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2. INTRODUCTION 
 
This Fifth-Year Interim Report represents the collective efforts, commitment, and wisdom of 
many faculty and staff in the University of Rhode Island community.  Following an 
organizational meeting in fall of 2011, materials were prepared by faculty and staff.  Final 
preparation of the interim report occurred in summer 2012, followed by vetting by the Student 
Leadership, Faculty Senate Executive Committee, Joint Committee on Academic Planning, 
Council of Deans, Vice Presidents, Provost, and President of the University. 
 
Steering Committee: 
  
Marilyn Barbour, Professor and Chair, Department of Pharmacy Practice 
Laura Beauvais, Professor and Vice Provost for Faculty Affairs 
Ann Morrissey, Special Assistant to the Provost for Academic Planning 
 
Contributing Faculty and Staff: 
 
Linda Acciardo, Director of Communication and Marketing 
Sharon Bell, Controller  
Gary Boden, Senior Information Technologist, Institutional Research 
Lori Ciccomascolo, Interim Dean, College of Human Science and Services 
Elizabeth Cooper, Professor, College of Business Administration 
Donald H. DeHayes, Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs 
Elaine Finan, Assistant Director, Office of Student Learning, Outcomes Assessment and 
Accreditation 
Sandy Hicks, Associate Professor, School of Education 
Michael Honhart, Professor, Department of History 
Clifford Katz, Vice Provost for Academic Finances and Academic Personnel 
Keith Killingbeck, Professor and Associate Dean, Graduate School 
Dean Libutti, Vice Provost for Enrollment 
Lynn McKinney, Dean, College of Health and Human Services 
Norbert Mundorf, Professor, Department of Communication Studies 
Jason Pina, Assistant Vice President, Student Affairs and Dean of Students 
Dave Porter, Director of Media and Technology Services 
Andrée Rathemacher, Professor Librarian, University Libraries 
Jhodi Redlich, Specialist, Public Information and Communications 
Michael Rice, Professor of Fisheries, Animal and Veterinary Sciences 
Robert Weygand, Vice President for Administration 
Vern Wyman, Assistant Vice President for Business Services 
 
3. INSTITUTIONAL OVERVIEW 
 
Chartered in 1892, the University of Rhode Island is a land-, sea-, and urban-grant institution. 
With three campuses located in Kingston (main), Providence, and Narragansett, Rhode Island, 
the University offers bachelor’s, professional doctorate, master’s and doctor of philosophy 
degrees.  The University has 86 undergraduate and 73 graduate degree programs and, as of fall 
2011, the student population consists of 13,093 undergraduate and 2,731 graduate/ professional 
doctorate degree and post-baccalaureate certificate students.  
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The University currently has 702 full-time faculty members and 117 FTE part-time faculty who 
teach at the Kingston, Narragansett and/or Providence campuses.  URI is a learning-centered 
research university and is a Carnegie classified RU/H (Research Universities, high research 
activity) institution.  In FY2011, the University received $95.8 million in total sponsored 
program research awards, a steady increase over the past 5 years, from $68 million in FY2007. 
For the decade preceding FY2007, URI typically generated $60 to $70 million in sponsored 
research awards.  The notable increase in sponsored research awards is very consistent with 
specific institutional strategies and investments. 
 
4. RESPONSE TO AREAS IDENTIFIED FOR SPECIAL EMPHASIS 
 
Focus Area #1 (from April 3, 2008 letter):   
Developing and implementing a comprehensive, integrated financial planning process that 
provides clear and robust links to academic and capital priorities (Standards 2.1, 4.9, 9.3, 
9.7) 
Focus Area #2 (from March 29, 2011 letter):  
Implementing the new Academic Plan for 2010-2015 and integrating the plan’s academic 
and capital priorities in the University’s financial planning process (Standards 2.1, 2.3, 2.7)  
 
Progress/Update: 
 
Academic Planning 
 
The University’s NEASC Focused Visit Report of 2010 highlighted the process that led to the 
development of the Academic Plan and the subsequent efforts that were developed to align the 
budgeting and academic program review processes. Progress continues with regard to improving 
the integration of financial, academic and strategic planning processes since the 2010 focused 
report.  The following principles were developed during spring 2010 by the Strategic Budget and 
Planning Council (SBPC) and continue to be important to University planning:   
 
“The Academic Plan coupled with divisional/athletics plans that directly link to the Academic 
Plan collectively constitutes the University’s overall strategic plan. 
All University planning and evaluation should be systematic, comprehensive, broad-based, 
integrated, and appropriate to the Mission of the University. 
The Strategic Budget and Planning Council ensures that the University’s strategic plan guides 
resource allocations and investments.” 
 
Implementing the Academic Plan 2010-2015:  Charting our Path to the Future: Toward a 
Renewed Culture of Achievement.   
 
The main goals of the Academic Plan are to: 
 
* Enhance Academic Quality and Value 
* Prepare Students for a Changing World 
* Advance Research and Innovation 
* Ready Students for Global Citizenry 
* Ensure an Equitable and Inclusive Campus Community 
* Improve Institutional Effectiveness 
Crosscutting themes that relate to the pursuit of these goals involve advancing efforts in the 
following areas:  enhancing value for students and faculty; international opportunities; 
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experiential learning; interdisciplinary solutions; online learning; innovation and partnerships; 
and institutional self-sufficiency.  
 
In fall 2010, President Dooley who arrived at URI that summer, articulated the following 
University-wide transformational goals, which directly correspond to and support the Academic 
Plan: 
 
* Creating a 21st Century 24/7 Learning Environment  
* Increasing the Magnitude, Prominence, and Impact of URI’s Research, 
 Scholarship, and Creative Work  
* Internationalizing and Globalizing the University of Rhode Island  
* Building a Community at the University of Rhode Island that Values Equity and 
 Diversity  
 
The process of implementing the Academic Plan involves collaboration, shared governance, and 
shared responsibility among administrators, faculty, and staff for the well-being of the institution 
and learning environment.  College-wide planning led by the deans aligns with the Academic 
Plan and the college missions.  The work of various task forces, which were appointed jointly by 
the Office of the Provost and the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, over the past several 
years focused on the themes of the plan and provides direction and strategies pertaining to the 
realization of various cross cutting themes, such as student access and success, internalization, 
technology based learning, interdisciplinary and experiential learning, advancing research, and 
fostering community, equity, and diversity.  Planning in other divisions/units at the University 
(Student Affairs, Administration and Finance, Research and Economic Development, 
Advancement, and Athletics) also aligns with the Academic Plan and their missions. Most of 
these plans are posted on the planning website. 
 
