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Executive Summary 
 
The overall goal for this work was to review formulation and communication of the 
profile data produced for The University of North Carolina at Greensboro (UNCG) 
academic review process. The purposes of this review were to ensure accuracy, clarity, 
and appropriateness of the data produced by the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) 
and to provide recommendations for the use of profile data. The review of the profile 
data and reports included a four step process: (1) an examination for accuracy of 
programming, methodology, and sources involved in producing profile data, (2) an audit 
of the profile data to ensure accuracy of the data, (3) an evaluation of the clarity of the 
profile report and analysis of UNCG academic program review surveys to determine 
campus issues with the data, and, (4) an assessment of the appropriateness of data 
produced centrally and recommendations on improving the presentation and use of the 
profiles. Final analysis found the scripts from both the SAS programming and Access 
queries were accurately pulling the data from the intended sources and producing the 
numbers the staff had plan to produce and discrepancies were reconciled. The review 
revealed several issues with data definitions, the perception of accuracy of data which in 
some cases was timing issues, and the relevance of the data to what is being measured. 
Specific examples are provided in this report as well as potential reasons for the issues. 
Finally, four recommendations are made for departmental and program profile data 
utilization: (1) provide more detailed definitions of the data and data formulations used 
to produce Academic Review Profiles, (2) provide more guidance for data relevance and 
the use of profile data, (3) provide workshop/retreat for academic program review 
committees and department chairs with the OIR, and (4) departments should be 
allowed to provide a list of data for verification. 
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Scope of Work 
 

The overall goal for this work was to review formulation and communication of the 
profile data produced for The University of North Carolina at Greensboro (UNCG) 
academic review process. The purposes of this review were to ensure accuracy, clarity, 
and appropriateness of the data produced by the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) 
and to provide recommendations for the use of profile data. 

 

Data Review Process 
 
The review of the profile data and reports involved four steps: 

A. An examination for accuracy of programming, methodology, and sources 
involved in producing profile data, 

B. An audit of the profile data to ensure accuracy of the data, 
C. An evaluation of the clarity of the profile report and analysis of UNCG academic 

program review surveys to determine campus issues with the data, and 
D. An assessment of the appropriateness of data produced centrally and 

recommendations on improving the presentation and use of the profiles. 
 

A. Data Review Process: Examination of Programming, Methodology, and Sources 
 

Data for the department and program profiles (DPPs) were produced from several 
sources of data including following: 

◦ data collected for reporting purposes to UNC General Administration and 
US Department of Education 

◦ data collected for Delaware Cost of Instruction Study – required by UNC 
General Administration for faculty workload studies  

◦ ad hoc reports produced for purposes of producing the DPPs 
◦ data collected with help of other units on campus such as financial 

reports for revenue and expenditure data and from RAMSeS data 
regarding external funding 

◦ data from UNC General Administration for determining market shares 
◦ Data for faculty productivity were pulled from the SEDONA system and 

manual entries from the faculty 
 
 

Production of the DPPs involved several methodologies including the use of SAS 
programming, Access data queries, and summation and formulation of data items in 
Excel. The OIR provided all programs and database queries used to produce the 
DPPs for review. A through examination of the scripts was performed and a series of 
questions were generated from the review and were discussed with both the 
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Director and Assistant Director of OIR during face- to-face interviews. Final analysis 
found the scripts from both the SAS programming and Access queries were 
accurately pulling the data from the intended sources and producing the numbers 
the staff had plan to produce. 

 
B. Data Review Process: Data Audit 

  
In order to review the accuracy of the data, an audit of several items found in the 
data profile were evaluated for the Art Department and BFA in Design (U111). Data 
for Delaware Cost of Instruction were examined closely including: (1) FTE Faculty, (2) 
SCH production, and (3) the number of organized course sections. The audit 
consisted of comparing data sources with BANNER, which is the system of record for 
auditing purposes. The OIR pulled the data from the following sources: 

1. personnel data that included name, FTE, and salary information from fall 
2009 

2. list of courses for art department taught in the fall 2009 with enrollment 
data 

3. student enrollment data from fall 2008 and 2009 for BFA in Design (U11) 
 
The following data were pulled from BANNER: 

4. instructional/faculty for fall 2009 from art department account code by 
Provost office 

5. list of courses for art department with enrollment and SCH production 
from Registrar’s office 

6. list of withdraws for art department courses including time stamp of 
dates of withdraw 

7. student enrollment data from fall 2009 for BFA in Design (U11) 
 

When comparisons were made with OIR sources and data pulled from BANNER 
there were initial discrepancies that needed to be addressed. The discrepancies 
were reconciled by considering two factors: timing and definitions. First, the OIR 
data is a snapshot in time that is mandated by UNC General Administration policy 
which is 10th day of class; however, BANNER is a live system. Secondly, the OIR is 
bound by definitions of the reports they are producing and if these definitions are 
not clearly articulated these could cause confusion, frustration and a sense of 
distrust of the data. An example of such discrepancies would be the OIR report for 
Delaware Cost Study indicated that Art Department produced 6327 student credit 
hours but the OIR student credit hour report showed that 6459 student credit hours 
were produced in the Art Department. In addition, the Registrar’s report showed a 
production of only 5872 student credit hours. The Delaware Cost Study follows 
faculty lines within the department – for 2009 one course was taught by a faculty 
member paid with money outside the department. Therefore, in order to reconcile 
back to OIR’s report from the 10th day of census, the number of student credit 
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hours from withdraws were added back to the Registrar’s report pulled from 
BANNER which was reflective of end of term. 

