDARD 5

We empower our people to succeed and keep them account-
able for performance.

Institutional Advancement Planning &
Review: Office of Development

The Office of Development exists to support the
teaching, research, service, and sustainability goals
of the University. To that end, its priorities are set by
the planning processes within the colleges, led by
the senior academic leaders of the University, and
at the institution-wide level through the respective
planning. The Office of Development, therefore,
conducts planning and reviews at both the institu-
tion and the college/unit levels.

The principal planning and review at the institution-
al level are conducted through rigorous campaign
planning, involving needs assessments, feasibility
studies, capacity analysis studies, and the setting
and coordination of institutional goals. The most
current examples of this process are the just-com-
pleted $1.65 billion comprehensive campaign,
Together We Reach, and the current planning for
two interim campaigns, one for a new School of
Medicine building and the other in support of un-
dergraduate initiatives. In both cases, the above ref-
erenced planning process was, and is, being used.
Likewise, the Office of Development meets regular-
ly with the deans and directors of the colleges and
units to make certain that its support services are
closely aligned with their needs and priorities.

Given the highly quantitative nature of fundrais-
ing, the review process for both institutional and
college/unit goals are very straightforward. Gifts

to the University are recorded and updated daily
by source, purpose, college/unit, and type and

the roll-up report is available in real time to senior
leadership, deans/directors, and area development
directors. The reports are distributed monthly and
reviewed on a regular basis with senior leadership.
Additionally, performance metrics have been devel-
oped (funds raised, proposals submitted, number
of donors, planned gifts, etc.) which are available on
demand in real time at the University and college/
unit level and are regularly reviewed with the
respective leaders. Given the nature of fund raising,
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HIGHLIGHT

The University has a systematic approach to analyzing and
prioritizing capital needs.

the review process for the Office of Development is
among the most rigorous at the University.

Extending Knowledge to Broader
Communities through Creative Outreach
Efforts

Four other areas report to the vice president for
Institutional Advancement: the public radio and TV
stations (KUED & KUER), the Alumni Association, and
Red Butte Garden & Arboretum. The planning and
review process for these areas is well-established
and time-proven over the last few decades.

Because these areas are responsible for raising
much/most of their own budgets each has, of ne-
cessity, developed the practice of annual planning
and review processes that are part of larger, annual-
ly updated strategic plans. Each of these four units
undergoes a rigorous process each spring as part of
the budgeting cycle of reviewing progress toward
the prior year's goals in the context of setting goals
for the new fiscal year, usually in the context of an
updated five-year strategic plan. Both programmat-
ic and fiscal objectives are evaluated and estab-
lished. Having completed this process, the annual
performance evaluation (and goal setting for the
new year) process for each employee is conducted,
with an eye to closely linking individual goals and
performance to the unit's overall goals.

The Office of Administrative Services

The University maintains detailed documentation
of indebtedness, and conscientiously maintains a
conservative philosophy in staying well under the
relevant debt capacity limits so as not to affect the
quality of educational programs by siphoning off
funds for debt service payments that could other-
wise be used for educational purposes. Information
is adequately documented in the University's annu-
al audited financial statements that are publically
available. Specifically, statement footnotes num-
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bers 14 and 15 list each year's obligations as well
as future debt service obligations for the following
five years. Reports for the past 12 years are available

PHYSICAL FACILITIES AND CAMPUS
MASTER PLAN

Capital Planning

The University has a systematic approach to analyz-
ing and prioritizing capital needs. The process in-
volves analysis by technical staff, reviews by a team
of associate vice presidents from across the campus
and a final review by the two senior vice presidents
and the University president. Buildings move from
a wish list to a five-year plan to a one-year plan,
depending on priorities and prospects for funding.
All of this occurs within the framework of the long-
range development plan for further developing the
University’s physical facilities.

The State Legislature requires that each year the
University submit its one-year plan for both state
funded and non-state funded capital projects and
its five-year plan for state funded capital projects.

In these reports the University indicates in broad
terms the purpose of the project, its size, the source
of funds (state, private, and/or institutional), and
whether state funds will be requested for operation
and maintenance of the new facilities. Internally,
the University maintains tables showing in greater
detail the sources of funds over the next three years
for projects that will require institutional funds in
addition to those from governmental or private
sources.

The University must obtain legislative approval for
all capital projects even if they are privately fund-
ed. The State Board of Regents coordinates the
ranking of capital projects for all Utah institutions
of higher education. The Regents use an elaborate
algorithm to rank order the various capital projects
submitted for state funding by the University and
other institutions within the Utah System of Higher
Education. For privately funded projects both the
legislature and the Regents must approve these
projects when the University is asking for operation
and maintenance funding. The external review

by both of these entities helps provide a control
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that plans for physical facilities fit the University’s
missions and needs.

The capacity for and desirability of issuing
additional debt are analyzed carefully by Uni-
versity management and its outside advisors.
The prudent use of debt is seen as a strategic
financial tactic in accomplishing the over-

all missions of the University and its capital
planning objectives. Several Board of Regents
policies deal with the use and limitations of
debt, such as“Issuance of Revenue Bonds for
Facilities Construction or Equipment” (higher-

of Board of Regents policies on Business and
Financial Affairs is available from Section 5 of

Physical Facilities

Since 2001, between 20-25% of the University
facilities have had a facility condition assessment
by a third party consultant each year, for a rotation-
al cycle of four to five years. This visual inspection
provides data on deficiencies that require capital
renewal, deferred maintenance or facility adaption.

Facilities Management is now in the process of sup-
plementing this annual survey with a more compre-
hensive evaluation that will include a full measure-
ment, benchmarking and analysis of facilities that
will include staffing, operations, capital renewal
budgets and deferred maintenance budgets. It will
help facilities management understand if appropri-
ate funding is being allocated annually, and if these
funds are being utilized effectively. Benchmarks

will be internal as well as with other major peer
institutions of similar size. This model will help the
facilities managers take action and optimize their
current operations, forecast future departmental
needs, and track performance towards strategic
objectives.

STANDARD 5

to be consistent with its mission, core themes, and
long-range and financial plans for the University.

To assess the challenges and opportunities repre-
sented by educational plans, the University began
in early 2003 to update its 1997 long-range devel-
opment plan. To keep up with the seven to10 year
cycle of comprehensive master planning, a com-
prehensive master plan exercise was started in 2009
and completed in 2010. This update was intended
to continue to address the immediate planning
concerns and help inform the strategic planning
process. It is anticipated that the master plan will be
re-evaluated every10 years, unless other planning
initiatives or changes in University administration
prompt a more comprehensive master plan revi-
sion.

The University also maintains an ongoing dialogue
with the neighboring community through a Com-
munity Forum, at which capital development and
planning initiatives are presented for comment.
One Community Forum meeting each year presents
a comprehensive review for community comment.

Other planning initiatives have included a Bicy-

cle Master Plan and an ADA Accessibility Master
Plan. When locations for new capital projects are
proposed on campus, a precinct master planning
process evaluates the precinct of the campus for
the proposed project, and develops in greater
detail the planning strategy to accommodate the
planning principles of the Campus Master Plan, the
Bicycle Master Plan and the ADA Master Plan. Other
planning initiatives in process include a Transpor-
tation and Parking Master Plan, and an Integrated
Security Master Plan.

The Office of Campus Planning meets with se-

nior administrators to assess the capital facilities
required to support the University’s mission and
goals. The Planning office has developed the notion
of a strategic facilities plan to help inform senior
administrators of facilities needs based on academic
needs of individual schools or colleges. This process
helps to correlate facilities planning with academ-
ic planning to develop a comprehensive facilities
strategy that more closely aligns with the academic
mission of the University.
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HIGHLIGHT

The University Human Resource Management (UHRM) is in
the process of transforming the University of Utah human
resource (HR) function to a team that focuses on the core
strategic objectives of increasing customer service, increas-
ing efficiency, and increasing management and leadership
capacity.

As projects for facilities development and major
renovation are planned, both capital expense and
operating costs for each project are identified. De-
tailed design and program planning are not started
until the appropriate senior vice president indicates
that capital expense funding is in place.

A funding model is developed by the facilities
managers of higher education in Utah, which is
submitted to and approved by the State Board of
Regents as well as the State Building Board. The
model is used to determine the amount of funding
to be requested and allocated for operations and
maintenance. The funding requests are ultimately
submitted to the Legislature for approval if support

THE OFFICE OF EQUITY AND
DIVERSITY

The Office of Equity and Diversity is comprised of
the Office of the Associate Vice President of Equity
and Diversity (served by six staff-level people, in-
cluding a dedicated budget officer, a development
specialist, and an advisor for faculty hiring), Student
Equity and Diversity (with 11 staff who run an array
of programs serving historically underrepresent-

ed students, including staff who run the Diversity
Scholars Program, the American Indian Resource
Center, student scholarships, student outreach,

and student leadership groups), the LGBT Resource
Center (which has a dual report to OED and Student
Affairs), the Ethnic Studies Program, and the Gender
Studies Program.

Planning and assessment begin each year with the
yearly retreat held in August for all the staff of OED
and SED, along with the directors and associate
directors of Ethnic Studies, Gender Studies, and the
LGBT Resource Center. In three different sessions,
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one for overall assessment of initiatives from the
prior year, one for general brainstorming, and one
for goal-setting, people work in teams of five that
represent members across the division. The aim is to
do as much master planning, in creative ways with
Creative processes, as we can at the retreat. Then,
throughout the year, led by the associate vice pres-
ident of OED and the senior director for Student
Programs in SED, the group meets once a month
for planning and assessment at Diversity Leadership
Team meetings.

Every week, the associate vice president of OED
and the senior director of SED meet to talk and plan
across divisions. Once or twice each month, the
associate vice president then reports to SVP Wat-
kins to share which initiatives have been launched,
projected, or completed.

UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT

The University Human Resource Management
(UHRM) is in the process of transforming the Uni-
versity of Utah human resource (HR) function to a
team that focuses on the core strategic objectives
of increasing customer service, increasing efficien-
cy, and increasing management and leadership
capacity. The University of Utah human resources,
its faculty and staff, play a critical role in the success
of the institution and in its mission of delivering top
tier education to students and innovative research
to the world. The strategic objectives being used by
UHRM focus our efforts on the University’s mission.
UHRM's assessment of customer service is focused
upon our primary customers of University lead-
ership. This leadership is made up of the Senior
Administration as well as the college and schools
leadership of deans, department chairs, and direc-
tors. To our customers, HR needs to be a strategic
partner as well as delivering the core transactional
services that maintain the operations of employees
on the campus.

The strategic services UHRM provides include:
performance management, leadership
development, employee relations, strategic
recruitment of talent, business intelligence analytics,
and other highly customized efforts. Concurrently,
UHRM provides the critical transactional
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services including; payroll processing, benefits
administration, HR transaction processing, and
system maintenance. To assess these efforts, UHRM
conducts a semi-annual customer service survey to
obtain quantitative and qualitative feedback from
our customers regarding our efforts. The results
and trends guide the UHRM leadership team in
adjusting our efforts to provide greater value to our
customers.

UHRM is also focusing on increasing efficiency to
the University. Currently, UHRM is in the process

of piloting an HR organizational transformation of
embedding HR business partners and support staff
into the various academic and business units. These
efforts are providing more consistent informa-

tion and services to customers. At the same time,
the University should gain fiscal and operational
efficiency. Some of the Key Performance Indicators
(KPI's) that are used to assess these areas are: total
operational cost, HR:FTE ratio, customer service sur-
vey score, transactional accuracy rate, cost per key
transactional area, and number of training hours
delivered.

UHRM’s third strategic objective is to increase the
capacity of supervisors to manage and lead their
human resources. HR is a process that is focused on
employee systems within an organization. The first
line of interaction with employees is their immedi-
ate supervisor. UHRM believes that this is the point
that can have the greatest impact on the total HR
efforts of the institution. By providing the supervi-
sors and leaders with tools and removing barriers,
HR can increase the capacity of supervisors to lead
their employees. This exponentially increases the HR
function of the University of Utah. Some of the tools
that are currently being developed and/or provided
are a University-wide staff performance manage-
ment system, embedded HR partners, data and
business intelligence reporting, leadership devel-
opment courses (in-person and online), and other
customer-focused efforts.

UHRM is a critical part of the University of Utah. The
success and analytical analysis of these functions
will help the overall operation of the University.
UHRM will continue to strive to be a value-added
function to the University, leaders, faculty, and staff.
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INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

Information technology (IT) increasingly impacts
and underlies the strategic and daily activities of
almost every academic and service unit of the
University. The central IT organization, University
Information Technology (UIT), coordinates closely
with its counterpart unit on the health care side
(Information Technology Services) and smaller [T
support groups located in the units across campus.
UIT includes mission-based service units focused
on teaching and learning, research computing (the
Center for High Performance Computing), admin-
istrative and student systems (University Support
Services), unified communications, IT infrastruc-
ture, and information security. The director of each
service unit reports to the chief information officer,
who in turn reports to the senior chief administra-
tive officer/chief financial officer of the University.

Previously, UIT conducted an annual strategic plan-
ning process that would align identified university
priorities with the annual IT budgeting process. In
more recent years, the central IT planning process
has accelerated to encompass the prioritization

of five to10 top IT priorities initially evaluated on

a biannual basis by the UIT leadership team and
placed in the broader context of all major campus
IT initiatives. Recent top priorities included the
improvement of student information systems, IT
security, and identity and access management. One
outcome of this priority-based planning is posted
at: cio.utah.edu/_docs/3-7-14_UIT_AHM_handout.

The draft IT priorities are presented to and reviewed
within the campus IT Governance framework,
which includes a strategic oversight committee
and four portfolio committees focused on specific
mission-based areas (e.g., teaching and learning
technologies, research computing, infrastructure). In
addition, UIT routinely presents and discusses these
priorities and resultant implementation plans with
the broader campus IT professional affinity group,
which meets on a monthly basis. Planning task
forces for major IT initiatives, such as the modern-
ization of the campus network most recently, are
created on an ad hoc basis and draw their member-
ship from IT professionals across campus
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HIGHLIGHT

The University has developed a strategic enrollment plan
which encompasses a comprehensive long-range plan as well
an annual marketing, recruitment and retention plan.

STUDENT AFFAIRS PLANNING AND
ASSESSMENT

The Division of Student Affairs is comprised of 31
departments that represent a broad range of pro-
grams, services and facilities that support the aca-
demic mission of the institution (studentaffairs.utah.
edu/). The vice president for Student Affairs reports
directly to the president and serves as a member of
the Academic Leadership team. The departments
within Student Affairs are organized within report-
ing lines and are led by associate vice presidents

for the following areas: Enrollment Management,
Student Development, Dean of Students, and
Business and Auxiliary Services. In addition to these
reporting lines, several areas report directly to the
vice president. The Student Affairs Leadership Team
is comprised of each of the associate vice presi-
dents, the assistant vice president for the Women’s
Enrollment Initiative and the special assistant to vice
president for Assessment, Evaluation and Research.
Student Affairs has utilized a comprehensive strate-
gic plan as a systematic approach to fiscal and oper-
ations management. The plan addresses co-curricu-
lar learning, student engagement, student support
and facilities. A notable accomplishment this year
was the completion of the new Student Life Center
that provides opportunities for a more holistic ap-
proach to student wellness through state-of-the-art
recreation facilities and integrated services such as
student wellness and physical therapy.