Academic Summits have been held every January since 2009 to further collaborative efforts in 
planning between the Provost and faculty. The Summits extend an invitation to all faculty and 
each year are focused on different themes within the Academic Plan. They have been jointly 
planned with a committee of faculty and administrative staff. The first Summit in 2009 was 
convened to begin to identify the goals for the current five-year Academic Plan.   In the years 
since, Summit topics have ranged from learning outcomes and assessment to interdisciplinary 
education to technology-based learning approaches. The most recent Academic Summit of 2012 
was planned by the Joint Committee on Academic Planning - JCAP (described below), the 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee, and the Provost’s Office. It focused on interdisciplinary 
education and the University’s new Cluster Hire Initiative.  Opportunity was provided to allow 
faculty in attendance (150) to decide on cluster topics (i.e., areas of interdisciplinary integration) 
within any of the four cross cutting strategic themes of the Academic Plan.  An RFP and cluster 
hiring goals were developed jointly with a small group of faculty and administrators.  Review 
panels, comprised of deans and faculty, were convened to consider submitted proposals and 
present recommendations for funding (one per academic theme area) to the Provost. The Cluster 
Hire Initiative is described further in Standard Four on Academic Programs. 
 
 
 
 
Linking Budgeting with Academic Planning 
 
Linking academic planning and budgeting continues to be an important area of focus for the 
University. Within the Division of Academic Affairs, key elements of the budget process include 
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emphasis on strategic investments, an open and transparent process, data informed measures of 
productivity and cost effectiveness, and encouragement of innovation.  The development of 
general revenue budgets and resource allocations for all major units/colleges within the Division 
of Academic Affairs is expected to be consistent with the budget principles developed in 2009  
(Principles for a Strategic and Sustainable Budget Process). 
 
The planning and allocation process includes annual budget planning that is reflected in each 
college or unit’s budget narrative, public presentation, and budget hearings.  The overall goal is 
to provide an understandable and defensible budget allocation to each unit that reflects the unit’s 
goals in the context of the University’s strategic priorities as articulated in the Academic Plan.  
The process also shapes the budget allocation for the subsequent years (e.g., FY2012 budget 
hearing for the FY2014 budget allocation) extending two additional years to ensure a multi-year 
budget horizon for both the unit and institution.  Resource allocation within the Division of 
Academic Affairs is conducted by a reasoned, balanced, and objective analysis of unit 
performance, priorities, and needs.  Such analyses are guided by the Academic Plan and 
institutional strategic priorities as well as by unit productivity, cost effectiveness, and efforts to 
promote innovation and quality with careful consideration of the context of the discipline and 
mission of each unit. Guidelines for the Allocation of Resources are explicit in writing and 
posted on the Provost’s website. Budget submission guidelines for colleges promote budget 
requests in a standardized and strategic manner and are articulated in a web available document 
entitled Unit Budget Planning and Allocation Process.  
 
Using this budget process since 2010, the deans of each college develop prospective budgets for 
submission to the Provost. In an open meeting, the deans share their program mission, strengths, 
priorities, and needs. The Faculty Senate Executive Committee and the Director of the 
University Honors Program also participate in the open meeting.  Individual college budget 
hearings are typically held in January, February, or March of each year when all deans present 
their college budget submissions to the Provost’s leadership team.  Following the budget 
hearings and submission of all budget materials by the deans, the Provost makes his 
recommendations for budget investments and informs the deans of each college in writing as to 
those budget investments.  In addition, the Provost’s Office staff makes a presentation of all 
allocation recommendations to the Council of Deans so that all deans and unit leaders understand 
the details of the resource allocation recommendations.  
 
A new system for academic program review has been implemented, which is expected to help 
guide deans of colleges in departmental and college-wide action planning and resource 
allocations. The system is in early stage of implementation and discussed in Focus Areas #3 and 
#4 below on Academic Program Review. 
 
Linking University-wide Budgeting with Strategic Planning 
 
The University-wide Strategic Budgeting and Planning Council (SBPC) was implemented in 
January 2010 and meets at least monthly throughout the academic year and several times during 
the summer.  The Strategic Budget and Planning Council Charge is to provide a new, transparent, 
and inclusive process in the planning, budgeting, and assessment of University strategic 
directions, investments, and facilities. The Council is advisory to the President and ensures that 
the University’s Strategic Plan and Mission guide resource allocations and investments. Provost 
Donald DeHayes chairs the Council; Vice President for Administration and Finance, Robert 
Weygand, serves as Vice Chair. The Presidentially-appointed committee members include:  the 
Chair of the Faculty Senate, several additional faculty and deans, all Vice Presidents, Presidents 
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of the Student Senate and Graduate Student Association, and staff representatives. All meetings 
are open to the University community.  
 
The Council utilizes a set of guiding budget principles, which were developed to guide its budget 
process Principles for a Strategic and Sustainable Budget Process, as well as a set of budget 
request materials entitled SBPC Guide for Divisions/Unit Budget Planning Request. These 
documents distinctly highlight that any new funding requests made by divisions must be 
articulated as to how they:  directly support the goals of the Academic Plan; relate to a set of 
criteria related to financial and institutional benefits; and advance the missions and strategic 
priorities of their division.  
 
Each of the Vice Presidents of the Divisions, the President and the Athletic Director utilize the 
budget submission templates and guidelines developed by the SBPC to make all new funding 
requests for their divisions.  To advance the Council’s charge for University-wide transparency, 
its charge, set of principles, all budget templates and materials, including meeting minutes, 
agendas and divisional budget submissions to the Council are posted on the SBPC website.  
 
The Council holds yearly budget hearings in the spring semester where each Vice President, as 
well as the President and Athletic Director, request new funding for the subsequent fiscal years 
through their budget submission materials and presentation to the SBPC.  Deliberations 
immediately follow and result in a set of budget recommendations for new strategic requests to 
the President for the following fiscal year. The President reports back to the Council his final 
budget investment decisions at their first fall meeting. This is noted in the SBPC posted minutes 
of 9-16-2010 for FY2012 and 9-26-2011 for FY2013. 
 
Evaluation and Progress of the Academic Plan 
 
At the beginning of each semester, the Office of the Provost produces a news communication, 
which is distributed to the campus community and highlights the key initiatives underway 
relative to the Academic Plan.  The planning website also provides regular updates as to progress 
on the Academic Plan, various activities and initiatives underway, and serves as the central 
resource for planning at the University.  All task force reports and recommendations are posted 
to ensure University-wide access and availability. 
 