C. Data Review Process: Data Clarity and Data Issues 
 
As part of the review, data definitions, profile reports, and the departmental and 
program survey responses were examined to determine data clarity and data issues. 
The review revealed many issues with data definition, the perception of accuracy of 
data which in some cases was timing issues, and the relevance of the data to what is 
being measured.  The following outlines these issues and provides examples and 
possible reasons for the issues. 
 

1. Issue: Misunderstanding or confusion about the data population being 
presented. 

 
Example

 

: Some of the enrollment data presented only juniors, seniors, and 
second majors and not all students enrolled in program while other data points 
such as graduation presented the first-time freshmen. 

Reasons

 

: OIR provided an Academic Program Review Data Definition sheet to 
explain many of the variables; however, if some reviewed the data profile (for 
example section A1) there may not be a clear understanding that this is a junior 
and senior population of the program for that Fall since the population is not 
stated on the profile.  Also providing clarification as to why only junior and 
seniors are being used as the population instead of the entire undergraduate 
population needs to be communicated. 

2. Issue: Lack of definition of measurements used in formulating the data. 
 
Example

 

: The inclusiveness data provided in section B3 does not define what a 
first-generation student is (whether or not both parents have no college or did 
not complete college) or what low income students are (what level of income 
defines low). 

Reason

 

:  There is no documentation provided in the Academic Programs Review 
Data Definitions or on the Data Profile itself, therefore this causes a lack of 
understanding.  

3. Issue: Unable to confirm the data from sources familiar to faculty. 
  
Example

 

: In the surveys, many individuals were concerned with an inaccuracy of 
data due to not matching departmental and course rosters or data from 
BANNER. 
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Reasons

 

: Often OIR provides data as a snapshot in time; however, the data 
systems in which the data are pulled is live and changes with daily transactions.  
The UNC system mandate for timing is the tenth day of class.  If one was to look 
at enrollment in a class in BANNER, the number is reflective of that day or if the 
semester is over the final count in the class.  Also, a snapshot in time may not 
capture a student’s major accurately. For example, a student may be in courses 
for an Accounting major but has not changed their major from Art in BANNER.  
Therefore, faculty may be familiar with that student being an Accounting major 
but the system reflects the student as an Art major. 

4. Issue: Question of relevance of the data being presented for programs. 
  
Example

 

: Many individuals responded to the survey asking for relevance of the 
data with one example being the use of SAT scores when they are a 2+2 program 
which would have very few to no students reporting scores. 

Reasons:  In construction of the data profiles, the data were provided to all areas 
of study (AOSs) or combinations of AOSs.  The interpretation of how useful the 
data has been left to the review committees; however, some lack of structure for 
interpretation has caused concern among the academic departments at UNCG
 

. 

5. Issue: Comparing “apples to apple slices”  
 
Example

 

: The Triad market shares of some AOSs or groups of AOSs is not 100% 
of Triad share given it is the only program in Triad, one  such example is 
Geography. 

Reasons

 

:  UNCG data is broken down into AOS or groups of AOSs while the UNC 
system data is by degree programs or six-digit classification of instructional 
program (CIP) codes.  Therefore, to get an accurate comparison of market share 
with UNC system, one would sum each of the market shares of each of the AOSs 
under one degree program.  In the case of Geography the summation would be 
100% in Triad market share. 

D. Data Review Process: Recommendations 
  
The following are recommendations for departmental and program profile data 
utilization. 

 
1. Provide more detailed definitions of the data and data formulations used to 

produce Academic Review Profiles. With the help of OIR, the Academic 
Program Review Data Definitions document could be enhanced to provide 
clearer and more detailed data definitions to data items. 

 



P a g e  | 7 
 

2. Provide more guidance for data relevance and the use of profile data. As 
noted in the attached table (see Appendix A), each of the profile data items 
are matched with criteria highlighted in Prioritizing Academic Programs and 
Services by Robert Dickeson.  This provides more details as to the use of 
profile data in reviewing the academic programs; however, a handbook 
providing more detail may be warranted. Overall the data presented to make 
program review decisions was supported when compared to the Dickeson 
criteria. However, there were two items identified which should be changed 
or eliminated-staff/faculty ratio and graduation rate. Staff/faculty ratio 
seems to provide no relevance and has no national or university standards as 
to what the proper ratio should be; therefore, the measure should be 
eliminated or no emphasis placed in program review. Graduation rate for 
graduate students may need to be changed to reflect time to degree or 
registered time to degree which is national standards for reporting 
graduation rates for graduate students (NSF reports).  