Because the current Student Affairs Strategic Plan
was developed in 2009, the Division is currently
engaged in organizational evaluation of the exist-
ing plan and is implementing a modular approach
built around key activities. This approach will build
upon the existing, comprehensive planning struc-
ture but will allow for greater connections between
programs and services both within the Division of
Student Affairs, within the institution as a whole,
and will align Student Affairs with the larger in-
stitutional strategic plan. Each department has
developed key activities, goals and outcomes. These
department-level key activities have been ana-
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lyzed to synthesize division-level key activities that
are grounded in practice and allow for input from
leadership to help align the division’s efforts in a
seamless manner. Assessment of these key activities
is focused on both general and learning outcomes
that are conceptualized through the Student Affairs
Learning Domains and supports alignment of bud-
getary resources. Additionally, dashboard indicators
are being developed that reflect the input at the
program as well as the division-level. These guiding

STRATEGIC ENROLLMENT
MANAGEMENT

The University has a systematic data informed ap-
proach to analyzing enrollment needs. To that end,
the University has developed a strategic enrollment
plan which encompasses a comprehensive long-
range plan as well as an annual marketing, recruit-
ment and retention plan. Through the development
and implementation of this plan the University will
be able to systematically focus our resources on
strategies that will have the strongest impact on
growing and shaping our incoming class as well as
increasing our retention and graduation rates.

Strategic Enrollment planning is the responsibility
of the senior administration of the campus. Howev-
er, a small advisory group was appointed to oversee
the development of the plan as well as continuous
assessment of its progress. The senior associate vice
president of Academic Affairs and the associate
vice president of Enrollment Management have
oversight over the implementation of the plan and
developed strategies.

The enrollment plan is communicated regularly
across campus at leadership meetings and meet-
ings of faculty committees. Both associate vice pres-
idents work with each of the academic colleges and
service units to coordinate strategic efforts across
campus, thus aligning all activities to accomplish
the University’s strategic enrollment plan.

UNDERGRADUATE STUDIES

The Undergraduate Studies strategic planning
process began in 2011 to develop a template and
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concept for the transformative undergraduate ex-
perience. The UGS team in partnership with Student
Affairs built the data-informed design for the New
U Student Experience (NUSE) based on best prac-
tices for retention and completion. Since 2011, UGS
planning and budgeting processes have centered
on the elements embedded in the NUSE. Ongoing
discussions have clarified the vision, constructed a
common language and frameworks to accomplish
common goals around retention, support for stu-
dent success, and completion (see Figure 5.2). The
UGS team organized into portfolio teams around
the key topic areas or themes that characterize their
work for undergraduates and the faculty who teach
them: Engage, Facilitate and Support Student Suc-
cess, Integrated Learning, Impact, Inspire Learning,
and Build Community. Each group developed key
definitions, objectives, goals, learning outcomes
and metrics. The portfolio teams meet regularly
throughout the academic year to develop common
goals and definitions, metrics in terms of qualita-
tive and quantitative data, and propose projects.
Embedded in the portfolio approach are an annual
feedback loop, community building and commu-
nity organizational structure, and the opportunity
to refocus on key UGS goals. Portfolio teams meet
twice each semester.

As a result of the output of the portfolio teams, UGS
has established three big goals.

1. Every entering student in a learning com-
munity or a living and learning communi-
ties.

2. Every student has at least one deeply
engaged learning experience—President
Pershing’s Presidential Promise.

3. Every student has a Plan to Finish and is
supported by student success advocates,
mentors, and advisors.

To perpetuate these goals and the additional goal
of helping students engage in financial planning
for graduation and the expansion of the number

of strategic scholarships the U awards (+1,000 in
2014), the U launched the Utah Pledge campaign at
Welcome Week 2014. The Utah Pledge is as follows:
“We pledge to help you graduate with the support
of learning communities, mentors and advisors,
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Deeply Engaged
Learning Experiences:
Integrated,
experiential, and
community based
learning

Support for Student
Success:
Create a sense of
belonging, Plan to
Finish

Learning Communities:
Critical thinking and

reading; wrap around
support

FIGURE 5.2: SUMMARY OF UGS APPROACH TO SUPPORTING
STUDENT SUCCESS

financial guidance, and deeply engaged learning
experiences. The elements embodied in the pledge
and this distinctive approach to student success

are based on research and data about the most
effective retention and completion strategies both
in the context of the University of Utah and at other
research universities. The UGS approach deploys
learning communities because of their significant
effect on retention and completion, GPA, sense of
belonging, and preparation for success in the univer-
sity environment. Students in learning communities
are supported by peer mentors, academic advisors,
librarians and student success advocates. We know
from the senior survey that advisors, mentors and
advocates help students plan for their success,
personalize the university and make it manageable,
and help them feel a sense of belonging (a factor
that contributes to both retention and completion).
The kind of deep learning that occurs through high
impact programs or what we call, deeply engaged
learning opportunities helps students to become
creative problem solvers, to integrate their learn-
ing, to engage in the community, link theory and
practice, and to become empathetic thinkers. We
know from employer surveys that the world they
will enter upon graduation highly values the kind

of training deeply engaged learning experiences
evoke. AAC&U's research about high impact practic-
es as well as research done through the UGS Office
of Assessment similarly suggest that engagement
in high impact practices, at the University of Utah
(known as deeply engaged learning experiences
such as learning abroad, undergraduate research,
capstone experiences, and internships) address the
student as a whole person, result in deep reflection
and learning, and are a key element in a transforma-
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HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah’s plan for retaining and graduating
more students includes a series of strategic shifts to support
student success, engage students in learning communities,
community-based learning, and applied learning in capstone
experiences.

success.utah.edu.

The University of Utah's completion campaign,
"Plan to Finish,"is built on the Utah Commissioner of
Higher Education’s campaign, “Fifteen to Finish!” The
University of Utah's plan for retaining and gradu-
ating more students includes a series of strategic
shifts to support student success, engage students
in learning communities, community-based learn-
ing, and applied learning in capstone experiences.
The Plan to Finish message focuses on completion—
take four years to finish, enroll in 30 credits hours
each year, take advantage of flexible scheduling
formats, maximize a student’s undergraduate ex-
perience by engaging in research, learning abroad,
community work or creative activity (and plan for it
with the Plan4 planning tool). Plan 4 is a tool used
by Student Success Advocates, Orientation Leaders,
and Peer Mentors for the value added experiences
that will enhance, transform, inspire, and engage
students beyond the traditional classroom experi-
ence.

The Plan to Finish informational campaign focused
on possibilities, emphasizing our interventions or
strategies—financial support, flexible scheduling,
enhance planning—~Plan 4, but also, at the heart

of the campaign were ideas about how having a
bachelor’s degree will change a student’s life—how
it will impact their potential employment, salary,
and well-being throughout life.

The U launched the Block U, a 15 credit hour
thematic General Education model, during the

fall of 2013 with six theme areas such as Global
Citizenship, Entrepreneurship and Society, Med-
ical Humanities, and Creativity and Community.
This model promotes taking 15 credit hours as a
full-time student, is centered on a core learning
community, and connects students with peer men-
tors and support for student success. This thematic
approach to General Education is constructed with
retention and completion strategies that have
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demonstrated results and is a Plan to Finish model.
See: www.studentsuccess.utah.edu.

SUSTAINABILITY

The University of Utah incorporates principles of
sustainability within administrative, education, re-
search and operational aspects of its programs and
services. The principle metric used for these aspects
is the Sustainability Tracking Assessment and Rating

By taking inventory of various indicators through-
out the University in the areas of Education, En-
gagement, Operations, and Administration, the U
monitors and identifies patterns and expectations
while looking for opportunities to improve and
excel. The first assessment and rating resulted in a
Bronze rating. The results were shared with senior
administration and led to the identification of areas
for improvement, particularly in Curriculum and
Research. As a result, significant effort has been
focused on internal resources and programs. An
updated inventory and assessment should be avail-
able January 2016.

One major result of the first STARS inventory was
the creation of a central Sustainability Office, with
coordinating and managing responsibilities across
campus at the senior administration level. A Chief
Sustainability Officer position was created and
reports directly to the senior vice president for
Academic Affairs. Within the Sustainability Office,
positions were also created to help coordinate and
advance curriculum and research efforts, and the
Sustainability Resource Center (formerly housed

in Facilities Management) will help to coordinate
sustainability efforts within operations, as well as to
advance campus operations as opportunities for a
learning laboratory.

In addition to the Sustainability Office, the Univer-
sity has incorporated sustainability into its Campus

includes sections for education and research, cam-
pus and community engagement, water waste and
food, transportation, etc. Senior Administration has
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also initiated a process to update and expand the
Climate Action Plan to become a full Sustainabil-

ity Plan for the University and all its activities and

administrative units.

BUDGET AND PLANNING
Budget Processes

The President’s Cabinet and senior leadership

are regularly engaged in a process of evaluating
progress, goal setting, reporting and discussion

of resource allocation. During the fall of 2014, the
president’s and senior vice president’s offices were
engaged in the development of an institution wide
dashboard for reporting to the legislature and Board
of Regents as well as focusing the campus on its
core themes and big goals. In addition, the senior
vice president’s office was engaged in the develop-
ment of college and department wide dashboards
to monitor appropriate indicators of progress and
success among its students and faculty and mission
fulfillment.

The University of Utah regularly reviews progress
toward our strategic goals, including reviewing
resource allocations, as part of the annual planning
and budget process. Financial planning and bud-
geting for academic programs is the responsibility
of the two senior vice presidents (Academic Affairs
and Health Sciences) and the president. Proposed
budgets are approved by the Board of Regents
before any submittal to the Governor or Legislature.
Public reports of University revenues, expenses and
endowments are published by the Office of Budget

Besides alignment with internal institutional goals,
the University of Utah budget is coordinated with
priorities of the Board of Regents and the State

of Utah. By policy, the Regents prepare an annual
budget to the Legislature that includes requests for
employee compensation; mandatory costs, in-
cluding building operations and maintenance, fuel
and power; mission-based funding; performance
funding; statewide institutional priorities, including
scholarships, financial aid, and technology infra-
structure. Reports are submitted to the Regents to
show compliance with budgetary requirements.

STANDARD 5

The University of Utah develops and implements
budgets on an annual, fiscal year cycle that begins
July 1 and ends June 30. All units within the Univer-
sity budget are on this cycle, regardless of source of
funds.

The Campus Budget Advisory Committee (CBAC)
reviews annual reports from each college that
reports to the senior vice president for Academic
Affairs. Those reports outline college priorities, the
use of resources to advance priorities, and strategies
that the college would like to employ to strengthen
its profile and / or promote student success. CBAC
members are also asked to attend budget meet-
ings with each college and offer input and advice
to the senior vice president of Academic Affairs on
(a) resource requests made by the colleges, and (b)
strategies and tactics that can assist the college in
advancing academic priorities and financial vitality.
This process is beneficial in increasing knowledge
of shared priorities around the campus, engaging
support toward shared goals, and improving deci-
sion-making and transparency on resource genera-
tion and use.

Five key questions guide the reports:

1. What are the central elements of your mission?
What trends—in the disciplines or across dis-
ciplines, within the university and beyond—
do you see as particularly influential to your
mission?

2. How does the external world view your schol-
arly performance, relative to peers and aspira-
tional peers?

3. What is the quality and productivity of your
educational activities?

4. What demographic trends are relevant for your
human and physical capital resources?

5. Do you have the financial vitality to capitalize
on opportunities and accelerate scholarly and
educational advances?

Each college is given specific criteria for each of
the key questions and data generated through
OBIA and Academic Analytics provide quantitative
indicators of success. In spring 2015, colleges were
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asked to align their reports and plans
to the four big goals of the university,
as summarized previously.

For colleges that report to the senior
vice president for Health Sciences,
annual reports are also required that
outline college priorities. Each entity
makes a presentation to the senior
vice president for Health Sciences
and her support team. For School of
Medicine units, annual reports are
reviewed by the Mission Based Man-
agement Advisory Committee. The
same budget system is utilized across
campus by all units.

The Senate Advisory Committee on
Budget and Planning, a standing
committee of the Academic Senate,
consists of eight tenure-line or ca-
reer-line faculty members who repre-
sent the University faculty as a whole.
The Committee’s principal role is one
of consultation with the University
administration, and of presenting and
arguing for the views and interests
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of the whole faculty in the adminis-
tration’s long-range academic and
budgetary planning. The Committee
strives to persuade the administra-

Phase 1 Indicator - Memberships in the National Academies ¥ = Has & school of Medicine

tion to make critical budgetary and ECUREES

academic policy decisions in as open
and public a way as possible.

Budget Task Force and Recommendations

In the fall of 2013 SVP Watkins charged a group

of 14 campus leaders to guide the main campus
approach to budget and resource allocation in the
future. The group developed the following seven
principles.

1. Resource allocation is driven by the mission
and strategic vision of the University. Budget
decisions should reflect the priorities of the
University and its colleges, departments, and
other budgeting units.

2. Resource allocation will promote excellence in

the University’s core missions: discovery, cre-
ation, and application of knowledge; dissemi-
nation of knowledge by teaching, publication,
artistic presentation and technology transfer;
and community engagement.

3. The principles and processes guiding
budget allocations will be transparent,
documented, and accessible to faculty, staff,
students, and administrators. Transparency
helps to ensure shared governance, as out-
lined in University policies and procedures.

4. The budget promotes responsible, prudent
and sustainable stewardship of resources. The
University will avoid excessive financial com-
mitments and overspending while encourag-
ing development of current and new revenue
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streams.

5. The budget process aligns responsibility,
decision-making authority and control over re-
sources. Aligning resources where knowledge
is housed and decisions are made and imple-
mented promotes rational decision-making in
the pursuit of university goals and objectives.

6. The University of Utah provides a stable annual
budget process that is flexible enough to
adapt to changing conditions. The manner
in which resources are allocated should be
relatively constant and known before a course
of action is taken.

7. The budget process supports budget model
diversity. Colleges, departments, and other
budgeting units perform different functions
and have different revenue streams and costs.

5.B.3 The institution monitors its internal and
external environments to identify current and emerg-
ing patterns, trends, and expectations. Through its
governance system it uses those findings to assess its
strategic position, define its future direction, and review
and revise, as necessary, its mission, core theme objec-
tives, goals or intended outcomes of its programs and
services, and indicators of achievement.