The key indicators (metrics) of the Plan have been established by a joint committee of the 
Provost’s Office and Faculty Senate entitled JCAP (Joint Committee on Academic Planning), 
which was established in 2010. The committee charge is described in Section 5.70.10 in the 
University Manual, Recommendation of the Faculty Senate Executive Committee To Replace 
the Joint Strategic Planning Committee (JSPC) With the Joint Committee on Academic Planning 
(JCAP). JCAP promotes ongoing collaboration between administration and faculty in monitoring 
progress of the University’s Academic Plan, suggesting modifications, additions, and deletions to 
the Plan as well as creating and coordinating task forces associated with implementation of some 
aspects of the plan. Additionally, it is responsible for periodic and systematic review of various 
aspects of the institution as required by NEASC and shall ensure that the results of these reviews 
are used for continuing improvement.  A subcommittee of JCAP worked to develop the key 
indicators for the Academic Plan, which have been endorsed by the full committee. Baseline data 
has been established for many of the metrics, where possible, using 2008-09 as the common year. 
While monitored on a yearly basis, the metrics will require a long-range view over time to 
understand the progress on particular goals. 
 
Capital Planning and links to University-wide Strategic Budgeting 
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A new strategic process and set of criteria for the submission, consideration, and prioritization of 
new capital (large scale) requests was implemented in spring 2012. Any capital requests must be 
made in accordance with criteria pertaining to how the project addresses a set of strategically 
defined factors related to both the Campus Master Plan values and the strategic priorities of the 
University, as well as financial and environmental resource impacts. The request must include a 
description of the project, its strategic importance to the program, division, and University, its 
alignment with the University’s Strategic Plan (i.e., Academic Plan, the President’s 
transformational goals, and supporting division plans), its potential impacts across the University, 
and the potential for both public and private funding of the project.   
 
Submissions are incorporated into the budget process utilized within each division of the 
University.   Following vetting of the various potential projects within the divisions, Vice 
Presidents of each of the divisions submit their highest priority new capital improvement 
requests as part of their strategic budget requests to the University-wide SBPC.  To facilitate the 
development of information regarding future capital projects and investments, a schedule of 
capital planning work sessions is held in February.  These sessions are timed to coordinate with 
the budget planning cycle and the capital improvement planning cycle, and permit capital 
investment proposals to be refined prior to their presentation to the SBPC in April.    
 
The SBPC recommends to the President a prioritization of new capital projects based on 
University importance and urgency, recognizing that external factors such as funding potential 
might reshape priorities.  The SBPC considers new projects proposed by academic and 
nonacademic units, assesses their relative importance to University objectives, and ultimately 
recommends their exclusion or inclusion, funding strategy, and relative priority.   A Flow Chart 
for Capital Plan Requests shows the various groups involved from the time of the inception of a 
capital project submission from a unit through the various stages and groups that review and 
make budgetary related recommendations. The Capital Request Form indicates the strategic 
criteria to evaluate the request.  
 
Any capital requests recommended by the SBPC and the President will be submitted to the 
Office of Capital Planning and the department of Business Services in the Division of 
Administration and Finance, which oversees the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).  The 
programs/units proposing the capital projects will work closely with the capital planning office 
to ensure the planning and design of facilities meet programmatic needs.  The prioritization 
assigned by the President will then be reflected in the University’s submission of the CIP to the 
Office of Higher Education (OHE) and the Rhode Island Board of Governors for Higher 
Education (RIBGHE), which typically occurs around July 1st of each year. 
 
The CIP is revisited and updated annually and priorities may change over time as institutional 
needs and funding opportunities change.   Changes in code requirements as well as the relative 
efficiency and condition of existing facilities and infrastructure are also taken into consideration 
in each year’s planning.  The CIP provides a status report for capital projects previously 
approved and funded as well as a description and source and use of funds projection for new 
capital projects in a combined sequential priority format.  A project will emerge as a target for 
investment and ultimately receive approval for funding through the State process two to four 
years later followed by the design and construction phases of the project.  There has been steady 
progress on multiple fronts in the targeted improvement of University facilities and infrastructure 
serving the needs of academic programs, research, and the student body, fueled by a balanced 
flow of capital financing from multiple sources and annual budgetary appropriations.  
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The Campus Master Plan Review Team has the essential role of keeping the Campus Master 
Plan in the forefront of new construction projects and to ensure that those projects meet the 
major philosophical guiding principles of the Plan for the future physical development of the 
campus. The Committee reviews new projects and designs and makes necessary 
recommendations that guide new building and grounds projects as they move forward.  The 
Campus Master Plan emphasizes the future physical development of the University of Rhode 
Island. It provides design guidelines and policies for current and future development of the 
University's building, grounds and infrastructure. The Plan ensures consistent standards for 
landscape elements that are needed to create a more inviting, unified, and aesthetically pleasing 
campus. These goals correspond to the goals in the Academic Plan that support the campus 
environment for learning and aesthetics as related to enrollment goals and the living and learning 
community at the University, and reflects the University’s commitment to shared governance is 
reflected by its membership composition and charge.  
 
The planning and budgeting processes at the University of Rhode Island have improved 
substantially since the 2007 Self-Study.  The Academic Affairs budgeting process, the 
University-wide budgeting process, and the Capital Improvement Plan process are now each 
linked to each other and tied to strategic planning priorities and as well as a system of shared 
governance.    
 
Focus Area # 3 (from the April 3, 2008 letter):   
Implementing a systematic process of academic program review  
(Standards 4.8, 4.9) 
Focus Area #4: (from the March 29, 2011 letter):  
Implementing the new Academic Program Review process and using the results to improve 
academic programming (Standards 4.8, 4.9) 
 
Progress/Update: 
 
The primary purpose of academic program review is to assess both the academic quality and the 
financial aspects of a program leading to improved program focus and quality.  In addition, 
program review is intended to help the University improve efficiency and effectiveness in the 
relevance, organization, and delivery of the academic program.  The Academic Program Review 
Committee (APRC) is a joint committee of the Faculty Senate and the President charged with 
coordinating the administration of academic program review, overseeing the collection of data, 
and compiling and disseminating information resulting from the review (University Manual, 
Chapter 5, Committees of the University, 5.86.10-11).  It also is responsible for continuing to 
modify previous instrument versions or develop new instruments to accommodate the changing 
needs of the faculty and administration.  
 
The 2010 NEASC interim report described in detail the significant change in design and focus of 
academic program review that had occurred since the 2007 Self-Study. The following is an 
overview and update of activities since the 2010 report was completed. 
 
