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A.  Academic Unit Description and Strategic Plan 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

Vision, Mission and Goals ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Strategic Plan ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 
 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
The vision to be in the top 25 in the nation is commendable.  Faculty members seem to be invested in achieving this 
goal. 
  
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Strategic Planning.  
The strategic plan itself is solid.  However, as far as we could tell from our investigations, the strategic plan has not 
been updated during this review period. The faculty do not seem to be very familiar with the strategic plan.  The 
critical success factors are well thought out, but it doesn't appear that the faculty systematically track critical success 
activities and measures.  Faculty agreed that they discussed some performance measures at the end of each 
semester, but nobody was able to produce data for the critical success factors during our visit.   
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Recommendation:  The strategic plan needs to be updated with input from all faculty.  The critical success factors 
should be regularly measured and discussed among the faculty. Data in some of the tables (both internally and 
externally sourced) is not accurate.  This review did not seek to validate all the information provided.  It may be 
useful for the faculty to verify the data provided to the review team as they seek to understand this report and work 
to continuously improve these graduate programs. 
 
A table of contents for the report would be useful. 
 
Keeping the order of data presented in the tables consistent would make it easier to review the data.  For example, 
annual data is sometimes reported in ascending order and sometimes in descending order.   
 
A legend of definitions and acronyms would be helpful for outside reviewers. 
 
 
Other comments (optional) 
Click here to enter text. 
 

B. Program Curriculum 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Alignment of program with 
stated program and 
institutional goals and 
purposes 

☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Curriculum development, 
coordination, and delivery 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Student learning outcomes 
assessment 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Program curriculum 
compared to peer programs 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent. 
Alignment with the college and university goals to be a top university is strong. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Program Curriculum.  
We received conflicting information about how much involvement the faculty have in managing the curriculum.  In 
general, faculty felt like they had the latitude to control the course content within their courses, but there were some 
concerns expressed about their lack of involvement in influencing their teaching assignments and that it wasn't 
particularly easy to get permission to teach a new course or influence the required courses in the Ph.D. program.  
Other faculty expressed surprise about these comments about lack of input.   
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For example, some faculty stated that they have been trying to reduce the number of required courses that a Ph.D. 
student must take and that the issue was discussed in a faculty meeting, but that a vote was never taken.  Other 
faculty said the issue was discussed multiple times and that multiple votes had been taken.  It is possible that both 
view points are correct since a graduate committee appears to have the authority to address the issue rather than 
the entire faculty.   
 
It appears that the graduate advisors control the student course schedules.  Some students and faculty expressed 
concern that the thesis advisor should have more control over these course schedules.  
 
There were objections expressed to the number of required courses that Ph.D. student must take.  We received 
conflicting information on whether this was two courses each in three areas or in four areas.  Regardless, students 
and some faculty believe that these requirements are excessive especially when coupled with the leveling 
requirements that are enforced.  I do not believe that it is the review committee's role to define these programs.  
However, I believe it is important to note that some faculty members don't believe that they can influence changes 
to long existing practices.  I would recommend that the faculty benchmark the leveling and required courses policies 
of peer institutions and have an open discussion of their program objectives. 
 
The department has not established program level student learning outcomes. Consequently, there is also no 
systematic review on whether program objectives are attained.  It is recommended that the faculty work together to 
establish clear program objectives, student learning outcomes, and an assessment plan for the program learning 
outcomes.  Establishing these objectives, learning outcomes, and regularly monitoring these would spur conversation 
about common program requirements and help faculty members to both "own" the program and have a common 
framework for discussing changes to improve the programs. 
 
Some graduate students expressed concern in the student survey about the lack of rigor in some graduate courses.  
Our graduate student interview confirmed that there were mixed feelings on this subject.  Some interesting 
comments were made that students realized there was a lack of rigor in some classes, but that it was good when you 
had to take courses outside your area.   
 
Some students and faculty perceive the distance-base Ph.D. program to be lower quality than the on-campus Ph.D. 
program.  We were unable to determine the truth of this perception.  One faculty member captured a potential 
explanation by stating that there is larger variance in student and thesis quality in the distance program than in the 
on-campus program.  It is recommended that the faculty honestly assess the distance-based Ph.D. program to 
determine program quality and then work to communicate findings to both faculty and students. 
 
Levelling and number of required classes for PhD students seem to be higher than peer programs.   
 
The department may want to consider establishing a graduate student council in order to improve communications 
with the students and include their input in making future course, curriculum, and policy changes. 
 