 
3. Provide workshop/retreat for academic program review committees and 

department chairs with the OIR. Data provided in the departmental and 
program profiles are somewhat unfamiliar to those outside of OIR and senior 
administration; therefore, a workshop/retreat reviewing the data creation, 
formulation, and relevance would provide more clarity to data utilization. 

 
4. Departments should be allowed to provide a list of data for verification. Data 

accuracy should continue to be looked at in the process. When areas are 
questioned by departments there should be a process to allow for 
verification.  For example, if the department questions the enrollment, the 
department could provide a list of students to compare with OIR’s data 
records from the census snapshot. Given timing issues, definitions, and the 
“garbage in, garbage out” issues with human error inputs into system of 
record, data differences will occur and can be reconciled.  However, it should 
be stressed that the differences of “ones and twos” are not as crucial as the 
data trends over time and the variability of change being observed. 

 
 
In conclusion, the data provided for the Academic Program Review was correctly 
obtained from the data sources available to the Office of Institutional Research.  Overall, 
the data were accurate when time points, definitions, and sources of the information 
were considered.  Much of the confusion with the data was due to the lack of clarity in 
the present definitions and the unfamiliarity by departments with the data presented.  
Furthermore, interpretation and utilization of the data were left up to the individual 
academic units; thus, providing an opportunity for concerns to be raised regarding the 
accuracy and utilization of the data.  Additional clarification of the data definitions and 
information regarding the relevance of the data may alleviate these concerns in the 
future.  
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Appendix A:  UNCG Academic Program Review Profile Data 
Criteria 

 



Profile Data Report section UNCG Areas Dickeson's Criterion

Program Review Detail

Average SAT/GRE scores of enrolled students A1 - Program Review Program Quality External Demand, Quality of Program Input
One-year retention rate (undergraduate only) A2 - Program Review Program Quality Quality of Program Output, Productivity
Four-year graduation rate (undergraduate only) A3 - Program Review Program Quality Quality of Program Output, Productivity
Six-year graduation rate (undergraduate only) A4 - Program Review Program Quality Quality of Program Output, Productivity

Four-year graduation rate (undergraduate new Transfers) A5 - Program Review Program Quality Quality of Program Output, Productivity
Selectivity (acceptance) rates (graduate only) A6 - Program Review Program Quality External Demand, Quality of Program Input
Graduation Rate (graduate only) A7 - Program Review Program Quality Quality of Program Output, Productivity
Number of enrolled majors by program B1 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Size, Scope, and Productivity 
Number of degrees granted (bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral) B2 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Size, Scope, and Productivity 
Inclusiveness of students (% first generation) B3 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Expectations of program (to University mission)
Inclusiveness of students (% with low family income) B3 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Expectations of program (to University mission)
Inclusiveness of students (% from ethnic minority populations)

B3 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Expectations of program (to University mission)
UNC Market Share B4 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand External Demand 
Triad Marketshare B4 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand External Demand
Credit Hour Production (SCHs) B5 - Program Review Program Functions & Demand Size, Scope, and Productivity 

Department Review Detail

Proportion of hours delivered by tenure-track/full-
time/supplemental/graduate students A8 - Department Review Program Quality Quality of Program Inputs
Faculty productivity- research/creative activity, teaching, and service

A9 - Department Review Program Quality Quality of Programs (inputs, outputs)
External funding (grants and contracts awards)

A10 - Department Review Program Quality
Quality of Programs (inputs, outputs), Revenue and other resouces 
generated

Credit Hour contribution (SCHs taken by majors and non-majors)
B6 - Department Review Program Functions & Demand Internal demand

Contributions to general education (number of sections and number 
of enrolled students in sections with any general education 
program/marker) B7 - Department Review Program Functions & Demand Internal demand
SCH/faculty FTE C1 - Department Review Department Efficiency Productivity, Costs and other expenses asoociated
Instructional Cost/student FTE C2 - Department Review Department Efficiency Costs and other expenses asoociated
Research and Service Cost/faculty FTE C2 - Department Review Department Efficiency Costs and other expenses asoociated
Staff and Faculty FTE, S:F ratio C3 - Department Review Department Efficiency ??Costs and other expenses asoociated
State and non-state expenditures, Dollars/FTE faculty C4 - Department Review Department Efficiency Costs and other expenses asoociated

State expenditures/FTE student C4 - Department Review Department Efficiency Costs and other expenses asoociated
State and Non-state revenues, Dollars/FTE Faculty C6 - Department Review Department Efficiency Costs and other expenses asoociated
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