Overview of the Academic Program Review Plan 
 
The model involves a three-level program review protocol.  The first two elements, defined by 
the APRC, consist of an annual “Central Data Report” produced by Institutional Research and a 
biennial program data report (“Chair Survey”) generated by individual departments.  These data 
reports allow programs to track progress against goals and benchmarks and enable deans to 
engage in more effective management, helping departments with internal improvements, 
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allocating college resources, and advocating for resources at higher levels on an ongoing basis 
through the academic budget submission process described previously. 
 
The third and cornerstone activity of program review is the intensive self-study that is subject to 
external review through peer evaluation and benchmarking of data from peer institutions.  The 
self-study, conducted every six years, will provide a narrative explaining how the program's 
activities in research, teaching, and public engagement support the Mission and Academic Plan 
of the University, integrating longitudinal trends from the annual and biennial data reports. 
 
Annual Central Data Report 
The annual Central Data Report provides detailed information reflecting metrics on faculty, 
graduate assistants, credit hours and class sections, enrollment by major and minor, as well as 
graduation totals by department. In addition, for departments engaged in funded research, grant 
proposal and award activity are summarized. Data is collected and maintained by central 
administration through the Office of Institutional Research. The annual reports give departments 
a dynamic picture of their standing on key metrics for monitoring progress toward strategic 
goals.   Participation by the University in the Delaware Study provides external benchmarking of 
key indicators for all departments with a comparator (73% of departments at the University).  
 
The Central Data Report is distributed to all departments in January of each year; two reports 
have been distributed to date, one in 2011 and one in 2012.  The report has been streamlined and 
Institutional Research has been highly responsive to department chairs’ recommendations for 
revision.  
 
Biennial Program Data Report (Chair Survey) 
The Chair Survey is designed to solicit information that is available only at the program level 
and provides departments with a uniform mechanism for monitoring progress on these metrics.  
Data elements include productivity and quality of research, scholarship and creative activity; 
curricular and teaching quality and innovation; the extent and nature of public engagement; and 
data on placement and student satisfaction. In some cases these indicators address aspects of 
quality that may directly relate to program-level strategic plans as well as demonstrate 
contributions to University-wide goals.  Various indicators are being incorporated into the 
Academic Plan assessment metrics, including measures of faculty scholarship, global, 
multicultural and interdisciplinary focus of curricular offerings, and student engagement in 
scholarship. 
 
The University community provided significant input in the development of the Chair Survey.   
Following extensive preparation and revision by the APRC, the Survey was vetted in fall 2011 for 
comment by all department chairs, deans, student leaders, the Joint Committee on Academic 
Planning, and the Faculty Senate Executive Committee.   The APRC presented the entire 3-part 
protocol at the Provost’s Chairs Forum in early December 2011, and it was requested by chairs 
that the first distribution of the Survey occur in mid-spring semester.    A report of the APRC was 
also made to the Faculty Senate.  Following its final revision, in March 2012, the Survey was 
distributed electronically using SurveyMonkey™ for completion by all (n= 52) department chairs, 
directors of free-standing programs, and deans in those Colleges/School where departments did 
not exist or where academic programs had substantial overlap.     
 
All respondents completed their respective surveys and have received back their individual results.  
Deans have received their department and program reports as well.   As previously identified, the 
results have also been provided in aggregate form for measures of Academic Plan assessment 
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metrics.  The results and comments from this first survey administration will be reviewed by the 
APRC for any potential instrument revisions prior to its repeated administration in 2014. 
 
Six-year Self-Study and External Review 
While the annual Central Data Report and biennial Chair Survey are designed to help programs 
track progress against strategic planning goals and benchmarks on a timely basis, the six-year 
self-study is more in-depth, and supports strategic plan alignment across levels of the institution.  
Retrospectively, it allows programs to examine how past activities support their strategic plan 
and the mission of the University, and to use the information provided through the central and 
program data reports over the previous six years to document progress on performance goals and 
benchmarks.  Prospectively, it allows programs to articulate response strategies to the 
opportunities and challenges of their field, and to establish forward-looking goals and 
benchmarks to be pursued during the next planning cycle.  Demonstrating success against past 
benchmarks is critical for establishing the credibility of programs' prospective goals and making 
their case for additional resources through the college planning and prioritization process.  In 
addition to external benchmarking of peer institutions, it is expected that an external perspective 
will be sought during the self-study via peer evaluation.  Accredited programs will obtain 
external perspective through their pre-determined accreditation teams. 
 
Once the self-study is produced and following external review, the chair/program director will 
meet with the dean to develop a set of response actions and refine benchmarks to accomplish 
identified goals. Needs of the department/program will also be discussed.  The dean will prepare 
a letter to the chair/program director articulating performance goals and areas of strength and 
improvement.  The dean and the chair/program director will meet with the Provost to discuss 
future directions of the unit. (University Manual Chapter 8 Academic Regulations 8.86.14).  
Resource-related issues that may emerge will be incorporated into college-level planning and 
prioritization activities involving the deans, chairs, and faculty of each college. 
 
 The guidelines for the Self-Study process were vetted in fall 2011 for comment by all 
department chairs, deans, student leaders, the Joint Committee on Academic Planning, and the 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee.   They were subsequently finalized in spring 2012.     For 
the first 2012/2013 cycle, all departments from the College of Engineering will perform their 
self-study.   These departments are undergoing simultaneous external accreditation by the 
Accreditation Board for Engineering and Technology (ABET) and will use that process for 
external review.  While this is a smaller cohort than originally planned, it will allow for 
evaluation and modification of process as the University moves forward to full implementation.  
The goal remains to have all departments/programs evaluated over 6 years.   The Academic 
Program Review Committee is creating a schedule for self-study evaluations that will limit 
excess burden on departments with accredited programs, while providing continuity within 
colleges.      
 
The University continues to make significant progress in the implementation of our Academic 
Program Review process. 
 
Focus Area #5 (from April 3, 2008 letter):   
Analyzing the implications for planning and governance of possible changes to the 
relationship between the University and the State of Rhode Island (Standard 9.2, and 
Organization and Governance, statement of the Standard) 
 
Progress/Update: 
 



	
   11	
  

The 2007 Self Evaluation indicated that the University was considering a new governance 
relationship with the State that would provide a more privatized model for the University. As 
reported in our 2010 update, the University did not advance such a proposal and with the tenure 
of President David Dooley, the University has maintained the traditional model that has existed 
for the last thirty years.  
 