Besides setting and refining our strategic goals and
measuring our progress with core indicators, we
continuously monitor and adjust our goals and pro-
grams in line with national and international trends,
patterns and expectations. The following summa-
rizes our aspirations, our evolving
condition and set of demographic or
economic challenges, and ways we
perfect our path for the future.

ASPIRATIONS TO AAU
MEMBERSHIP

There are several key indicators of
achievement in top tier research uni-
versities, including external research
funding; major awards, prizes and
recognitions achieved by faculty; :
citations of scholarship; doctoral de-
grees awarded; post-doctoral fellows
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measures are used as part of determining mem-
bership in the prestigious Association of American
Universities (AAU). The University of Utah performs
at or above several current members of the AAU
on these indicators. We have prepared an analysis
of the University of Utah's performance on AAU's
core metrics, and shared this analysis with AAU
leadership. Given the University of Utah's level of
achievement, we are hopeful that an opportunity
for membership in this prestigious group of top
institutions will be forthcoming in the near-term
future. We understand that the AAU is currently
considering how membership is defined. Several
members of the Pac-12 are also AAU members, and
the University of Utah sees these institutions as
peers. We would benefit from membership in the
AAU academic community, for visibility, information
sharing and prestige.

RESPONDING TO NATIONAL AND
STATEWIDE TRENDS

Utah has a population of just over 2.9M, is the sec-
ond fastest growing state in the nation (26% growth
from the 2000 to 2010 census), has the youngest av-
erage age population in the county, is first in birth
rate, and has a rapidly expanding number of high
school graduates (estimated to increase by 40%
over the next decade (WICHE, 2013), joining Texas
and Colorado as the only three U.S. states projected
for swift expansion in the number of high school
graduates). The Utah population is increasingly
diverse, particularly the Latino/a population which
is now approaching 14%. The Utah economy is

CITATIONS - 3 YEAR AVERAGE (2010, 2011, 2012)

1054

(see Figures 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5). These FIGURE 5.5
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relatively robust, with unemployment
significantly lower than the national
average (3.6% in Utah in December
2013 vs. 5.3% nationally). Utah's Gov-

University of Utah

% of Graduating Seniors First in Family to Earn
Baccalaureate

40%

ernor, Gary Herbert, articulated the
vision that "Utah will lead the nation

% Undergraduates Working 20-40 Hours Per Week | 52%

as the best performing economy and
be recognized as a premier global
business destination” (Herbert, 2012).

% of Undergraduates Married Before Graduation 43%

A cornerstone to achieving that vision

is education; Prosperity 2020, the Graduation

% of Undergraduates with Children Before

20%

Governor’s plan for Utah, established
the goal that 66% of working-age

Average Hours Enrolled Per Semester

12.4 credit hours

Utahns will hold a postsecondary

degree or credential by 2020, to meet ~ First-Year Retention 89%
the expanding workforce needs and

economic development aims of the Six-Year Graduation Rate 62%
state (similar to Lumina Foundation’s Eight-Year Graduation Rate 1%
60% by 2025 aim). At present, Utah

is well short of the Governor's aim, TABLES.3

with only 40% of the adult population

holding a two- or four-year degree. It

is particularly alarming that (a) this rate is no higher
among young adults, ages 25-34, (b) post high

school attainment is as low as 18-21% in rural coun-

ties, and (c) only 16% of Utah's Hispanic population
has a two- or four-year degree. Unless these trends
are dramatically altered, Utah does not and will not
have the educated workforce to advance innova-
tion, drive economic development, and meet the
needs of the state and intermountain region. The
University is an active participant in working with
the state to achieve these educational goals.

The University of Utah is the flagship institution

in the state, serving nearly 33,000 students and
advancing a comprehensive research program
with more than $400M of federal funding. The U is
located in Salt Lake City, the population and eco-
nomic base of the state. The U is also a university
that educates a high proportion of undergraduates
who strive to be the first in their families to earn a
baccalaureate degree (40% will be the first to earn
the baccalaureate), students who balance heavy
work and family obligations while earning their
degrees (52% work more than half time, 43% marry
during their undergraduate years, and 20% have a
child before earning their degree) (see Table 5.3).
Utah's undergraduates enroll in an average of 12.4
credit hours per semester, well below what is need-

Promote
COMPLETION

Reward
ACHIEVEMENT

Ensure
ACCESS

FIGURE 5.6

ed to make timely progress to degree, often due to
work and family obligations and course schedul-
ing challenges. Although 89% of Utah’s freshmen
return for their second year, six-year graduation
rate falls to 62%. This is an alarming loss of talent.
Of note, Utah's graduation rate moves up to 71%
by eight years after matriculation. Clearly, too many
students do not complete their degrees, and too
many take too long to complete the baccalaureate.
It is also noteworthy that the University of Utah has
the highest six-year graduation rate among public
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universities in the state.

The University of Utah is keenly focused on improv-
ing its six-year graduation rate, with the aim of en-
suring that students who enter the institution make
timely progress to degree completion. A recent step
was an assertive scholarship initiative to make col-
lege affordable and reduce students'work obliga-
tions, aimed at ensuring access, rewarding achieve-
ment and promoting completion (see Figure 5.6).
New scholarships are targeted at enabling students
at and below poverty levels to attend the university,
reaching high achieving students from all econom-
ic backgrounds, and helping transfer students and
students within 30 hours of degree completion to
persist and cross the graduation finish line. Given
the heavy work and family obligations of Utah's un-
dergraduates, we anticipate that significant scholar-
ship investments will enhance completion rates. For
fall 2014, more than $3 million of new funds were
dedicated to scholarship support. More than 1,200
students will receive new awards, with new access
awards to 400 students, new achievement awards
to 700 students, and new completion awards to 160
students.

Scholarships alone, however, will not meet the
needs of Utah's undergraduates in ensuring de-
gree completion. The University of Utah is unique
among flagship research universities in attracting
high achieving traditional college-age students
while also serving many nontraditional students,
including resettled refugees (Salt Lake City is one of
17 US. cities where refugees from around the world
can resettle), recent immigrants, individuals with
young children, and full-time workers. Because we
know that if Utah is going to appreciably increase
graduation rates we must provide flexible academic
opportunities, we designed and implemented the
Plan to Finish campaign including providing grants
to support the development of FlexU courses. Fur-
thermore, we know that the state’s rural character
and the low post-secondary attainment of individ-
uals in rural counties call for new approaches to ad-
vancing participation in higher education in order
to increase two- and four-year degree achievement
in Utah's adults.

In partnership with Salt Lake Community College,
we recently created an advising pathway for current

STANDARD 5

HIGHLIGHT

Utah’s Governor, Gary Herbert, articulated the vision that
“Utah will lead the nation as the best performing economy
and be recognized as a premier global business destination”
(Herbert, 2012). A cornerstone to achieving that vision is
education.

SLCC student who plan to transfer to the University.
Access U encourages a seamless transfer by con-
necting current SLCC students with University of
Utah advising and other resources from the begin-
ning of their college careers, rather than waiting
until they transition to the U.

In response to the Governor's Prosperity 2020 initia-
tive and with the goals of promoting completion,
access and achievement, the University of Utah
launched the UOnline initiative in the fall of 2014.
UOnline aims to build on existing online strengths
and an already established statewide technology
platform to attain a 72% baccalaureate graduation
rate by 2020 and advance first-to-second-year
retention to 92% with a robust, strategic online
portfolio to complement the University of Utah's
face-to-face educational opportunities.

Goals include:

e Create a"hybrid university”that allows students
to enroll in on-campus courses and online
courses within the same term, making great-
er progress toward degree, optimizing their
schedules;

* Develop at least10 60-hour degree completion
programs, targeting high enrollment majors
(e.g., communication, psychology, biology, eco-
nomics, English, business administration);

* Provide accessible advising and quality student
support;

* Embed assessment of student learning in
courses and programs through the learning
management system;

* Award a 60-hour two-year associate’s degree in
general studies as a meaningful credential on
the path to the baccalaureate, and

 Offer a menu of certificate programs that meet
regional employer needs, targeting both return-
ing students and first-time enrollees.
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HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah has focused on strengthening under-
graduate education and has pushed for a data-informed ap-
proach to the development of new initiatives, strengthening
existing programs and establishing new priorities.

There are several indicators that this expanded on-
line portfolio will meet the needs of Utah's under-
graduates and promote student success in bacca-
laureate and associate’s completion and certificate
credentials. For example, at present, 25-30% of Utah
undergraduates enroll in at least one online course
per semester; online enrollments have expanded
steadily over the past decade. The majority of online
courses that have been developed and are currently
offered at the University of Utah are lower division
courses that meet general education requirements.

NEW FOCUS ON STUDENT SUCCESS

During the past few years and since the inaugura-
tion of President Pershing, the University of Utah
has focused on strengthening undergraduate
education and has pushed for a data-informed
approach to the development of new initiatives,
strengthening existing programs and establishing
new priorities. Under the leadership of SVP Watkins
and in partnership with the office of OBIA, the U has
developed a“Success Index”or data analytic and
predictors of student success.

In coordination with the USHE office, the University
of Utah focuses priorities in response to workforce
and industry demands in programs like the Nursing,
Engineering and STEM initiatives.

The University of Utah is aware of the need for
Science, Technology, Engineering and Math (STEM)
degrees to help fill the needs of industry both in the
state of Utah and the United States. According to
the Utah Department of Workforce Services, most
job growth since the recent recession occurred in
the STEM fields.

The Utah Legislature passed “Enhancements of the
State System of Public & Higher Education”bill in

2001.The goal of this initiative is to grow the num-
ber of engineering graduates from Utah's institutes
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of higher education. The University of Utah is a
major participant in this program. Our focus is on
increasing the number of students selecting engi-
neering as a major and then focusing on successful-
ly getting them through to graduation. Our current
goal is to increase our number of engineering
graduates by 180 students per year. To increase the
number of graduates, we are focused on improving
student engagement and success in the classroom.

We are strategically focused at building up academ-
ic advisors and teaching assistants to help support
undergraduate students in the STEM fields. Through
data analysis, we are developing models to help
identify at-risk students not only in STEM majors,
but across the institution.

The Center for Science and Mathematics Educa-
tion (CSME) is working collaboratively to enhance
recruitment, retention, and teaching of University of
Utah undergraduate students in math and science
as well as contributing to the enhancement of qual-
ity K-12 math and science teaching.

SPECIAL STRATEGIC INITIATIVES IN
RESPONSE TO STATEWIDE TRENDS:
PLAN TO FINISH, FLEXU

As part of the Plan to Finish initiative, Continuing
Education began thinking creatively about the
ways we offer students what they want, where they
want it and when they want it. Because Continuing
Education’s (CE) most typical student is one who
chooses to spend his discretionary time and money
to enroll in an optional, non-credit class, CE has long
been a leader in this area.

One of Continuing Education’s responsibilities is to
manage the U's off campus sites, located in Boun-
tiful, Sandy, and St. George. This responsibility has
afforded them the opportunity over many years to
provide service to traditional and non-traditional
students, as well as survey them, both formally and
informally, regarding their needs and preferences.
We try to incorporate this feedback into our sched-
uling, whether the sites'for-credit offerings are
made available through CE or the U's academic de-
partments. Based on student feedback, we currently
offer the following creative scheduling options for
University of Utah Students:
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 Offer general education (gen ed) required
courses at the sites, rotating through different
sites different semesters/academic years.

* Bundle offerings so student can come to class
one or two evenings per week and take back-
to-back gen ed requirements and/or gen ed/
major requirements.

 Offer some graduate level courses (e.g. Educa-
tion Leadership, Executive MPA, etc.).

* Offer some hybrid courses.

* Offer the full complement of courses necessary
to earn some bachelor degrees.

* Offer proctoring services to U students and
students at other institutions.

o Offer executive education format classes (i.e.
Friday evening & Saturday classes).

In response to focus groups and survey data and

as part of the Plan to Finish campaign, Continuing
Ed now offers FlexU, one-week intensive classes of-
fered over fall break, the week before spring semes-
ter begins and in May after graduation.

Future CE initiatives include offering more student
services like daycare, expanded bookstore hours,
specific college advisors, transcript access, accept
tuition payments, financial aid assistance, book
rentals, access to library resources and reserve, more
flexible testing/proctoring hours, etc.

Continuing Ed is enthusiastically engaged in this
important initiative.

RETURNING TO THE U PROGRAM

The mission of the Returning to The U Program, es-
tablished in 2007 through a presidential initiative, is
to assist adult students who left the University close
to graduation and now wish to return to complete
a bachelor’s degree. University College advisors

are available to help returning students with the
transition back to the U, from readmission to gradu-
ation. Since 2010, approximately 300 students have
returned and earned their degrees. We anticipate
increased focus in this area in future years, given
that nearly 30% of Utah adults have earned some
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HIGHLIGHT

Developing and implementing innovative approaches to help
Utah adults access the U and complete their degrees is a key
goal for the University now and in the years ahead.

college credit but have not yet attained the de-
gree. Developing and implementing innovative
approaches to help Utah adults access the U and
complete their degrees is a key goal for the Univer-
sity now and in the years ahead.

EARLY COLLEGE HIGH SCHOOL
PROGRAMS

The University of Utah partners with the Acade-
my for Math, Engineering and Science (AMES), an
early college high school focusing on STEM fields.
Students complete college classes on their high
school campus taught by University of Utah faculty
and receive University credit. Staff in the office of
Undergraduate Studies coordinate registration and
recruitment of faculty efforts, the payment of fees
and other related costs. Representatives from UGS
work with AMES administration to design curricu-
lum, coordinate vision and design, and to recruit
and scholarship students to the University of Utah.

Plans are underway to create a second model of
early college high school with the Canyon’s school
district by offering two summer semesters of the
Block U (and the completion of the General Educa-
tion certificate) at the campus of Alta High School.

REACHING INTERNATIONAL
MARKETS — THE UNIVERSITY OF
UTAH ASIA CAMPUS

The University of Utah Asia Campus (UAC) is an
‘extended campus” of the University of Utah main
campus in Salt Lake City and is located in Incheon,
South Korea. It is one of four founding members of
the Incheon Global Campus (IGC). IGC university
partners include George Mason University, Virgin-
ia; State University of New York-Stony Brook, and
Ghent University, Belgium. The UAC has been fully
approved by the University of Utah Board of Trust-
ees, the Utah System of Higher Education, and the
Korean Ministry of Education. The campus operates
as a non-profit organization in South Korea with the
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HIGHLIGHT

The University of Utah has been able to make modest increas-
es in tuition and protect student’s interests. The U is the most
affordable in terms of tuition, fees and housing costs in the
Pac-12.

Board of Directors reporting directly to University
of Utah President Pershing. Board membership
consists of main campus leaders, including a Uni-
versity Board of Trustees representative, the chief
academic officer, vice president for Student Affairs,
dean of Undergraduate Studies/senior associate
vice president for Academic Affairs, vice president
for Administrative Services, and the chief global
officer. The president of the South Korean University
of Utah Alumni Association is also a member of the
UAC NPO Board.