Other comments (optional) 
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Click here to enter text. 
 
 

C. Faculty Productivity 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Qualifications ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Faculty/Student Ratio ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Publications ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Teaching Load ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
External Grants ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Profile ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Teaching Evaluations ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Professional Service ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Community Service ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
The faculty, students, and graduates are generally very strong.  This is a very good Industrial Engineering graduate program. 
  
Teaching loads of three courses/faculty member/year are better than average for industrial engineering programs in state 
sponsored schools where the teaching loads are more typically four courses/faculty/year.  This load enables a stronger focus 
on research. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Faculty Productivity.  
According to the faculty, there are four open faculty positions that will be filled once a new department head is in place.  
Having this many open positions significantly impacts the student/faculty ratio and can lead to some of the graduate student 
comments about lack of access to or responsiveness from faculty.   
  
The team noted a a fairly high degree of faculty changes during this review period.  We did not interview faculty members 
who have left the department.  The team received different responses about the reasons for some of these changes, both 
additions and subtractions. One potential conclusion is that the department should more consistently communicate causes of 
departure and opportunities for hiring to concerned groups. 
  
Publications:  There is a significant discrepancy between the numbers of publication one finds when adding the numbers from 
the Digital Measures faculty data and the table of publications shown on page 15 of the self-study.  We are unsure whether the 
data in Digital Measures is complete or what the source of the data for table 15 was.  If one takes the approximately 110 papers 
listed in the Digital Measures data provided for each individual faculty member and divide by the number of faculty and years 
covered in this review, then faculty publication rate is significantly below the stated goals of three journal publications per 
faculty member per year. On the other hand, the department meets its goal if using the data in the table on page 15. 
  
The department goal is to have three publications submitted per PhD student.  Our review found that some Ph.D. students 
meet this goal and others do not.  It doesn't seem like this requirement is consistently enforced.  Faculty publications vs 
students completed could serve as a quick check of the success of this requirement in increasing quality publications. 
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A majority of the faculty are involved in externally funded grants.  Proposal activity is strong and success rates are good.  It 
should be noted that the department reports awards rather than expenditures. Reporting research expenditures is more 
common - this practice helps to better depict actual research activity in a given year.  Reporting new awards potentially 
inflates the amount of research activity in some years and deflates it in other years since many awards are for multiple years.  It 
should also be noted that industrial engineering research expenditures are typically lower than other laboratory/equipment 
intensive engineering programs.  Perhaps looking at graduate students funded on external grants would help in comparisons 
with equipment and laboratory expensive grants. 
  
Faculty expressed concerns about the college requirement to significantly increase graduate stipends.  The step function 
increase led to decreases in graduate student enrollments after the department had been working to increase the number of 
graduate students.  Additional data requested by the team showed that more students are funded by internal sources 
(fellowships - VPR, start-up, and endowed professor funds) than on externally funded grants.  Over the six year period, 54 
students were supported on these departmental funds as compared to 16 funded on federal grants and 15 on "other" grants.  
It should be noted that the number of students supported on federal grants has increased significantly during this review 
period.  It should also be noted that the numbers of students supported do not necessarily reflect the amount of funding 
provided/student in each of these categories. 
  
External grant funding does not match department goals/faculty member and is below the expectation of an industrial 
engineering program that aspires to be in the top 25 programs.   
 
Other comments (optional) 
We were not entirely clear on what we were supposed to evaluate for the "Faculty/Student" or "Profile" sections. 
  
In this template, the comment boxes for "Excellent," and "Needs Improvement," are flipped on different pages - should be 
consistent. 
 

D. Students and Graduates 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Time to degree ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 
Retention ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Graduate rates ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Enrollment ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Demographics ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Number of degrees 
conferred annually 

☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

Support Services ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Job Placement ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
Students are passionate about the program.  The quality of incoming graduate students is very good and the students appear 
to be very successful upon graduation.   
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Students and Graduates.  
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6 years to Ph.D. on average is long.  This datum was only noted in the most recent year, but the faculty should investigate to 
determine if this time can be reduced. 
  
There were strong opinions expressed in the graduate student survey.  Many faculty had not reviewed these results prior to 
this review.  This review did not permit a thorough analysis of these strong feelings.  Rather than treat this survey as the 
comments of a few disgruntled students, it is recommended that the faculty seek to implement a mechanism to regularly 
acquire student input and communicate what the faculty are doing to address their concerns. 
  