The General Assembly leaders, in its most recent session, believed it was important to have 
greater coordination among and efficiency within public elementary, secondary, and post-
secondary institutions of education in Rhode Island.  They also raised concerns about increasing 
higher education tuition and fees. As a result, the Assembly has passed a revision to the current 
statutes that pertain to the governance of these systems with the intent of strengthening and 
improving the relationship and feedback processes among elementary, secondary, and public 
higher education within the state in order to promote educational excellence. The new statute 
will eliminate the Board of Regents for Elementary and Secondary Education and the Board of 
Governors for Higher Education and create a single Board of Education that will have all the 
duties, authority and functions of the previous two boards. The new Board is to be instituted by 
January 1, 2013.  As it stands at present, the Office of Higher Education would cease to exist by 
July 1, 2014 and there will be a transition over the next two years of the operations and duties of 
this office into the responsibilities of the three state institutions of higher learning and 
appropriate state agencies. The details and implications of these changes have not been 
established at this time.  
 
Additionally an Executive Committee made up of the Commissioner of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, Commissioner of Higher Education and the presidents of the Community 
College of Rhode Island, Rhode Island College and the University of Rhode Island will counsel 
the new Board of Education.  This committee will be tasked with “developing coherent plans for 
the elimination of unnecessary duplication in public education and addressing the future needs of 
public education within the state in the most efficient and economical manner possible.”  The 
new Board of Education is similar to the board that governed both educational areas prior to 
1982 when the current Board of Governors for Higher Education was created to more directly 
address the higher educational needs of the state.   
 
Financial stability of the University is addressed under Standard 9, Finances, in the Standards 
Narrative section of this report. 
 
Focus Area #6 (from April 3, 2008 letter):   
Achieving its goals for student retention and persistence to graduation and assuring the 
effectiveness of the institution’s financial aid policies in facilitating accomplishment of these 
goals (Standards 6.6, 9.5) 
 
Progress/Update: 
 
Success in graduating and retaining students begins with the recruitment and pipeline of 
applicants, and successfully yielding and enrolling a strong cohort of students that meets the 
strategic goals of the University.  The University’s current Academic Plan calls for the expansion 
of the applicant pool and selectivity, strategically using aid to enhance the yield of high-
achieving students, and increasing the recruitment and yield of a diverse community. 
Understanding the importance of enrolling and retaining students to meet these goals, the 
University created the position of Vice Provost for Enrollment Management in 2008.  In the first 
few months of planning, it was determined that the University was lacking essential data related 
to the recruitment and retention of students. In 2009, while it was preparing to implement the 



	
   12	
  

Common Application, the University undertook an aggressive plan to create robust student data 
sets that integrated data from the admission application, financial aid and the FAFSA, 
Clearinghouse, and the University’s eCampus/Peoplesoft system.   
 
While the data were being gathered, cleaned and integrated, the University met with a series of 
consultants to discuss the issues of recruitment and retention of students. Several consultants, 
including Noel-Levitz, identified for the University opportunities and areas in need of 
improvement. The two main areas of improvement focused on undergraduate applications and 
the admission pipeline, and the need to enhance the strategic uses of financial aid in the 
recruitment and retention of students.  
 
Although there was an increase in undergraduate applications of over 20% from fall 2010 to fall 
2011, and acceptance of 1800 more applicants in fall 2011 compared with the previous year 
(15,299 vs. 13,484, respectively), the University failed to enroll the planned target number of 
out-of-state freshmen students for that year.  After analyzing the results, communicating with 
families, and comparing our data against competitors, the University learned a difficult fact – our 
financial aid packages were not competitive, despite an overall increase in financial aid from 
$45.2 million in FY2010 to $53.7 million in FY2011. To illustrate this, the University’s average 
out-of-state student discount rate was 18%. In comparison, our competitors’ averages were well 
over 30%, with some private schools in the 40-42% range.   In addition to struggling with the 
recruitment of students, the University’s retention analysis showed that out-of-state students 
were stating they were leaving due to cost, and the analyses showed that students with lower 
discount rates were leaving at record rates after their first year (further details are provided in 
Section 6 of this report on retention). 
 
When the University failed to meet its out-of-state class freshman class target in fall 2010, and 
with the findings that there was a correlation between discount rate and retention, as described 
below, the Vice Provost for Enrollment Management, on behalf of the enrollment management 
committee, approached the newly formed Strategic Budget and Planning Council (SBPC) to 
increase financial aid. After a series of meetings and presentations that illustrated the connection 
of aid to recruitment and retention, the SBPC recommended the allocation of additional aid to 
assist in the recruitment and retention of students. This is noted in the increase in financial aid 
from $53.7 million in FY2011 to $60.3 million in FY2012.  Prior to this increase, the University 
had increased aid, as noted above, from $45.2 million in FY2010 to $53.7 in FY2011. These 
additional allocations of aid were necessary to keep pace with increases in tuition and student 
need.  However, the increases had not been sufficient, especially in challenging economic times, 
to meet the needs of both incoming and continuing students; therefore, new aid allocations were 
used to support both continuing students and recruitment of new students. Currently, the fastest 
growing part of the University’s budget is financial aid, with grants and loans increasing from 
$41.2 million in FY2009 to $60.3 million in the FY2012, as noted in the Interim Report Forms 
for Standard 6, on Financial Aid and Debt.  In addition to grants and loans, the institution 
provides about $17 million in tuition waivers, graduate fellowships, and graduate assistantships, 
bringing total University aid close to $80 million for FY2012 
 
In addition to recognizing the correlation between discount rate and retention, we realized that 
the former strategies and policies of allocating aid had been too simplistic, based upon the 
formula that the amount of aid allocated to freshmen was related to the amount of aid freed-up 
from graduating seniors and retention loss, plus some additional allocations based on tuition 
increases. A new strategy was developed to meet the enrollment goals of the University, 
recognizing that the University needed to strategically award aid and reach certain discount rates 
in order to achieve its enrollment and net revenue goals.   Previous need and merit aid strategies 
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and policies based on GPA, SAT and rank criteria for merit aid, and FAFSA and expected family 
contribution for need-based aid were enhanced by the strategic use of the new enrollment and 
predictive model data sets. Use of these models has revealed the importance of connecting the 
appropriate aid amounts and strategies to the recruitment of students to help meet institutional 
targets and support student yield and retention. 
 