As an approved extended campus of the Universi-
ty of Utah, the UAC operates as follows:

e Fully qualified faculty members are appointed
by their respective Utah main campus depart-
ments and colleges to teach and/or conduct
research at the UAC.

* The University of Utah has no capital invest-
ment in the UAC. Research and teaching facil-
ities/classrooms are provided by the Incheon
Global Campus Foundation.

 All general education, undergraduate and
graduate programs at the UAC utilize the
same curriculum and degree requirements as
approved and accredited for the Utah main
campus. General education is a Global Citizen-
ship Block U Program and is required of all UAC
undergraduate students. Initial undergraduate
programs began in Spring Semester 2014, and
include Communication B.S/B.A,, Psychology
B.S, and Social Work, BSW. The initial graduate
program, which also began in spring 2014, is a
Master of Public Health degree offered through
University of Utah Health Sciences.

o All students admitted to the UAC must meet or
exceed Utah main campus admissions criteria,
and upon graduation receive a University of
Utah Degree.

* Undergraduate students admitted to the UAC
must successfully complete their first three
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years at the UAC in Korea with a fourth and

final year at the Utah main campus. Graduate
students admitted to the UAC must successfully
complete a two-year master's degree program
that includes one year at the UAC and one year
on the Utah main campus.

* The UAC is currently establishing research op-
erations in conjunction with academic degrees
and a director of Research has been appointed.

AFFORDABILITY

Affordability is a core commitment of President
Pershing’s and a key issue for the Commissioner

of Higher Education’s office and the Utah State
Legislature. Despite a trend in reductions in state
appropriations for higher education, the University
of Utah has been able to make modest increases in
tuition and protect student’s interests. The U is the
most affordable in terms of tuition, fees and hous-
ing costs in the Pac-12.

The University of Utah shapes its decisions about
allocations, programmatic development and strate-
gies for future growth in part based on the research
of professor Pam Perlich, the senior research econo-
mist for the University of Utah's Bureau of Economic
and Business Research. Perlich studies growth and
change in Utah, educational initiatives, employ-
ment trends and the religious makeup of the state
to make an accurate assessment of where we are
and what challenges we will meet in the future. Her
message is simple: change is already underway. Mi-
norities comprise about 20% of the state’s popula-
tion and 26% of Salt Lake City's population accord-
ing to the 2010 Census. The key difference between
the University of Utah's population today and in 20
years from now will be immigration, primarily from
Latin American countries. Perlich suggests that mi-
nority children are in the majority in 15 of Salt Lake
City's 27 elementary schools. Minority populations
represent 80% or higher in 9 of those schools. In the
past 20 years, Salt Lake City has been an important
new gateway city for refugee resettlement efforts.
In fact, 5% of the total population of Salt Lake City
are recent refugees according to the International
Rescue Committee.

FUND RAISING TASK FORCE
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Task Force or Working Groups

Budget Advisory Committee
Phase |

Scope and Purpose

Develop Principles to Guide University
Budget Model and Process

Current Status

Completed (spring 2014) and Moved to
Phase II: Model Development

Budget Advisory Committee
Phase Il

Develop Budget Model Aligned with
Principles

Completed (spring 2015): New Model
to be Implemented in FY17 (Run as a
Model in FY16)

Fundraising Working Group

Evaluate Our Practices for Supporting
Fundraising and Outline Recommenda-
tions for Future

Completed (spring 2015), Recommen-
dations Considered and Implementation
in Progress

Retention and Graduation Rate Task
Force

Consider Current Status of Persistence
and Graduation for U UGs, Identify
Barriers and Challenges, Develop General
Recommendations for Improvement

Phase | Completed (fall 2014)
Recommendations Led to Transfer Stu-
dent Focus and Class Scheduling Focus
(see below)

Diversity Working Group

Recommend strategies for U to increase
diversity of faculty

Completed AY2013-14
Implemented AY2014-15

Distinguished Professor Team

Improve and Streamline Practices for Se-
curing Nominations for DPs and Selecting
DPs

Completed and Implemented New Prac-
tices in AY2015-16 Cycle

Transfer Student Working Group

Focus on Changes to Reduce Barriers for
Transfer Students and Improve Transfer
Student Experience

Initial Recommendations and Report
Completed (May 2015), Consideration
of Recommendations in Progress

Strategic Scheduling for Student Success
Initiative (54l)

Focus on Course Scheduling Enhancement
and Process Changes that Would Increase
Success and Quality of UG Experience

Initial Recommendations and Report
Completed (June 2015), Consideration
of Recommendations and Next Steps in
Progress

Orientation Task Force

Evaluate Summer Orientation from Stu-
dent, Family and University Perspective;
Recommend Immediate and Longer-Range
Enhancements

Initial Recommendations for Change
Implemented in summer 2015 (faculty
session added); Task Force Working
continues in fall 2015 through summer
2016

UG Process Improvement Roadmap Group

Outline Changes/Advancements Needed
in Technology Systems that Support the
Student Experience; Develop Priori-
ty-Based Plan for Making Change

Work in Progress

TABLE 5.4

key stakeholders — deans, campus leaders, donors,

SVPs Watkins and Lee charged a working group to
consider various aspects of the University of Utah's
advancement organization, including the organiza-
tional structure and size, as well as how our ad-
vancement team is funded. Given the importance
of private and corporate support for the vibrancy
of the university, the recommendations of this task
force are vital. The committee submitted their initial
report in December 2014. In January 2015, Presi-
dent Pershing and his Cabinet discussed the rec-
ommendations offered by the working group, and
considered which actions might best be enacted in
an initial phase of change. In addition, during spring
2015, the president and senior vice presidents dis-
cussed the working group’s recommendations with
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and trustees. In an initial phase of change, several
modest modifications in our approach to sup-
porting and organizing fundraising will be made,
with the aim of amplifying our already impressive
success in this area. These initial changes have been
announced and implementation has been started.
We recognize that fundraising is an essential strate-
gy to ensure the long-term health and vitality of the
institution. See academic-affairs.utah.edu/about/
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HIGHLIGHT

During the years since its last seven year accreditation visit,
the University of Utah has focused on its core themes and
strategic goals to strengthen its undergraduate education and
support student success, make a significant and enduring im-
pact through the production of new knowledge as a Research 1
university, provide excellent health services and contribute to
the public good in the community.

ADDITIONAL STRATEGIC TASK
FORCES AND WORKING GROUPS

Efforts to ensure institutional renewal and contin-
uous improvement are a critical part of a vibrant
university. In order to make optimal decisions and
to ensure that change occurs, it is important to
involve the university community in study of key
issues, planning for change, and development of
appropriate and effective change plans. In the past
two years, the University has undertaken several
important change and continuous improvement
efforts, to ensure effective practices and optimize
institutional effectiveness. Several of these efforts
have been discussed previously. A brief summary of
the major task force/change planning and manage-
ment efforts are summarized in the table 5.4.

UTAH’S FLAGSHIP UNIVERSITY

During the years since its last seven year accredi-
tation visit, the University of Utah has focused on
its core themes and strategic goals to strengthen
its undergraduate education and support student
success, make a significant and enduring impact
through the production of new knowledge as a
very high research university, provide excellent
health services and contribute to the public good
in the community. Our core indicators and the
University’s dashboard indicate our steady progress
toward those goals, modeling excellence in the
state system and in the region.

According to the Utah State System of Higher Edu-
cation 2014 Data Book, “As the state’s flagship insti-
tution, the University of Utah focuses on enhancing
the state’s reputation for high quality instruction,
research and innovation, particularly at the gradu-
ate level. Its mission is to disseminate knowledge
through teaching, publication, artistic presentation,
and community engagement. The University of

228

Utah is a major research institution that contributes
to the economic base of the state through innova-
tion, technology transfer and commercialization.
The university is also the primary deliverer of trained
professionals in medicine, pharmacy, law and
engineering for the state”In the context of the state
system, the University of Utah has higher retention
and completion rates, attracts students with higher
GPA and ACT scores, has greater domestic diver-
sity among its student body, and has more than
100 majors, 95 master's degree programs, and 64
doctorate programs. The University of Utah leads
in terms of learning communities, a broad range of
deeply engaged learning experiences or high im-
pact programs, and the distinct and unique advan-
tage of having the S. J. Quinney College of Law, the
University of Utah School of Medicine, U Hospital
and the Huntsman Cancer Institute.

Since Salt Lake City hosted the 2002 Winter Olym-
pics, the University of Utah has become a differ-
ent place and in 2011 the U joined the Pac-12. It

is ranked #47 in the U.S and #87 in the world by
the 2014 Academic Ranking of World Universities,
Shanghai Jiao Tong University and ahead of six
other Pac-12 schools. The U is ranked among the
top 25 public US research universities in the 2009
Top American Research Universities, Center for
Measuring University Performance study. In terms
of federal research and development funding, the
University of Utah ranks #52 among US universities
according to the 2013 National Science Foundation.
The University of Utah is an institution that fosters
innovation in research, teaching and service and
ranks highly in commercialization of innovation. The
University of Utah Hospital has been ranked #1 in
Quality among academic medical centers; and in
the 21st annual survey of America’s Best Hospitals,
conducted by US News & World Report, it was the
17th time that the University Health Care was listed
as one of the finest health care systems nationally.

University of Utah leaders, from top administrators
to faculty to staff, are active participants in national
dialogues on future directions in higher educa-
tion. Our goals and initiatives reflect both national
aims for higher education and the unique needs
of our students and faculty in the context of the
University of Utah. The president and senior vice
presidents are frequently invited to highlight Utah's
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approaches to fostering student success, innova-
tion in discovery and research, and optimization of
health care delivery in a wide range of national and
regional settings, from editorials to public forums
to national conferences. In addition, Utah's leaders
are actively engaged at the national level through
academic meetings of Pac-12 leaders (presidents,
provosts, deans), and engagement with the APLU
and participation on APLU executive boards.

The University of Utah is nationally recognized as

a top tier, research-intensive public university. It is
widely recognized that our research funding profile,
particularly in health sciences, sciences, and engi-
neering, places us in the top 50 institutions nation-
ally (Lombardi, Phillips, Abbey, & Craig, 2012; Center
for Measuring University Performance Report). We
are also well recognized for our role in promoting
access; tuition at the U is the lowest among our
Pac-12 peers, and is also the lowest among Big 10
institutions. The U has maintained affordability and
access as a core priority even through a challenging
state funding climate. Finally, we are recognized

as an institution that has made significant invest-
ments in student success for both traditional and
nontraditional students. First-year programs have
been a particular area of investment and our fresh-
men-to-sophomore retention of nearly 90%, above
the Pac-12 average, reflects this commitment. We
were recently recognized as a top10 institution for

In recent years, the U has articulated seven core
commitments and Four Big Goals to guide the Uni-
versity of Utah over the next five years:

e Promote Student Success to Transform Lives
* Develop and Transfer New Knowledge

* Engage Communities to Improve Health and
Quality of Life

* Ensure Long-Term Viability of the University

Critical measures of our strategies and tactics to
promote these goals, as well as our progress over
time, are highlighted in the university's dashboard
(www.obia.utah.edu ).

STANDARD 5

HIGHLIGHT

As the flagship institution, the U promotes the high quality
and affordable educational experiences that are essential for
Utah’s only tier-one research university.

Within each of these four goals, we have distinctive
strengths and accomplishments, as well as areas
for continued focus with significant evidence of
mission fulfillment. For example, within the Student
Success goal, our scholarship initiative, focused

on access, achievement and completion, has led

to significant increases in the percentages of our
students receiving financial aid. Furthermore, our
efforts to enrich first-year programming have
contributed to increases in retention, now at nearly
90% and above the average of our Pac-12 peers.
Our completion rates increased by 2.2% in 2013-
2014 and more than 4% in the past three years. As
a result of our Plan to Finish campaign, the total
number of credit hours taken by our students
increased by 3% in one year alone. We have assert-
ively moved forward in online offerings, in order to
meet the needs of our students and promote timely
progress toward degrees. These are noteworthy
areas of strength and accomplishment. Although
we have achieved steady increases in six-year grad-
uation rates in recent years, we continue to strive
to increase. Within the goal of Developing and
Transferring New Knowledge, we have noteworthy
strengths in total research funding and in indicators
of the transfer of knowledge to technologies and
economic development. We are recognized nation-
ally for achievement in these areas. We continue

to strive for greater recognition of our high talent
faculty members through increased numbers of
national awards and prizes (note that three mem-
bers of the Utah faculty became members of the
National Academy of Sciences in 2014, an achieve-
ment greater than nearly all public universities, so
there are indications that we are moving in the right
direction here).

CONCLUSION

The University of Utah draws on exceptional faculty,
innovative curricula, and institutional resources to
recruit outstanding students and promote success
through completion. As the flagship institution,

the U promotes the high quality and affordable
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educational experiences that are essential for
Utah's only tier-one research university. In 2014, the
University of Utah was awarded over $389 million
in sponsored research. Technology and Venture
commercialization aided in 15 startup efforts and
78 patents.

Under the leadership of President Pershing and SVP
Watkins the University of Utah has helped the cam-
pus consider its core values: Student success and
engagement; research and teaching excellence;
diversity; the pursuit and practice of sustainability;
a collective global vision and strategy; building
community; and a broadened sense of leadership
both locally and nationally. With their articulation of
four strategic goals for the University of Utah in the
fall of 2014, they built on the core themes articulat-
ed in the 2005 Mission Statement and created an
institutional dashboard which uses key indicators
to monitor mission fulfillment and progress toward
our goals. This dashboard is critical in helping the
campus, its leadership and external constituencies
be better informed, assess decisions, actions and
allocation of resources that help the institution
advance toward mission fulfillment. In addition,
during 2015-16 college and departmental dash-
boards were under development (see appendix).

This Year Seven Self Study Report is the result of a
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participatory process and represents the collabora-
tion of a more than 30 member Self Study Commit-
tee and countless individuals from across campus.
As a result, it speaks to the many strengths and
diversity of programs at the University of Utah. We
are grateful for their efforts. Everyone made space
to do this on top of their reqular work assignments.

This report builds on the Year Three report and its
core themes of teaching, research, public life and
health care to focus on the Four Big Goals as artic-
ulated by President Pershing and SVP Watkins in
2014. These strategic goals now center allocation of
resources, university strategic planning efforts and
the formation of key initiatives for future growth.
The Four Big Goals form the central organizing
thread through this document and through strate-
gic planning at the University of Utah. These goals
were presented to the campus for feedback in a se-
ries of key town hall meetings, leadership presenta-
tions and meetings with our Board of Trustees and
community partners. In a true public process more
than 500 persons attended this series of meetings.