Students expressed concern about the quality of the distance education collaboration and communication tools.  Students 
particularly seemed frustrated with required team projects that involved students from off-campus. 
  
Some students and faculty questioned the quality of a distance-based Ph.D. program.  Others noted that they felt that the 
quality of distance-based students simply had more variability than the population of on-campus students. 
  
Behind some of the students concern seemed to be desire to have better communication from the department.  Perhaps the 
department may consider establishing a graduate student advisory council as the interim chair indicated that he was thinking 
about. 
 
Other comments (optional) 
The change in required graduate stipend level was cited by many of the faculty as a concern that impacts the department's 
ability to enroll and graduate students. 
 
 

E. Facilities and Resources 
Please evaluate the following: 

 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 
Improvement 

NA 

Facilities ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Facility Support Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Financial Resources ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ 
Staff Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
Developmental Resources ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
Please elaborate if you have identified any items in this section as Excellent.  
Ergonomics facility is top notch.  Manufacturing labs are good - really appreciated seeing the interdisciplinary research being 
conducted there.  Materials work may need more access to fume hoods.  Graduate student office space is generous and well 
used.  Department space and equipment appear to be appropriate for faculty research needs and well maintained. 
 
Please elaborate if you identified any items in this section as Needs Improvement. Provide recommendations in the 
area of Facilities and Resources.  
Department generally has access to the space it needs.  There were some concerns about the upcoming move as to whether 
the space would be as useful to support research. 
  
When the faculty is at full strength, it may very well be short-handed on staff support.  Although the needs for technical staff 
support will vary greatly depending on the positions/expertise recruited. 
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Faculty appear to work hard to incorporate Ph.D. students in teaching.  Students expressed gratitude for this opportunity and 
the mentoring they received. 
 
Other comments (optional) 
Click here to enter text. 
 

F. Overall Ranking 
 
 Excellent Very Good Appropriate Needs 

Improvement 
Overall Ranking ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
 

 
Please provide summative conclusions based on the overall review. 
This is a very good industrial engineering department with a strong history.  The department has good and 
productive faculty and students.  The comments on improvement included in this document should not be taken out 
of context.  There are certainly areas in which programs can be improved, but one must recognize that the faculty is 
currently four positions short of its budgeted level.   

 
 

Please provide summative recommendations based on the overall review.  
The department should utilize this unique opportunity to hire four new faculty to further strengthen its program.  
These decisions will have a long-term impact on the program.  Tieing these hiring decisions to the department's 
strategic objectives is essential. 
 
The department must be given time to transition to the new graduate stipend levels before assessing the long-term 
impact on graduate enrollments. 
 
The department should seek to work on a strategic plan that they will actively use to guide future efforts.  Progress 
toward strategic goals should be regularly and systematically reviewed annually and the strategic objectives and 
strategies should be regularly reviewed and revised every few years. Providing both faculty and students greater 
opportunities to influence department policies and practices will help to keep everyone engaged, working together, 
and keeping programs current.  Working to make decisions transparent and communicated clearly to concerned 
parties will help to alleviate some of the expressed concerns. 
 
Program student learning outcomes and assessment strategies and practices should be established.  These will help 
faculty to continue to monitor the success of the programs in achieving educational objectives, engage faculty in 
making data-backed changes to courses and curriculum, create more collective ownership of the program, and 
provide insight into ways to systematically improve the graduate courses and curricula. 
 
Faculty should consider benchmarking the number of courses required for PhD students - looking at both the leveling 
and required courses as part of an open discussion about the number of required courses that a Ph.D. student must 
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take.  Furthermore, the department should consider granting thesis advisors primary control over the courses the 
students take. 
 
There is a concern among graduate students and faculty about the transparency in decision making.  Perhaps this 
could be addressed through better communication.  For example some faculty and students think that a Ph.D. 
student must take two courses in each of four areas and others think its two courses in each of three areas.  The 
graduate handbook say two courses in each of three areas, but some students said that they were told they must 
take two courses in each of four areas.   
 
There is a perception of some graduate students and faculty that the distance Ph.D. is easier than the on-campus 
Ph.D.  The faculty should openly assess each graduate program and communicate findings in order to both improve 
each program and better communicate both the program objectives and the success of the program in achieving its 
objectives. 
 
Distance education communications and technology infrastructure should be reviewed to determine the best way to 
upgrade the communication and collaboration infrastructure needed to better support these courses.   
 