Predictive models were created in 2010 using five years of admission, financial aid, FAFSA, 
Clearinghouse and other data.  The University learned that aid, or lack thereof, was one of the 
main factors in yielding students.  In addition, the University discovered the value of various 
programs on campus. For example, more aid was needed to recruit students in certain majors and 
colleges than in others. Most importantly, the enrollment management team discovered that a 
more complex system of awarding financial aid – both need and merit – was needed.  To this end, 
the University created new need- and merit-based awards and formulas, and changed the 
amounts offered based on various strategic data from our internal and external competitive 
analyses.  The complexity of need- and merit-based awards has increased to over 40 aid 
packaging strategies and scenarios from under a dozen just a few years ago.   
 
The results of this work are quite positive: for fall 2011 and expected for fall 2012, the 
University has exceeded its new freshman enrollment targets despite a highly competitive market 
and challenging economic times.  For example, the University enrolled over 400 more out-of-
state students in fall 2011 as compared to fall 2010. From 2010 to 2011, the University also saw 
a 1% increase in students of color, and experienced increases in average high school GPA (from 
3.21 to 3.32) and SAT scores (critical reading and math from 1072 to 1087). The University has 
seen its selectivity improve – from accepting over 83% of its applications in fall 2010, to 
accepting approximately 77% in fall 2012. For the fall 2012, the University expects to exceed 
both its in-state and out-of-state freshman enrollment targets.   
 
With respect to financial aid and retention, from fall 2009 through spring 2010, the retention 
committee undertook a series of analyses to determine why students left, and where they later 
enrolled. The University looked at three main data sources to determine why students were 
leaving.  The first source, the University’s exit survey, is administered through 
Peoplesoft/eCampus and asks a variety of questions related to why students leave (academic, 
social, financial, personal reasons). From this survey, overall cost and financial aid were 
determined as the main factors identified as why students left.   We further tested this point by 
looking at the correlation between discount rate (institutional aid/cost of attendance) and student 
retention. Students with low discount rates were more likely to leave.  In fact, students with a 
discount rate of under 12% were leaving the University at startling rates – 40-50% depending 
upon the cohort year.  Finally, to further triangulate these results, the University looked at where 
students enrolled after leaving the University. Out-of-state students who left the University were 
not enrolled in elite, private schools but rather enrolled in their home state public institutions.    
 
In fall 2010, the University launched a pilot program to determine if retention of students 
receiving a low discount rate might be enhanced by increasing their financial support.  Students 
in this category were awarded additional aid for spring 2011, with the promise of keeping this 
additional aid in subsequent years provided that their need profile was consistent. As stated 
previously, the retention of students with a 12% or lower discount rate was less than 60%.  One 
year after launching this pilot program, the students who received additional aid mid-year were 
retained at an 80% rate – a dramatic increase from the previous year.  Overall first-year retention 
at the University is 82.3% for the fall 2010 freshman cohort, the highest it has been in the past 10 
years.  In-state first-year retention for the 2010 cohort is 87.2%, and out-of-state first-year 
retention is 76%.  Both in- and out-of-state retention have seen gains in recent years.  The overall 
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second-year retention is 72.5%, the second highest it has been in 10 years, with second year in-
state retention at 78.7% and out-of-state at 66.2%.  With better packaging and leveraging of 
financial aid from the recruitment phase, the University expects to see continued improvement in 
retention in upcoming years. 
 
Our new financial aid model recognizes that aid not only enhances access and availability for 
students, but if allocated strategically, also serves to meet revenue, academic quality, and 
diversity goals of the institution.  As such, URI has successfully transitioned to a strategic net 
revenue model for financial aid allocation that has helped us achieve and exceed our revenue, 
academic quality, and diversity goals, and has led to increased yield, retention, and revenue and, 
over the past three years, the highest enrollment in our history. 
 
The University recognizes that much work still needs to be done to stay competitive in today’s 
market.   The University of Rhode Island enrolls over 3,500 Pell Grant recipients, and despite the 
increases in aid, the University still has an overall student unmet need of over $75 million. With 
challenging economic times, waning State support, and increased scrutiny of the value of higher 
education, the University understands the essential strategic use of financial aid to meets its 
enrollment goals and foster student success and persistence. The University’s strategic plan with 
respect to enrollment calls for enhancing diversity, providing access, expanding the applicant 
pool, and enhancing the yield of high achieving students.  The strategic use of aid is essential to 
meeting these goals, and recent results indicate the University is moving in the right direction. In 
the upcoming year, the University seeks to expand its current use of predictive modeling to 
further enhance recruitment and retention efforts.  Financial aid packaging and policies must 
continue to evolve to meet the changing needs of the students, and to ensure that the University 
meets its enrollment goals. Because these strategies are in their initial years of implementation, 
there are not enough data to test the linkage of these new aid policies and strategies to the 
University’s graduation rates. The next data sets for analyzing the University’s success of 
strategies with respect to retention will become available after October 15, 2012.  
	
  
5. STANDARDS NARRATIVE 
 
STANDARD ONE: MISSION AND PURPOSES 
 
The institution’s mission and purposes are appropriate to higher education, consistent with 
its charter or other operating authority, and implemented in a manner that complies with 
the Standards of the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education. The institution’s 
mission gives direction to its activities and provides a basis for the assessment and 
enhancement of the institution’s effectiveness. 
 
MISSION STATEMENT (CURRENT)  
The University of Rhode Island is the State’s public learner-centered research university.  We 
are a community joined in a common quest for knowledge.  The University is committed to 
enriching the lives of its students through its land, sea, and urban grant traditions.  URI is the 
only public institution in Rhode Island offering undergraduate, graduate, and professional 
students the distinctive educational opportunities of a major research university.  Our 
undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, research, and outreach serve Rhode 
Island and beyond.  Students, faculty, staff, and alumni are united in one common purpose: to 
learn and lead together.  Embracing Rhode Island’s heritage of independent thought, we value:  
Creativity and Scholarship 
Diversity, Fairness, and Respect 
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Engaged Learning and Civic Involvement 
Intellectual and Ethical Leadership  
 
The Mission Statement of the University of Rhode Island remains unchanged from 2007.  It 
reflects the character of the institution, providing the basis upon which the University identifies 
its priorities.   In its 2007 evaluation, the Commission noted that there was a lack of connection 
between the Mission Statement and the University’s priorities and strategic plan at that time.   
There has been significant change in leadership and focus since 2007, and the current 2010-2015 
Academic Plan, the basis of strategic planning for the University, the Academic Vision, and the 
President’s Transformational Goals are all consistent with the 2007 Mission Statement.   
 