The Year Seven Report was posted on the Accred-
itation website, reviewed by the Board of Trustees,
the Faculty Senate and the Council of Deans and
Directors. T

STANDARD 5



CONCLUSION

he University of Utah is a top-tier, public research univer-
sity with a diverse range of academic programs, medical

complex, Pac-12 athletics, and cultural amenities such as
Kingsbury Hall, the Utah Museum of Fine Arts and the Natural History
Museum. The institution is in a strong position as it faces the future,
with a large and talented student body, nationally recognized faculty

and distinctive strengths in its top rated programs. Mission fulfillment

is exemplified through this richness, through the success of our stu-
dents and the productivity of our faculty in generating new knowl-

edge. =
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This is a dynamic process of self-reflection, assess-
ment and the realignment of programs and goals
to meet the demands of a changing world. The
University of Utah has proven that it is both resil-
ient and nimble and is in an excellent position as
we advance as a top-tier public research universi-
ty. The future is bright and all the elements are in
place—clearly articulated, significant goals for the
university, strategies and metrics to drive progress
toward these goals, a plan for assessment and the
expansion of learning outcomes assessment across
campus, new strengths in terms of undergraduate
education and support for student success, and
tactics to increase the success of our scholarly
endeavors.

There are several themes that run prominently
through this self-study—the campus wide focus on
supporting student success and fostering student
learning in the classroom, in deeply engaged
learning experiences, and in co-curricular activities;
the campus culture of collaboration exemplified in
transformative excellence cluster hires, the inte-
grated General Education in the Block U program,
the numerous interdisciplinary research institutes,
initiatives and partnerships, and new strategies to
enhance diversity in our students, faculty, and staff.
Areas of core strength identified in this self-eval-
uation include learning communities, technology
development and transfer, University Healthcare,
and development.

This is truly a campus where collaboration across
traditional borders is valued, supported, celebrated
and enhanced through institutional support.

The U is on an upward trajectory with the key
initiatives in place to make that move. The past
couple of years have been important ones in which
hundreds of individuals across campus have come
together to talk about our common goals, priorities,
and proposed actions. The result has been a greater
sense of engagement and connection to the key
agenda of the University, and, importantly, that all
things are possible.

This self-study has demonstrated that the University
of Utah has accomplished much that it set out to do,
but, just as important, it is on a dynamic course of
strengthening its existing programs and expanding
its contribution to its students, the community, the
nation and the global community. We have estab-
lished stronger expectations for the quality of the
education we offer our students, and have set high-
er standards for our expectations of student success.
We have set high expectations for our research,
cultural events, public outreach, and broader impact
of the University on the community. As demonstrat-
ed in this report, we have made excellent progress
in realizing and exceeding these aspirations. The
University of Utah is on the move. T
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APPENDIX A: EXTERNAL LEARNING OUTCOMES MEASURES
AND SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION EXTERNAL LEARNING OUTCOMES MEASURES
AND SPECIALIZED ACCREDITATION

Accrediting Body

LEHEEIRELE S and Last Year of External Learning Outcomes Measure Exam Passage Rate
or Program S
Accreditation
College of Educa- Utah State Office of | Praxis Exam - must score 151 to pass. Tested on 6 Average pass rate =
tion / Educational Education - NCATE areas: Vision and Goals, Teaching and Learning, Man- 100%
Leadership and Review 2008 aging Organizational Systems and Safety, Collaborating | *Purpose: To obtain
Policy / K-12 School with Key Stakeholders, Ethics and Integrity, and The Utah state Administra-
Administration Education System. tive/ Supervisory (K-12)
(M.Ed.) licensure
College of Educa- TEAC National Ac- Praxis Exam (either 5001 or 2031 versions). Passing Average pass rate =
tion / Elementary creditation 2011 scores by version and subtest: 100%
Education - K-6 ® Reading and Language Arts Subtest (5032): 165 *Purpose: To obtain an
License " Mathematics Subtest (5033): 165 Elementary Educa-
®  Social Studies Subtest (5034): 155 tion License for K-6
= Science Subtest (5035): 159 Teaching
e Reading and Language Arts Subtest (5002): 157
e Mathematics Subtest (5003): 157
e Social Studies Subtest (5004): 155
e Science Subtest (5005): 159
College of Educa- TEAC National Ac- Praxis Exam Scores by Content Area Average pass rate =
tion / Secondary creditation 2011 At (K=12) Art: Content Knowledge 158 100%
Education - 6-12 Chinese (Mandarin) | Chinese (Mandarin) 164* “Purpose: To Obtal.n .
Licensure - - - " Secondary Education Li-
English English Language Arts: Content and 162 .
Analysis cense for 6-12 Teaching
French French: World Language 160* across content areas.
Geography Social Studies: Content Knowledge 159
German German 160*
Health Education Health Education 162
History World and U.S. History: Content 156
Knowledge
Social Studies: Content Knowledge 159
Latin Endorsement | Latin 152
Mathematics En- Mathematics: Content Knowledge 160*
dorsement: Levels
3or4
Music (K-12) Music: Content Knowledge 156
Endorsement
Physical Education | Physical Education: Content Knowl- 152
edge
Science: Biology Biology: Content Knowledge 149
Science: Chemistry | Chemistry: Content Knowledge 151
Science: Earth Earth and Space Sciences: Content 153
Science Knowledge
Science: Physics Physics: Content Knowledge 136
Social Studies Social Studies: Content Knowledge 159
Composite
Spanish Spanish 168
Theatre Theatre 162
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Department
or Program

Accrediting Body
and Last Year of
Accreditation

External Learning Outcomes Measure

Exam Passage Rate

College of Educa-
tion / Special Ed-
ucation K-12 with
Specializations

Mild-Moderate,
Severe,

Early Childhood-
SPED,

Deaf Hard-of-
Hearing, Visual
Impairments

TEAC National Ac-
creditation 2011

Praxis Exam Scores

Reading and Language Arts 157*
Subtest

Mathematics Subtest 157*
Social Studies Subtest 155*
Science Subtest 159*

Average pass rate =
100%

*Purpose: To obtain
a Special Education
License across K-12
Specialization Areas

College of Educa-
tion / Reading and
Literacy (M.Ed.)

Praxis 5301 Reading Specialist Test

Minimum score required to pass is 164

Average score = 185

College of Educa-
tion / School Coun-
seling (M.Ed.)

PRAXIS 0421 School Counseling and Guidance Test
Minimum score required is 156 (164 beginning 9/15)
In order to graduate, all students must receive the
minimum score

Average score = 174.6
*Program Requirement
- Licensure through the
Utah State Office of
Education.

College of Edu-
cation / Clinical
Mental Health
Counseling (M.Ed.)

Counselor Preparation Comprehensive Examination
(CPCE)

National average test score is 86.6; minimum score
required to pass is based on this average

Average score = 105.44
*Program Requirement
Licensure through the
state,

Division of Occupa-
tional and Professional
Licensing (DOPL) in the
State of Utah.

College of Edu-
cation / School
Psychology (Ph.D.)

American Psycho-
logical Association,
since 1983

Exam: Examination for Professional Practice in Psy-
chology (EPPP)

Licensure is pursued by student after graduation,
through the Division of Occupational and Professional
Licensing (DOPL) in the State of Utah

Pass rate = 88.24%

College of Educa-
tion / Counseling
Psychology (Ph.D.)

American Psycho-
logical Association,
since 1957

Exam: Examination for Professional Practice in Psy-
chology (EPPP)

Licensure is pursued by student after graduation,
through the Division of Occupational and Professional
Licensing (DOPL) in the State of Utah

Pass rate = 78.05%

College of Health /
Dept. of Communi-
cation Sciences and
Disorders / Doctor-
ate of Audiology
(Au.D.)

Council of Academic
Accreditation (CAA)
within the American
Speech Language
Hearing Assn.

(ASHA) (2013 - 2020)

Praxis Exam - Must score 170 to PASS. Tested on 5
areas: Foundations, Prevention and Identification,
Assessment, Intervention, and Professional Issues

*Six-year average pas
rate = 100%
*Purpose: To obtain
state licensure and
ASHA Certificate of
Clinical Competence
(CCC-A)

College of Health /
Dept. of Communi-
cation Sciences and
Disorders / Masters
of Speech-Lan-
guage Pathology
(SLP)

Council of Academic
Accreditation (CAA)
within the American
Speech Language
Hearing Assn.

(ASHA) (2013 - 2020)

Praxis Exam - Must score 600 to PASS - Tested on

7 areas: Basic Human Communication Processes,
Phonological & Language Disorders, Speech Disorders,
Neurogenic Disorders, Audiology/Hearing, Clinical
Management, and Professional

*Six-year average pass
rate = 89%

*Purpose: To obtain
state licensure and
ASHA Certificate of
Clinical Competence
(CCC-SLP)

252

APPENDICES



Department
or Program

College of Health /
Dept. of Exercise
and Sport Science /
Physical Education
Teacher Education

Accrediting Body
and Last Year of
Accreditation

Teacher Educa-
tion Accreditation
Council

(2009; to be visited
next 2016)

External Learning Outcomes Measure

Certification Exam (PRAXIS)

Exam Passage Rate

*Pass rate is not
currently known, but
most pass on the first
try; only one student in
past year required two
attempts.

*Purpose: To teach in
public schools

College of Health
/ Dept. of Health
Promotion & Edu-
cation

Dept. of Health Pro-

motion & Education
does not have any
accreditations.

Certified Health Education Specialist (CHES), offered
by National Commission for Health Education Creden-
tialing

*Pass rate = 85%-90%
(national average =
69%)

*90% of our Community
Health Track students
take CHES

College of Health

/ Department of
Health Promotion
& Education /
Emergency Medical
Services (EMS)
Emphasis

National Registry of EMTs (NREMT) Emergency Medical
Technician exam

*Pass rate = 90%
*90% of students take
the exam

College of Health
/ Division of Nutri-
tion / Coordinated
Master’s Program
in Nutrition and
Dietetics

Accreditation Coun-
cil for Education

in Nutrition and
Dietetics (ACEND),
2013 (10-year ac-
creditation

Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics - Registered Dieti-
tian Exam

*Pass rate = 93% (2015).
*Average Test Score:
26/30 (This is a
weighted test so the
score is not exacting a
percentile)

College of Health
/ Division of Occu-
pational Therapy
/ Masters of Occu-
pational Therapy
(MOT)

Accreditation Coun-
cil for Occupational
Therapy Education
(ACOTE)

2008

National Board for Certification in Occupational Thera-

py (NBCOT) Exam

*Average score for U =
491 (passing = 450)
*Purpose: Original
qualification to be able
to practice as an OT - -
used by state licensing
boards as basis for ob-
taining original license
*Maintenance of na-
tional certification and
state licensure requires
CE (most states) and
payment of NBCOT fee
and state licensing fees

College of Health

/ Department of
Parks, Recreation,
and Tourism / Over-
all Department

Council on Accred-
itation for Parks,
Recreation, Tourism
and Related Pro-
fessions (COAPRT),
2014

College of Health

/ Department of
Parks, Recreation,
and Tourism / Ther-
apeutic Recreation
emphasis

Council on Accred-
itation for Parks,
Recreation, Tourism
and Related Pro-
fessions (COAPRT),
2014

National Certification by the Council of Therapeutic
Recreation Certification (NCTRC) Exam

*Average score for U =
82.5% (national average
=67.9%) (2014)
*Purpose: to become a
CTRS and become eligi-
ble to sit for licensure
inUT
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Department

or Program

Accrediting Body
and Last Year of
Accreditation

External Learning Outcomes Measure

Exam Passage Rate

College of Health
/ Department of
Physical Therapy /
DPT program

Commission on
Accreditation of
Physical Therapy
Education (CAPTE)
(2008 - 2018; yearly
required annual ac-
creditation updates
from all programs)

National Physical Therapy Examination (NPTE) (this is
the national board examination that allows a granting
of a license to practice)

*First-time pass rate
=97.5% (2014 and con-
sistent over five years);
100% overall pass rate

College of Law

American Bar Associ-

ation (2015)

American Bar Association Bar Exam

Pass rate for 2013 =
90.0%

Average pass rate 2009-
2013 = 87.6%

College of Nursing /
Baccalaureate

Commission on
Collegiate Nursing
Education (CCNE),
2011

NCLEX-RN

89% (2013);
93.5% (2014)

College of Nursing

/ MS Nursing

¢ Nursing Infor-
matics

o Nursing Educa-
tion

« Care Manage-
ment

Commission on
Collegiate Nursing
Education (CCNE),
2011

No licensure or certification examinations are re-
quired.

College of Nursing /
MS Interdisciplinary
Gerontology
(Gerontology
Interdisciplinary
Program, or GIP)

College of Pharma-
cy / Pharm.D.

Accreditation Coun-
cil for Pharmacy
Education (ACPE),
2014 (through 2022)

American Pharmacist Licensure Examination (NAPLEX)

Multistate Pharmacy Jurisprudence Examination (MPJE)

102.4% (2012)
102.98% (2013)
107.1% (2014)

One component of
the licensure process
used by the boards of
pharmacy as part of
their assessment of a
candidate’s compe-
tence to practice as a
pharmacist

82.2% (2012)

82.2% (2013)

83.9% (2014)

The MPJE combines
federal- and state-spe-
cific questions to test
the pharmacy jurispru-
dence knowledge of
prospective pharma-
cists. It serves as the
pharmacy law exam-
ination in participating
jurisdictions.
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Department
or Program

College of Science /
Chemistry

Accrediting Body
and Last Year of
Accreditation

American Chemical
Society (ACS), 2013
(Five-year renewal)

External Learning Outcomes Measure

Four Nationally Normed 2-hour ACS exams in major
sub-disciplines of chemistry; 86% of spring 2015 grad-
uates completed a chemistry major that satisfies ACS
Certification Requirements

Exam Passage Rate

Pass Rate for Spring
2015 Graduates = 100%

College of Science
/ Mathematics
Teaching

TEAC (Teacher Edu-
cation Accreditation
Council) National
Accreditation 2011

PRAXIS Mathematics: Content Knowledge Exam (#5161)

Average score of
2014-2015 graduating
students was 177.375,
and the pass rate was
100% (because passing
is a requirement for
graduation). The
purpose is to teach in
public schools.

College of Social
and Behavioral
Science / Clinical
Psychology

American Psycho-
logical Association,
since 1954

Exam: Examination for Professional Practice in Psy-
chology (EPPP)

Pass rate = 95.00%

College of Social
Work / Master of
Social Work

Council on Social
Work Education
(CSWE) 2011
(next in 2019)

Licensed Clinical Social Worker (LCSW) Exam adminis-
tered by Association of Social Work Boards (ASWB). The
Clinical Exam is a 170 question exam which measures
students’ knowledge, skills and abilities in 4 content
areas: Human Development, Diversity and Behavior in
the Environment; Assessment, Diagnosis and Treatment
Planning; Psychotherapy, Clinical Interventions and
Case Management; and Professional Ethics and Values.

Pass rate: 82% pass rate
first attempt; national
average pass rate 78%
(2013, last available
information)

Purpose: To become a
Licensed Clinical Social
Worker (LCSW)

School of Business /
Bachelors programs

AACSB (Association
to Advance Colle-
giate Schools of
Business), 2015

ETS Major Field Test

22% of students scored
in top 10% nationally
45% of students scored
in top 25% nationally

% Correct
Accounting - 54%
Economics - 50%
Management - 60%
Statistics - 46%
Finance - 58%
Marketing - 59%
Legal/Social Env. - 57%
Info Systems - 62%
International Issues -
57%

School of Dentistry
/ Doctor of Dental
Surgery (DDS)

Commission on
Dental Accreditation
(CODA);

New program;
current status of
“Initial Accredita-
tion”; eligible for
full accreditation in
2017

National Board Dental Examinations
(Part | and Part II)

Regional and State Clinical Licensing Examinations
Internal Learning Outcomes Measures:

32 Defined
Competencies

Biomedical and Dental
Sciences

(Pass/Fail)

Clinical Competence
(Pass/Fail)
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Department
or Program

Accrediting Body
and Last Year of
Accreditation

External Learning Outcomes Measure

Exam Passage Rate

School of Medicine
/ M.D. program

Liaison Committee
on Medical Educa-
tion (LCME) 2012-13

United States Medical Licensing Examination (USMLS)
Step 1, Step 2CS (Clinical Skills), and Step 2CK (Clini-
cal Knowledge)

USMLS Step 1
2012: 99% (80 or 81)
2013: 100% (75 of 75)
2014: 93% (78/84)
USMLS Step 2CS
2012: 99% (92 of 93)
2013: 100% (92 of 92)
2014: 94% (78 of 83)
USMLS Step 2CK
2012: 99% (99 of 100)
2013: 97% (70 of 72)
2014: 97% (84 of 87)

For the latest Department and Program information please visit http://accreditation.utah.edu/?page_id=13
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APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL POLICIES

Credit Hour Policy

University Policy 6-100 governs University courses, including how courses shall be offered and approved,
what units within the University may offer courses, who may teach University courses, when final examina-
tions are conducted, what the standards are for course credit (i.e., credit hours), how courses are assessed
and feedback is provided to instructors, what attendance requirements are, and how instructors may ac-
commodate students’scheduling conflicts and accommodate students’ objections to the substantive con-
tent of particular courses. These policies bear upon the responsibilities of individual instructors, students,
course-offering units and the University administration. This Policy applies to all course-offering units. For
example, Policy 6-100 IIl.B defines the University Credit Hour:

A University credit hour shall represent approximately three clock hours of the student’s time a week for
one semester.

Policy 6-100-I1I-C.2 and IlI-C.3 describe the applicability of credit hours:

2. Credit should be given only to those courses which apply toward completion of requirements for a
credit for courses defined as remedial. No credit shou/c'j'benaggfg"ﬁéa roany course whose purpose is only
to qualify students for financial aid.

3. Courses should be appropriately rigorous, complex and numbered at comparable levels as determined
by the course-offering unit, college curriculum committee, and University review processes. “Credit
awarded for successful educational performance should reflect comparable quality and be uniformly
defined within an institution, regardless of the methods of instruction used, the time when the course is
taught”

Additional policies in 6-100-IIl address student workload issues as they related to credit hours:

6. Credit hours and student workload per credit hour should be comparable across courses and course-of-
fering units, taking into account special requirements of accrediting agencies. Catalog, curriculum guide,
and syllabi should accurately reflect the work load and the work load should be commensurate with the
credit hours awarded. It is generally expected throughout the University that there is at least one hour in
class and two hours outside of class per week or the equivalent combination connected to every credit
hour for the appropriately prepared student. In laboratories it is expected that at least 2 to 3 hours are
spent in class and approximately the same amount outside for each credit hour awarded. Where these
minimums are exceeded, the approximate workload should be made clear in catalog descriptions, advis-
ing materials, and course syllabi.

7. Courses of one hour or less are usually graded as credit/no credit.
8. Thelearning outcomes and requirements must be assessed appropriately.

9. Credit-bearing courses must be recorded on the student’s permanent academic record (transcript).
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10. The faculty and academic administration need to provide policies for allowing students to repeat cours-
es. These should be clearly communicated and coordinated across course-offering units.

11. Acceptance of transfer credits depends upon quality of instruction from the sending institution, compa-
rability of the nature, content, and level of credit earned, and appropriateness and applicability of credit
to the University and the student’s educational goals.

12. Rules regarding the acceptance of transfer credits are approved by the Academic Senate, based upon

Policies in 6-100-II-G address Credit/no Credit Options, reduction in Course credits, and Auditing Courses:

258

7. Credit/No Credit Option

a. Incourses in which activity or attendance is the controlling factor in the determination of
grades, the grade “CR” (credit) shall be substituted for the grades "A” through “C-"and the grade
“NC” (no credit) shall be substituted for the grades “D+" through “E.

b.  Under Rules approved by the Academic Senate, students may elect a limited number of courses
in which they will receive the grade “CR” in place of grades "A” through “C-" or the grade of "NC”
in the place of "D+, "D, “D-" "E” and "EU’" The “CR" grade shall carry credit toward graduation,
but neither the “CR” nor "NC” grades will be included in computing grade point averages.

¢. Agraduate student is granted the option, subject to the approval of the administrator of the
course-offering unit and the cognizant dean (or equivalent) student’s major department and
review by the graduate dean, to enroll in some courses in which the graduate student will be
graded on a CR/NC basis, rather than on a letter basis.

d. Courses which produce one hour or less of academic credit should be graded exclusively on a
CR/NC basis Instructors wishing to assign a letter grade to such courses, or to grade other kinds
of courses, solely on a Credit/No Credit basis must obtain permission to do so from the relevant
college’s curriculum committee

8. Course Credit Reduction

A reduction in course credit may be used in “studio-type” or in independent study courses only. Individual
departments may determine which of their courses should use this option. No foundation courses, or courses
used to satisfy either General Education or Bachelor Degree requirements, courses for which completion of
the full semester’s work is essential for a graduation requirement may be involved. The intent of this policy
provision on course credit reduction is to let the grade reflect the quality of work--and the credit earned reflect
the quantity of work completed in this type of course. If a student fails to complete the volume of work he/
she contracted to do for such a course, the instructor and student may agree to reduce the credit earned and
the student is graded on the quality of work completed. The deadline for making the adjustment corresponds
with the last day of classes prior to final exams.

9. Auditing a Course

An audit grade can be elected in credit courses when no grade is desired. A student may audit a course if

it is not available to be taken as non-credit, and/or if the student wants to attend the course for their own
personal benefit. Students auditing a course are not held responsible for completing course work or taking
examinations during the course. An audited course will show on a student’s transcript with a V' grade and
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0.00" as the awarded number of credit hours. Audited courses are not included in the student’s GPA calcula-
tion.

University Policy 6-100-III-P addresses policies on noncredit courses:
P Noncredit Courses

1. Course development procedures for noncredit courses should be academically sound and as
rigorous, though perhaps different, as those applying to credit courses,

2. The national standard for Continuing Education Units (CEU) is “ten contact hours of participa-
tion in an organized continuing education experience under responsible sponsorship, capable
direction, and qualified instruction.” The CEU may be the appropriate unit of measurement for
qualifying noncredit courses.

3. Forpurposes of this subsection, a noncredit course:

a. Isonefor which credit is not awarded, registration is required and payment changes
hands.;
meets criteria established by the offering unit;

C. Incorporates content, teaching methods and attendance requirements appropriate to
the students eligible to enroll;

d. istaughtor supervised by an instructor who has met institutional qualifications estab-
lished by the offering unit; and

e. recognizes participation of students appropriately.

4. Units offering noncredit courses must report the nature and extent of those activities to the
Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs (or designee) annually.

USHE Policy R470 describes General Education, Common Course Numbering, Lower-Division PreMajor Re-
quirements, Transfer of Credits, and Credit by Examination. The most relevant subsection of this policy are
sections R470-7 (Transfer of Credit Policy), R470-8 (Credit Transtfer Principles within USHE), and R470-9 (Credit by
Examination Policy). These policies are listed below.

R470-7. Transfer of Credit Policy: USHE colleges and universities shall facilitate transfer from institution to institu-
tion.

7.1. Transfer of General Education Credits

7.1.1. Transfer of Partially Completed General Education Credits: For transfer students from USHE
institutions who have not fully satisfied the General Education requirements, all USHE receiving
institutions shall accept at full value all General Education coursework approved by the sending
institution, provided it meets the minimum letter grades accepted by the receiving institution.
Receiving institutions shall only require transfer students to complete any additional coursework
needed to satisfy the unmet requirements of the receiving institution.

7.1.2. Transfer of Completed General Education Credits through Program Completion: An AA or
AS degree earned at any USHE institution will meet the General Education requirements of all
other USHE institutions. If a student has completed all institutional General Education require-
ments, a Letter of Completion (issued by the sending institution confirming General Education
completion) or a Certificate of General Education completion shall be accepted by the receiving
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USHE institution.

7.1.2.1. Letter of Completion Using non-USHE Credits/Courses: Students who enter

a USHE institution with most of their General Education credits from a non-USHE
regionally accredited institution, and who want a Letter of Completion from the USHE
institution, must complete at least nine credit hours or meet the minimum residency
and grade point average requirements of the institution from which the Letter of Com-
pletion is requested.

7.1.2.2. Length of Time for Acceptance and Applicability of Credit: USHE institutions
must accept credit transferred from institutions within the System. Institutional colleges
and departments may review courses taken over the prior 15 years, or over a time
period in compliance with institutional policies, and make a determination of applica-
bility to current requirements of a credential or degree based on the appropriateness
of course content, rigor, and standards. Students wanting transfer credits that were
earned either 15 years earlier or longer may be asked to demonstrate competencies in
the learning outcomes expected in General Education courses they have completed by
using port-folios, challenge examinations or other forms of evidence that demonstrate
their continued competence. Students may petition an institution’s transcript office

for an exception to the 15 year limit, and that office will consult with the appropriate
academic departments before making a decision.

7.2. Transfer of Non-General Education Credits: Credit for courses numbered 1000 or above
earned in the USHE, regardless of being General Education credits or not, is transferable within
the USHE and will be carried on the student’s transcript by the receiving institution.

7.2.1. Application of Credit: Acceptance of credit should not be confused with its appli-
cation. Transfer applicants are entitled to a clear disclosure by the receiving institution
of the difference between acceptance of credits and the application of credits toward
a credential or degree. Transfer credit may or may not apply to the graduation require-
ments of an institution, regardless of the number of credits transferred. The receiving
institution will apply credit based on the appropriateness to a particular institution’s
specific degree program requirements and curricula.

7.2.2. Transfer with Upper-Division Status: Institutions shall enable community college
students (if they fully complete an AA or AS degree and a prescribed Pre-Major area
that comports and articulates with the receiving institution’s Pre-Major requirements)
to transfer with upper-division status to any USHE four-year institution without taking
any lower-division Pre-Major courses at the receiving institution.

7.2.3. Exceptions to Applying Pre-Major Coursework Credit: Exceptions may occur when
mandated by institutional requirements or other accreditation, licensing, or extra-de-
partmental professional requirements, and as provided in 6.3.3, 6.4, and 6.5 above. In
such cases, the transfer student will be expected to complete lower-division coursework
required at the four-year institution.

R470-8. Credit Transfer Principles within USHE

8.1. Institutional Integrity: In order to promote institutional integrity, each institution is responsible for
developing its own transfer policies and procedures consistent with the policies established by the Board
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of Regents to facilitate the transfer of credits within the USHE.

8.2. Transfer Statements: Because USHE institutions are part of a statewide system, institutions should
clearly communicate online and/or in print reasonable and definitive transfer statements to avoid con-
fusion and possible injustice to individual applicants and promote articulation within the USHE.

8.3. Minimum Standards: Course quality, content, competency level, and amount of credit earned should
be comparable to those courses at the receiving institution.

8.4. Individual Student Consideration

84.1. Anticipated Program: Information of program and course requirements, including insti-
tutional transfer and articulation agreements between two-year and four-year institutions that
go beyond those established in this policy, should be published online and/or in print and avail-
able to prospective students. Students should be encouraged to establish educational goals
early in their educational program. Each student should request assistance from an academic
advisor to assure the student’s educational goals fit with the program at the institution to which
that student intends to transter. Transfer policies and practices should facilitate transfer once the
student is prepared to enter, and has been accepted to, the anticipated program.

8.4.2. Accredited Institutions: A receiving institution should have reasonable confidence that
students from recognized regionally-accredited institutions are qualified to undertake its edu-
cational program. Students from recognized national or specialized accredited institutions may
need to demonstrate competency only in instances where academic attainment is uncertain.

8.4.2.1. Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education (WICHE) Passport Hold-
ers: Students from accredited Western colleges and universities who have successfully
completed courses agreed to by the participating WICHE Passport states, shall have
their courses accepted without having to repeat them. Transfer students entering with
the Passport and who have successfully completed a higher level math course, will be
given full credit for that course. These courses which are listed by the Western Interstate
Commission for Higher Education on its website will complete the requirements of the
Passport and institutional transcripts will have a designation on sending institutions’
transcripts and will be recognized and given full value by system registrars and aca-

8.4.2.2. Students Entering with Associates’ degrees from Regionally Accredited non-
USHE Institutions: Students, who enter USHE schools from regionally-accredited
institutions and have completed the AA/AS degree, will have their transcripts reviewed
to assure they have successfully completed relevant courses in the three core areas
required of USHE students by Utah Code: mathematics, composition and American
Institutions.

8.4.2.3. Students Entering from Regionally Accredited Institutions with Associates’
degrees but without Pre- Major-specific Courses: Students who enter USHE institutions
with the AA/AS degree, but are underperforming in pre- requisite courses required for
their major course of study, may be required to successfully complete such courses at
the lower division level in order to prepare for success in their chosen major once they
are accepted.
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8.4.2.4. Students Entering from Regionally Accredited Institutions without Associates’
degrees: Students who enter the USHE from regionally accredited institutions without
having completed an associate’s degree must have their transcripts evaluated by the
receiving institution to determine if additional Pre-Major and/or General Education
coursework will be required to meet USHE institutional requirements.

8.5. Institutions without Regional, National nor Specialized Accreditation: Receiving institutions should
evaluate on a case by case basis any credits earned at institutions that do not have regional, nation-

al, or specialized accreditation. Evaluation may be assisted by information provided by or about the
unaccredited institution such as a catalog covering the years students attended, a description of courses
the students completed, course syllabi, faculty credentials, and library facilities. Institutions may require
verification of competency attainment through assessments or examinations.

8.5.1. Foreign Institutions and Proprietary Schools: In evaluating credits from foreign institutions
and proprietary schools, the receiving institution should make equivalency and placement
decisions in terms of its own policies and curricula.

8.6. Credits from Extra Institutional Settings: In order to expand the range of educational opportunities
and to incorporate them into the credit exchange system, and in order to remove unnecessary restric-
tions to access, institutional policies should contain statements on credits earned in extra institutional
settings (structured and non- structured) including the military, religious, career, and technical institu-
tions.