The Academic Vision of the University was created in 2009 following significant dialogue with 
administrators and faculty leadership.  It places the University as the “institution of first choice 
for students and faculty” and puts emphasis on innovation, interdisciplinary and collaborative 
learning and scholarship, diversity, social responsibility and global prosperity.  This new Vision 
aligns tightly to the University Mission as well as to the Academic Plan.  
 
STANDARD TWO:  PLANNING AND EVALUATION 
 
The institution undertakes planning and evaluation to accomplish and improve the 
achievement of its mission and purposes. It identifies its planning and evaluation priorities 
and pursues them effectively.  
 
This standard is addressed under Section 4, Focus Areas #1 and #2 of this report. 
 
 
 
 
STANDARD THREE:  ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNANCE 
 
The institution has a system of governance that facilitates the accomplishment of its 
mission and purposes and supports institutional effectiveness and integrity. Through its 
organizational design and governance structure, the institution creates and sustains an 
environment that encourages teaching, learning, service, scholarship, and where 
appropriate research and creative activity. It assures provision of support adequate for the 
appropriate functioning of each organizational component.  The institution has sufficient 
independence from any sponsoring entity to be held accountable for meeting the 
Commission's Standards for Accreditation. 
 
Article XII of the State Constitution gives the General Assembly the power to promote and fund 
public schools in Rhode Island.  The legal authority for the Rhode Island Board of Governors for 
Higher Education is set forth in Title 16, Chapter 59 of the General Laws of the State of Rhode 
Island and Providence Plantations (GLRI).  The Board is not directly a department of State 
Government but serves the State as a Public Corporation with membership appointed by the 
governor. 
 
As previously identified in this report under Section 4, Focus Area # 5, the Rhode Island General 
Assembly has voted to abolish the Board of Governors and the Board of Regents and to create a 
single Board of Education to be instituted in January 2013.  Until that time, the 12-member 
Board of Governors for Higher Education maintains jurisdiction over the University of Rhode 
Island, Rhode Island College, the Community College of Rhode Island, and the Office of Higher 
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Education.  The Office of Higher Education (OHE) is directed by the Commissioner for Higher 
Education and performs the administrative functions required by the Board.  OHE is organized 
into five units:  The Commissioner’s Office, Finance and Management, Academics and Student 
Affairs, Legal Affairs, and External Affairs.  OHE provides consistent contact with the three 
institutions. 
 
The currently constituted Board of Governors is relatively new, appointed by the Governor in 
2011.  Most of the current Board’s work is done through committees, some of which are new 
additions:  (1) Academic and Student Affairs, (2) Facilities, Finance and Management, (3) 
Personnel (4) Government Relations, (5) Personnel Review, (6) Quality, Continuous 
Improvement and Innovation, and (7) Student Advisory.  The committees meet with appropriate 
officers and groups from the schools to consider policy, programs, actions and budgets.   While 
final funding authority lies with the State legislature, the Board prepares and presents both an 
annual budget and a five-year budget for the Office of Higher Education and the three 
institutions. Importantly, the Board of Governors has authority with regard to tuition at the three 
institutions. 
 
An overview of the FY2012 administrative structure of the University is provided in the 
Organizational Outline, of the University Manual, Appendix D and reflects changes made to the 
organizational structure since 2007.  The administration of the University is hierarchical.  The 
President is the chief executive officer of the University, reporting directly to the Board.  He is 
supported in his management of the University by the Provost and Vice President for Academic 
Affairs, the Vice President of Administration and Finance, the Vice President of Research and 
Economic Development, and the Vice President of Student Affairs.  The President’s team is 
comprised of the Vice Presidents and the Director of Athletics, the Associate Vice President for 
Community, Equity, and Diversity, and the Director of Government Relations.  The latter two 
positions are new as of 2012.  A new position of Executive Director of Communications and 
Community Relations was approved by the RIBGHE in May 2012, in conjunction with the 
abolishment of the Division of Advancement and the Vice President for Advancement. This new 
position may also join the President’s team in the future.  Since 2007, there have been other mid-
level administrative changes, most notably within the Division of Academic Affairs as well as 
the appointment of a new Dean of the Graduate School.  
 
As previously identified in Section 4, Focus Areas #1 and #2 of this report, the President’s 
Strategic Budget and Planning Council (SBPC) and the Provost’s Joint Committee on Academic 
Planning (JCAP) were created in 2010 as complementary committees to provide a more effective 
mechanism for shared governance and institutional strategic planning and evaluation, as well as 
to address issues of academic planning and accreditation of the University.  The previous Joint 
Strategic Planning Committee was abolished at that time. 
 
The faculty maintain a critical role in assuring academic integrity and institutional policies 
related to the Mission of the University.  The Faculty Senate Executive Committee (FSEC) 
continues to serve as the coordinating body for all other Senate Committees.  The Chair of the 
FSEC serves on the SBPC and the Vice-Chair serves as the co-chair with the Provost on the 
JCAP.  Other members of the FSEC serve on the JCAP as well.  
 
Although focus on scholarship and teaching prevail with junior faculty, especially those seeking 
promotion and tenure, there is significant involvement of faculty in the shared governance of the 
University.  The annual Academic Summits have been well attended by faculty and highly 
successful in moving agendas forward.  The FSEC continues to encourage faculty participation 
in shared governance through committee and board involvement.  With the Provost, the FSEC 
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has instituted an annual Faculty Outstanding Service Award.  This recognition for University 
service is intended to showcase the importance of this aspect of faculty life.    
 
To further enhance faculty participation in University governance, the FSEC will work with the 
Provost and deans to encourage junior faculty to serve on at least one University committee 
during their pre-tenure career at the University and emphasize the value of service as a ‘well-
rounded’ and respected faculty member at the University.  
 
Student participation in the governance of the University continues to remain significant on 
many boards and committees of the University. The Student Senate is empowered to act in 
furtherance of its objectives in two major areas: recognition and funding of student organizations 
and direct University participation in policy-making.   The President of the Student Senate and 
the President of the Graduate Student Association are members of the Faculty Senate, JCAP and 
SBPC. 
 
The Alumni Association Executive Board sets policy for the Alumni Association and works with 
Alumni Relations staff to plan events and decide which initiatives to undertake.  Members of the 
Executive Board are nominated and elected annually by alumni.  With the elimination of the 
Vice President for Advancement, the Alumni Relations Executive Director will be a direct report 
to the URI Foundation President and will maintain operational responsibility for the Office of 
Alumni Relations, continuing to serve as Secretary to the Alumni Association Board. 
 