8.6.1. Credit for Current and Former Military Personnel: Pursuant to Utah Code 53B-16- 107, all
USHE institutions shall provide written notification to each student applying for admission that
the student is required to meet with a college advisor in order to receive credit for military service
and training. Upon student request, USHE institutions will provide credit based on a review of
recommendations from a Regent-approved post- secondary association to include the Ameri-
can Council on Education and other sources as may be deemed appropriate by the institution.
To receive credit under this provision current and former military personnel must meet with an
academic advisor to discuss applicability of credit to program requirements, possible financial
aid implications, and other factors that may impact attainment of the student’s educational
goals, such as competencies that are transferable to a course of study. Upon transfer within the
USHE, a student may present a transcript from a USHE institution to a receiving USHE institution
to determine the applicability of credit to the student’s chosen major. The receiving institution
shall evaluate the credit to be transferred pursuant to this policy.

8.6.1.2. Processes for Evaluation of Credit for Current and Former Military Personnel:
Representatives from USHE institutions who have responsibility for veterans’ services
shall meet at least annually to review institutional policies and practices relative to
awarding credit for current and former military personnel with the goal of maintain-
ing consistent system-wide practices for evaluating and awarding credit pursuant to
Section 8.6.1.

8.6.1.3. Reporting Credits Awarded to Current and Former Military Personnel: USHE In-
stitutions shall report annually to the Board of Regents the number of credits awarded

under Section 8.6.1 above.

8.7. Basic Responsibilities of All Institutions: The basic responsibilities of both sending and receiving insti-
tutions include:
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8.7.1. Furnishing transcripts and course descriptions vital in judging the quality and quantity of
transfer students’ work,

8.7.2. Advising students as to the acceptability of credits shown on individual transcripts,
8.7.3. Making clear and prompt decisions on credit acceptance and application,
8.7.4. Informing potential students of services in the institution.

R470-9. Credit by Examination Policy: The Board of Regents accepts as valid the concept of credit by examination
without equivalent previous college coursework. Because of the variety of testing programs, the domain of indi-
vidual departments and General Education, the following specific policies shall apply:

9.1. Examinations that Replace Specific Coursework: Individual departments may use examinations/
assessments consistent with departmental standards and those set in Major Committees to award credit
that replaces specific General Education coursework.

9.1.1. Departmentally-Devised Examinations: Each department may determine which of its
offerings may be challenged by examination and should construct, administer, and evaluate
appropriate and departmentally approved examinations upon the request of students.

9.1.2. External Standardized Examinations: External standardized examinations should be eval-
uated by individual departments as they become available to determine their appropriateness,
validity, and acceptable scores. When a transfer student has completed the General Education
requirements of a USHE institution, the receiving institution will honor the sending institution’s
determination of General Education credit awarded, including credit granted for external stan-
dardized exames.

9.1.2.1. Advanced Placement Examinations: The following policies for the awarding of
credit for Advanced Placement have been reviewed and recognized by the Statewide
Transter Articulation Committee with representatives from all USHE institutions:

9.1.2.1.1. Scores of 3, 4, or 5 may receive a maximum of 10 semester hours of
credit for a foreign language exam, up to 8 semester hours of credit for a full
year course, or up to 4 semester hours of credit for a half year course. Insti-
tutions may determine appropriate AP scores in academic departments for
which there are AP examinations.

9.1.2.1.2. A score of 2 should be evaluated by the department to determine
what, if any, credit should be awarded.

9.1.2.1.3. Ascore of 1 should receive no credit.

9.1.2.2. CLEP (College Level Examination Program): CLEP General Examination credit
should be recognized and a standard should be set based on the recommendations
of the Statewide Articulation Committee and CLEP Examination Guidelines. A mini-
mum score of 50 is required to award credit with 10 semester hours per test being the
maximum number of credits allowed. Each institution shall award credit as it sees fit;
however, the following guidelines are for awarding General Education credit through
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the CLEP process.

9.1.2.2.1. Composition: The College Composition or College Composition Mod-
ular examination will satisfy the introduction to writing requirement.

9.1.2.2.2. Quantitative Literacy: College Algebra Subject examination or the
Pre-Calculus Subject examination will satisfy the Quantitative Literacy require-
ment.

9.1.2.2.3. American Institutions: The American Government Subject examina-
tion or the American History Subject examination will satisfy the American
Institutions requirement.

9.1.2.2.4. Life Science: The Biology Subject examination will satisfy the Life
Science requirement.

9.1.2.2.5. Physical Science: The Chemistry Subject examination will satisfy the
Physical Science requirement.

9.1.2.2.6. Humanities: The Analyzing and Interpreting Literature with Essay
examination will satisfy the Humanities requirement.

9.1.2.2.7. Social and Behavioral Sciences: The Introductory Psychology or Intro-
ductory Sociology examinations will satisfy the Social and Behavioral Sciences
requirement.

9.1.2.2.8. Other General Education: CLEP-verified General Education credit
other than that for which specific guidelines are provided in this policy may be
awarded as determined by each institution.

9.1.3. International Baccalaureate: Credit should be granted for International Baccalaureate
examinations and/or diplomas as determined by each institution.

9.2. Prior Learning Assessments: Students may demonstrate that they have specific subject matter credit
through the Prior Learning Assessment developed by the Council of Adult and Experiential Learning or
the American Council on Education. Institutional departments should evaluate and accept such credit if
it meets institutional and departmental standards.

9.3. Allowable Credit: Institutional limits may be imposed on the amount of General Education credit
that may be earned by means other than taking courses directly from the institution. Institutional limits
may also be imposed on the amount of credit that may be earned through departmentally-devised or
standardized subject area examinations.

USHE Policy R473 describes Standards for Granting Academic Credit for CTE Course Work Completed in
Non-Credit Instructional Formats. This policy is listed below.
R473-1. Purpose: To assure the integrity and consistency of the process of awarding credit for instruction received

in formal instructional settings where academic credit is not awarded but measured by a non-credit unit (clock
hours, continuing education units, competency assessments).
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R473-2. References
2.1. Utah Code §53B-2A (Utah College of Applied Technology)
2.2. Utah Code §53B-2-106(2) (c) (Examination, Admission, and Classification of Students)
2.3. Utah Code §53B-16-102 (Changes in Curriculum)
2.4. Policy and Procedures R401, Program Approval
2.5. Policy and Procedures R411, Review of Existing Programs

2.6. Policy and Procedures R470, General Education, Course Numbering, Lower-Division Pre-Major Re-
quirements, Transfer of Credits, and Credit by Examination

R473-3. Definitions
3.1. "USHE": Utah System of Higher Education
3.2."UCAT": Utah College of Applied Technology

3.3. "Non-credit Course”: instruction delivered in a class in a non-credit format where the instructional
competencies are defined, course work completed and assessed, and the instructional unit of measure is
generally clock hours, continuing education units (CEUs), or competency assessments.

3.4. “Written Credit Articulation Agreement”: an agreement that specifies the terms and conditions for
articulating instructional competencies between non-credit courses and credit courses. This formal
agreement is approved by the receiving institution and aligns course work between originating and
receiving institutions.

R473-4.Converting Non-credit Instruction to Credit

4.1. Awarding of Credit Based on Comparability of Course Work: USHE credit-granting institutions award
credit for non-credit courses according to individual institution policy and with the execution of a Writ-
ten Credit Articulation Agreement. Higher education credit awarded to students completing non-credit
courses is based upon comparability between the non-credit course and an existing credit course offered
by a USHE institution. Non-credit course competencies that are congruent with existing credit course
competencies at community colleges or universities may be awarded college credit. Approval for a “Writ-
ten Credit Articulation Agreement” must be requested by the non-credit administrator and approved in
writing by the Chief Academic Officer of the higher education institution before credit is awarded.

4.2. Evaluation by Receiving Institution: After a formal request is received, receiving USHE institutions
will evaluate non-credit courses for approval of awarding credit. Review of course content, objectives
and outcomes, procedures, examinations, and teaching materials, for determining equivalency, is the
responsibility of the receiving higher education program or department, and, ultimately, the receiving
institution. Course competencies must be equivalent, and instruction must be delivered by an appropri-
ately credentialed instructor. Students awarded higher education credit for non-credit courses shall not
be required to re-demonstrate competencies achieved in those courses if the instruction has taken place
in the prior 12 months. Institutional policy may allow for additional time beyond the 12 months.
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4.3. Student Application for Higher Education Credit: The award of credit for non-credit courses is pred-
icated on formal admission by the student to the credit-granting institution. For non-credit courses in-
cluded in fully executed Written Credit Articulation Agreement s, students are required to apply for higher
education credit within 12 months after completion of the non-credit course(s). Institutional policy may
allow for additional time beyond the 12 months.

4.6. Transferability of Awarded Credit: Courses transferred to a USHE credit-granting institution will be
subject to the receiving institution’s normal transfer credit policies per Regents’ Policy R470.

4.7. Tuition and/or Fees Charged by USHE Institution: The receiving USHE institution may assess a one-
time application/admission fee, at its current admission fee rate, at the time of the initial request for
credit. A normal recording fee may be charged for recording credit for non-credit instruction according
to the terms of the Written Credit Articulation Agreement. In harmony with Operating Policy A-6 of the
Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities, reqular tuition and fees will be charged when a
Dual Enrollment Model is used and the USHE credit-granting institution contracts with a third party
for instruction. The total tuition for any specific course should be the same for all persons at any given
time. Tuition charges in courses should be bona fide, effective on specific dates, and applicable to all
who enroll thereafter or are presently in school, provided the enrollment agreement so stipulates. All
extra charges and costs incidental to training should be disclosed to prospective students before they are
enrolled.

R473-5. USHE Class Credit

5.1. Full Credit for USHE Classes: Students applying for credit for a non- credit course shall receive full
credit at the receiving USHE institution for the course, if articulated. There is no provision for awarding
partial course credit. Credit will be awarded after meeting the campus requirements for the specific certif-
icate or degree in which the student has been enrolled.

5.2. Audit Credit not Applicable. USHE credit-bearing classes completed on an audit basis may not, at a
later date, be transferred for credit.

R473-6. Written Credit Articulation Agreements

6.1. Agreements in Written Form; Distribution: Articulation agreements between non-credit programs
and USHE credit-granting institutions will be in written form. Copies of these agreements will be provided
to the Office of the Commissioner of Higher Education solely to enhance coordination of related activi-
ties within the state. Agreements will be updated annually by the participating institutions.

R473-7. Non-credit to credit options
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7.1. Dual Enrollment Model: Students enroll in a non-credit course or courses where the USHE cred-
it-granting institution has contracted with a third party to provide the instruction; the third party provid-
er may generally offer non-credit courses. The educational experience is offered under the direction of the
higher education institution. The selection process for course materials and faculty is the same as occurs
on campus or at other off-campus sites, in compliance with the Northwest Commission on Colleges and
Universities’ Operational Policy A-6.

7.2 Credit Awarded through Established Articulation Agreement: Students enroll in a non-credit course
or courses through a third party. The USHE credit-granting institution has not contracted with a third
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party to provide the instruction, but has evaluated the non-credit course competencies and has execut-
ed a Written Credit Articulation Agreement with the non-credit provider to award credit for successful
completion.

7.2.1 Credit Awarded for Instructional Programs Completed at a campus of the Utah College of Applied
Technology: Technical programs at campuses of the Utah College of Applied Technology may be consid-
ered for articulation with USHE institutions under the following conditions.

7.2.1.1 Articulation to an existing A.A.S. Degree in General Technology:

1. For students who have completed a technical program at a campus of the Utah College of
Applied Technology consisting of at least 900 membership hours, and where there is a written
credit articulation agreement in place with a USHE institution, the 900 (plus)-membership hour
program will fulfill the 30-credit-hour requirement of technical specialty within the A.A.S. in
General Technology.

2. Students must meet the regular admission requirements for the receiving USHE institution as
published in the institutional catalog.

3. The student must provide an official transcript from the Utah College of Applied Technology.

4. The student who is admitted to degree admission status must meet all applicable pre-requi-
sites as indicated by the appropriate placement instrument.

5. The student is required to complete the specified general education component at the
community college or university. 6. Upon fulfillment of the requirements stated above, the
student will receive thirty (30) semester hours of credit toward an existing A.A.S. degree with a
compatible technical requirement or the A.A.S. degree in General Technology for the approved
work completed at a UCAT campus. Credit for work completed at a UCAT campus will be posted
at the USHE institution following completion of the USHE institution’s program requirements.
The credit posted on the transcript will not count in the calculation of the student’s grade point
average. Upon successful completion of all program requirements, the student will be awarded
the Associate of Applied Science Degree.

7.2.1.2 Articulation to Specific A.A.S. Degrees in Community Colleges

Community colleges and technology centers may enter into agreements for the articulation of
specific programs that lead to the award of the A.A.S. degree.

1. The institutions involved must agree that the learning outcomes specified in courses and/or
programs offered by the UCAT campus satisfy learning outcomes in similar courses offered by
the community college. Syllabi of the courses from the institutions involved, including assess-
ment measures for course competencies, must be maintained and documented.

2. Semester hour credit awarded by the USHE institution in specific articulated programs will be
proportionate to the equivalence of credits attained in the technical or career program offered
by the UCAT campus. The number of semester hours awarded in specific articulated programs
may be up to thirty (30) semester hours and must fit within the requirements of the specified
certificate or degree.
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/.3 Credit Awarded for Non-Credit Courses Completed Without a Written Credit Articulation Agreement:
If a student enrolls in a non-credit course or courses through a third party and the USHE credit-granting
institution has not contracted with the third party, the USHE credit-granting institution may award cred-
it, given it can determine the experience is comparable to specific credit course work, following individual
institutional policy.

/7.4. Credit Awarded for Competency Testing: USHE institutions currently award credit to admitted stu-
dents who wish to challenge a particular course. By satisfactorily demonstrating achievement or com-
petency through a comprehensive final examination or some other competency examination, students
may be awarded credit for the course. It is not presumed that colleges or universities would be required
to develop competency examinations in subject areas where the institution does not have equivalent
course work. (See Policy R470.)

R473 Appendix
Articulation of Courses Between
Credit-Granting USHE Institutions and UCAT Campuses

The following process will guide USHE institutions in articulating with the Utah College of Applied Technology.

House Bill 15 specifies that the Utah System of Higher Education (USHE) will articulate courses with the Utah
College of Applied Technology (UCAT) providing students with an educational pathway for selected courses.

(c) The board shall coordinate and support articulation agreements between the Utah College of Ap-
plied Technology and other institutions of higher education.

Working within Regents’ Policy (R473), and in harmony with the standards of the Northwest Commission on Col-
leges and Universities, articulation agreements may be formed between a credit-granting USHE institution and a
UCAT Campus under one of four conditions (see below).

The UCAT campus wishing to form an articulation agreement with a credit-granting USHE institution should first
approach the USHE institution within the local service delivery area.

1. If the credit-granting institution has approved course(s), and desires to complete an articulation agree-
ment, the articulation agreement may be completed through normal institutional processes.

2. Ifthe credit-granting institution does not wish to complete an articulation agreement, they may de-
cline to participate and the UCAT campus may contact other USHE institutions who may be interested.

3. Ifthe local credit-granting USHE institution does not have the approved course(s), and wishes to com-
plete an articulation agreement, the USHE institution has the option to seek approval for the course(s)
through the normal institutional and Regent process.

4. If the local USHE institution does not have the approved course(s) and does not have a desire to estab-
lish the course(s), the UCAT campus may approach another credit-granting USHE institution that has the
approved course(s) and desires to enter into an articulation agreement.

The Office of the Commissioner shall maintain a list of course articulations between UCAT campuses and credit

granting USHE institutions. Institutions are required to submit an updated list of formal articulation agreements
by June 30 of each academic year.
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Record of Student Complaint Policy

We interpret this policy request as possibly having two components: policies regarding records of com-
plaints against students (violations of student Code), and policies regarding records associated with stu-
dent complaints against faculty, staff, facilities, policies and procedures, or possibly even other students.

Policies regarding records associated with adjudication of complaints against students, including violations
of the Student code, are described in University requlations 6-400-VI-l, 6-400-VI-J, and 6-400-VI-I. Policies
regarding retention and availability of general student records, including disciplinary committee records,
description of University records associated with student conduct can be found at deanofstudents.utah.
edu/conduct/index.phptrecords

Student complaints against faculty and staff may take several forms. If the complaint involves allegation

of discrimination and/or sexual harassment, the complaint is handled through OEO/AA, and the relevant
described in Policy 5-210-IV, The OEO/AA shall issue an annual report to the President summarizing the
nature and types of complaints filed pursuant to this policy, the identity of the parties by category (faculty,
staff, student, participant) and the ultimate disposition of the complaints. The names and identities of the
parties shall not be released. The annual report shall be made available to the University community.

Student complaints against faculty members, including academic grievances, violations of academic free-
dom, violations of the Code of faculty Rights and Responsibilities, restriction of free speech, etc. are gen-
erally handled by the Senate Consolidated Hearing Committee (SCHC) as described by University regula-

reporting requirements of the SCHC are described in University regulation 6-011-F:
F. Records of Complaints and Reporting by SCHC.

1. Copies of the recordings of hearings as well as the complete file of the hearings shall be kept in
the Office of the Senate.

2. Afaculty member has the right upon request to examine University records maintained or
retrievable under his/her name or identifying numbers relating to proceedings before the SCHC
to the extent not prohibited by University Regulations or law.

3. Access to records of hearings shall be governed by applicable law.

4. Each SCHC panel that hears a case will provide a brief account of the issue(s) involved and
the decision, appropriately worded or modified to protect any necessary confidentiality, to the
Office of the Academic Senate. Pursuant to its duty to report, the SCHC may make a confidential
report to the Academic Senate Executive Committee regarding a serious concern about the sys-
temic operation of a program, department or college and request that the Executive Committee
relay that concern to the cognizant senior vice president.

Student complaints regarding research misconduct are handled according to University regulation 7-001

and investigations are described in University Regulations 7-001-G and 7-001-H. These policies include re-
porting possible research misconduct to the Office of research Integrity, and the protection of the identity
and privacy of individuals good faith, report apparent misconduct or furnish information regarding such
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alleged misconduct. Retaliation of any kind against an individual, who in good faith, alleges misconduct
or cooperated with the investigation, is prohibited and the retaliator may be subject to discipline under
university policies (University Regulation 7-001-G.2).

Students who have complaints against the school relating to fraud, false advertising, or other decep-
tive practices can file a complaint with the Utah Division of Consumer Protection, 160 East 300 East, 2nd
Floor, Salt Lake City, UT 84111, Telephone No. 801-530-6601, Toll Free in Utah at 1-800-721-SAFE or online
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APPENDIX C: 2013-2014 CHEMISTRY FACULTY MEASURES

OSU Survey Faculty Salaries
Weighted by the Number of UU Faculty by Discipline

Professors Associate Professors = Assistant Professors All Professorial Ranks

150K

100K
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0

U of U vs. RU/VH Avg.

X

X

Faculty Teaching Effort

# Faculty # Courses # Students SCH Student FTE
Professors 12 80 2,404 9,266 331
Associate Professors 6 48 811 2,592 97
Assistant Professors 6 39 653 2,246 89
Total 24 167 3,868 14,104 516

Faculty Teaching Effort per Faculty Teaching

# Faculty # Courses/ # Students/ SCHIFaculty Student

Teaching Faculty Faculty FTE/Faculty
Professors 12 7 200 772 28
Associate Professors 6 8 135 432 16
Assistant Professors 6 7 109 374 15
Total 24 7 161 588 22

OSU Survey Faculty Salaries % of RU/VH Avg.
Weighted by the Number of UU Faculty by Discipline

Professors
Associate Professors

Assistant Professors

All Professorial Ranks

0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%  120.0%
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Academic Analytics Quintile Data
Rank Calculated Across Department and Discipline*
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* Citations, Articles, Awards, Grants, and Annual Grant Dollars

Academic Analytics Quintile Data
Rank Calculated Across Department, Discipline*, and Faculty Rank

Top20%  Professors  F
Associate Professors [N 2
Assistant Professors _ 2
6080%  Professors I 5
Associate Professors [N 1
Assistant Professors - 1
40-60% Professors I, ©
Associate Professors _ 2
assistant Professors [ N N
20-40% Professors _ 2
Associate Professors
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* Citations, Articles, Awards, Grants, and Annual Grant Dollars

Total Dollar Amount for Awards and Proposals

Associate Professor -

oM 5M 10M 15M 20M 25M 30M 35M

Proposals and Awards

Faculty Awards and Proposals Detials
Total # of Awards Total $ of Awards Total # of Propos.. Total $ of Propos..

Professor 11 1,475,580 23 18,807,013
Associate Professor 7 805,575 10 2,754,007
Assistant Professor 4 624,182 23 13,499,348
Total 22 2,905,337 56 35,060,368

Faculty awards and proposals do not included faculty who are Presidential Professor, Distinguished
Professor, or non Tenured/Tenure Track.
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APPENDIX D: COMMONLY USED ACRONYMS

AA Associate of Arts Degree
AA Academic Analytics
AAAS American Association

for the Advancement of Science
AAC&U........American Association of Colleges & Universities
AACU......... Association of American Colleges and Universities
AAP American Academy of Pediatrics

CLS Community Learning Scholars
™M Campus Mentor
CoE College of Engineering
CoS College of Science
Ccos College of Science
COSH......Certificate of Occupational Safety and Health
CRSP.........Collaborative Research Support Program

AAU Assodiation of American Universities CSBIA .. Community Benefit Inventory for Social Accountability
AAUP.................American Association of University Professors CSBS.........College of Social and Behavioral Sciences
ACE American Council on Education csc Customer Service Center
ACT .o AMIETICEN College Testing (standardized test) CSHCN.............Children with Special Health Care Needs
ADA Americans with Disabilities Act CTLE.............Center for Teaching and Learning Excellence
ALO Accreditation Liaison Officer cy Calendar Year
AMES.........Academy for Math, Engineering and Science DARS Degree Audit Requirement System
AP Advanced Placement DL Federal Direct Loans
APA American Psychological Association DOE Department of Energy
ARC Automated Retrieval Center DS Diversity Scholars
AS Applied Science DSL Digital Scholarship Lab
AS Associate of Science Degree EAC ... University of Utah Emergency Advisory Committee
ASCl..........American Society for Clinical Investigation ED Emergency Department
ASUU.........Associated Students of the University of Utah EHS................... Environmental Health and Safety Department
AVPBP ..........Associate Vice President for Budget and Planning ELO Expected Learning Outcomes
AY Academic Year ELP Educational Leadership and Policy
BA Bachelor of Arts EOP Emergency Operations Plan
..Bureau of Economic and Business Research ESS Exercise and Sports Science
Business Planning and Consolidation System EUI Energy Utilization Index
Bachelor of Science  gapgp Free Application for Student Aid
College of Architecture + Planning FAR Faculty Activity Report
Coundil of Academic Deans FERPA ............Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act
CAPTE...... Commission on Accreditation of Physical Therapy M Facilities Management
CBAC Campus Budget Advisory Committee FTE Full Time Employee
CCNE..........Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education FY Fiscal Year
CDS Center for Disability Services GA Graduate Assistant
CE........Continuing Education and Community Engagement  =pep Governmental Accounting Standards Board
CECE........ Continuing Education and Community Engagement GCSC e GlODAI Change and Sustainability Center
CEL Community-Engaged Learning GDP Gross Domestic Product
CEO Chief Executive Officer Gen Ed General Education
CES Community Engaged Scholars GF Graduate Fellow
CEU Continuing Education Units GPA Grade Point Average
CiB Centers, Institutes and Bureaus GPI Graduate Prep Institute
cio Chief Information Officer GPS Graduation Planning System
cis Campus Information System GRE Graduate Record Exam
CLA Collegiate Learning Assessment GRFP.............Graduate Research Fellowship Program
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H2 Humanities Honor ~ NACE.............National Association of Colleges and Employers
HazMat Fire/Hazardous Materials ~ NAS National Academy of Sciences
HHMI Howard Hughes Medical Institute ~ NASA..............National Aeronautics and Space Administration
HIP High Impact Practices  NASD.....oronnn. National Association of Schools of Dance
HIPAA The Health Insurance Portability ~ NASM. s Na@tional Association of Schools of Music
and Accountability Act NCTRC ... National Certification by the Council

HR Human Resources of Therapeutic Recreation Certification
HRE Housing & Residential Education ~ NIH National Institutes of Health
HRM..... University of Utah Human Resources Management ~ NIMS....................National Incident Management System
HSOIO........Health Sciences Office of Inclusion and Outreach ~ NMHU Natural History Museum of Utah
HTW High Temperature Water ~ NOVEL.............Neuro-Ophthalmology Virtual Education Library
HVAC ceerFH€ATING, Ventilation & Air Conditioning NPO Not for Profit Organization
iBT internet based TOEFLTest  NRC National Research Council
ICS Incident Command System  NRF National Response Framework
ID Identification ~ NSF National Science Foundation
IDMV .........Institutional Data Management & Visualization ~ NSSE..............cc.c...National Survey of Student Engagement
1GC Incheon Global Campus ~ NUSE New U Student Experience
IPE Inter-Professional Education ~ NUSEC New U Student Experience Council
IPEDS ...........Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System ~ NWCCU.... Northwest Commission on Colleges and Universities
IRON Idaho Regional Optical Network ~— OBIA......ocrnn. Office of Budget and Institutional Analysis
ISLLC...........Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium ~ OED Office for Equity & Diversity
IT Information Technology ~ OEO/AA.......Office of Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action
ITA International Teaching Assistant ~ OlO.......Health Sciences Office of Inclusion and Outreach
JD Juris Doctorate ONLN UOnline
JST Joint Services Transcript ~ OPA Office of Postdoctoral Affairs
LC Learning Community ~ PAC Pacific Athletic Conference
LDS Latter-Day Saints ~ PhD Doctor of Philosophy
LEAP ... LE@ArNing, Engagement, Achievement ~ PRT.........c.cccc... Department of Parks, Recreation and Tourism
Progress Program PTC Pioneer Theatre Company

LEED ............Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Q&A Questions & Answers
LGBT Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender QA Quantitative Reasoning A
LeETa Bisexual, Transgender and/or SZEI;IF;S% a8 Quantitative Reasoning B
LLC Living & Learning Communities a Quantitative Intensive
Lo Learning Outcomes RA Residential Advisor
MAP Mandatory Advising Program RA Research Assistant
MCAT Medical College Admissions Test RN Registered Nurse
MD Vedical Doctorate RPT Review, Promotion and Tenure
Mou Memorandum of Understanding RSO University Radiation Safety Officer
MPA Master of Public Administration RUVH....... Research University Very High Research Activity
MPP Master of Public Policy S4l.....Strategic Scheduling for Student Success Initiative
MS Master of Science SA Student Affairs
MSC Multi-State Collaborative SA-AER.....Student Affairs Assessment, Evaluation and Research
to Advance Learning Outcomes Assessment ~ SAC Student Advisory Committee

MSGIS..... Master of Science Geographical Information Systems ~ SACLP ... Senate Advisory Committee on Library Policy
MUSE My Utah Signature Experience ~ SAT Scholastic Aptitude Test
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SBS Social and Behavioral Sciences ~ UB
SCF Student Course Feedback  UC
SCH Student Credit Hour ~ UCAC
SED Student Equity & Diversity ~ UEN
SEM Strategic Enrollment Management UGS
SF Physical/Life Science  UHRM
SLCC Salt Lake Community College  UID
SMC South Main Clinic ~ UIT
SS4 .. e Strategic Scheduling for Student Success  UMC..
SSA Student Success Advocates ~ UMFA
SSEL Student Success and Empowerment Initiative ~ UNP
SSS Student Support Services  UPDA
STARS ........Sustainability Tracking, Assessment & Rating System ~ UROP..
STEM..........Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics ~ UROP
SVP Senior Vice President  USA
SVPAA ... Senior Vice President for Academic Affairs ~ USHE
SVPHS s S€NIOT Vice President for Health Sciences  USS
TA Teaching Assistant ~ UU
TBD To Be Determined
TBP Tuition Benefits Program
TDS Transfer Diversity Scholars ~ UURF
TEP Transformative Excellence Program  UVP
TFR Tenured Faculty Review Procedures ~ VAMC
TLT....coocn.. Office of Teaching and Learning Technologies VDO
TOEFL cevenn 1€ST OF ENglish as a Foreign Language  VEF
TRAX Utah Transit Light Rail System VP
TVC. s 1ECHNOlOGQY & Venture Commercialization VPN
U University of Utah ~ VSA
University Academic Advising Committee ~ WIMS..
University of Utah Asia Campus ~ WLI
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Upward Bound

University College

The Utah College Advising Corps
Utah Education Network

Office of Undergraduate Studies

............................... University Human Resource Management

University Identification Number

University Information Technologies

...University Office of Marketing and Communications

Utah Museum of Fine Arts

University Neighborhood Partners

Utah Postdoctoral Association

s Undergraduate Research Opportunities Program

Utah Rural Outreach Program

University Student Apartments

Utah System of Higher Education

University Support Services

University of Utah

University of Utah Health Sciences

....... University of Utah Performance Management
cereeneUNIVETSity Of Utah Research Foundation

University Visit Program

Veterans Affairs Medical Center

Value Driven Qutcomes

Vietnam Education Fund

Vice President

Virtual Private Network

Voluntary System of Accountability

e WOMeEN in Medicine and Science Program

The Westside Leadership Institute
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