The creation of internal joint governance committees since 2007 (i.e., JCAP and SBPC) has 
enhanced faculty participation in University planning and budgeting processes.  These structures, 
as well as changes in top administrative positions, reflect the transformational goals of the 
President and those within the Academic Plan (i.e., increased emphasis on diversity and equity 
and institutional effectiveness through transparency, administrative streamlining, and ensuring 
that shared governance reflects shared responsibility between administration and faculty for 
attaining university goals and learning outcomes and the student experience).  
 
STANDARD FOUR:  THE ACADEMIC PROGRAM 
 
The institution’s academic programs are consistent with and serve to fulfill its mission and 
purposes. The institution works systematically and effectively to plan, provide, oversee, 
evaluate, improve, and assure the academic quality and integrity of its academic programs 
and the credits and degrees awarded. The institution sets a standard of student 
achievement appropriate to the degree awarded and develops the systematic means to 
understand how and what students are learning and to use the evidence obtained to 
improve the academic program. 
 
The University of Rhode Island’s Academic Plan guides the University’s investments in 
academic programs.  Four areas of strategic investment have been identified:  Liberal learning 
and scholarship in the 21st century; health and wellness; the environment and the green economy; 
and science and technology.   In addition, the Academic Plan emphasizes preparing students for 
a changing world through reinvigoration of the general education program, developing 
interdisciplinary courses and programs, enhancing experiential learning, boosting online learning 
technologies, and encouraging lifelong learning.  Strengthening global education is another goal 
in the Academic Plan relevant to Standard 4. We have made significant progress on each of these 
goals through the development of new programs and initiatives described below and have 
continued to build upon a strong program of student learning outcome assessment, described 
under Section 6 of this report.  Additionally, we have embarked on the development and 
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implementation of a comprehensive academic program review process, previously addressed in 
Section 4, Focus Areas #3 and #4. 
 
Undergraduate Programs 
 
Since 2009, as a result of an analysis of low enrollment programs, URI has eliminated and/or 
consolidated 31 programs.  In addition, through our efforts to streamline and rationalize the 
students’ pathways through their degree program, departments have identified practices and 
processes within each major that assist progress and/or remove obstacles for students to complete 
degrees within four years; determined unnecessary barriers for completing requirements in a 
timely manner as students transfer between majors; and developed advising opportunities that 
would help students in navigating these challenges.  Overall, this effort has resulted in reducing 
the number of credits required for graduation to 120 in most programs at the University, with the 
exception of a small number of accredited programs.  
 
In line with the strategic reinvestment goals in the Academic Plan, several new majors have been 
developed since 2007: Interdisciplinary Health Studies Program (BS); Medical Physics 
(combined BS in Physics with an MS in medical physics, in partnership with Rhode Island 
Hospital); Ocean Engineering Professional Practice Degree (combined BS and 
MS), Pharmaceutical Science (BS); Chinese Language (BA); Supply Chain Management (BS); 
and Cell and Molecular Biology with a biochemistry option (BS).  In addition, an 
interdisciplinary minor in Sustainability has been established, and workshops have been 
organized to assist faculty in infusing sustainability concepts and applications across the 
curriculum.  Currently, an interdisciplinary BA/BS in Environmental Studies and an 
interdisciplinary minor in Urban Studies are being designed.  
 
To strengthen global education, the new Chinese language major builds on the tremendous 
success of our International Engineering and International Business Programs. In addition, the 
URI Chinese Flagship Partner Program, supported by the Language Flagship an initiative of the 
National Security Education Program, has been established to provide an intensive 
undergraduate experience for students preparing for global careers. Students in the program (i.e., 
Flagship Scholars) earn a bachelor's degree in a chosen academic discipline (engineering, 
business, political science, textile and fashion merchandising, etc.) while working to achieve 
“superior” language proficiency in Mandarin Chinese (as defined by the American Council on 
the Teaching of Foreign Languages).  As a result of these initiatives, a number of URI students 
have traveled to China for study and internship experience.  A related globalization initiative is 
the establishment of a series of courses in English for non-native speakers through affiliation 
with the Associates in Cultural Exchange (A.C.E.).  This program permits promising 
international students with deficiencies in English to be conditionally admitted to the University 
and gain fully matriculated status once they have passed appropriate coursework in English.  
A.C.E. began offering courses in spring 2012.    
 
The University has placed strong emphasis on the teaching of science, technology, engineering, 
and math (STEM) disciplines. Faculty in the STEM disciplines have developed the URI 
Collaborative Explorations in Mathematics and Science Program (CEMS) initiative, which aims 
to enhance student interest and engagement, strengthen mathematical and computational thinking, 
and develop scientific reasoning and critical problem solving skills for students in the early 
stages of their college careers.  The Collaborative held its first conference in April 2012.   
 
With regard to interdisciplinary initiatives, the Harrington School of Communication and Media 
was founded with the goal of promoting interdisciplinary education in digital media, electronic 
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communication, journalism, writing, library and information science, film media, and public 
relations.  Under the leadership of the new director of the School, the faculty have been working 
to integrate the curriculum among six different programs and to develop new courses focusing on 
strengths in intercultural/global, health, environmental communication, social media, and digital 
information.  As mentioned previously, the Health Studies program is an interdisciplinary major 
that prepares students for non-clinical careers in public health, health education promotion, 
health services, and health-related research, and includes courses from Business, Kinesiology, 
Pharmacy, Nursing, Social Sciences, and Humanities.  Beginning its second year, over 130 
students are majoring in this innovative program. 
 
To support further development of interdisciplinary programs, the Cluster Hire Initiative began 
in 2012 as a result of collaboration among the Provost, the Faculty Senate Executive Committee, 
and faculty involved in planning the annual Academic Summit. The overall goal of the URI 
Cluster Hire Initiative is to “strategically invest in faculty in areas of extant and potential 
university strength and prominence, and further enhance the magnitude and impact of learning 
and discovery in areas critical to student learning and important to address contemporary and 
future societal challenges and opportunities. Cluster hires will enhance the magnitude and impact 
of URI research, scholarship, and creative work as well as academic quality and value in relation 
to the student experience.”  Specifically, the Cluster Hire Initiative will invest in 12 faculty hires 
in cross department/college interdisciplinary areas that reflect and strengthen the interests and 
expertise of existing faculty and focus on challenging, emerging, and relevant societal issues that 
transcend borders among disciplines.  It will also create new interdisciplinary and experiential 
learning opportunities and curricular offerings at the undergraduate and graduate levels.  Based 
on a competitive proposal process, four areas, one in each of the strategic themes of the 
Academic Plan, will be funded in fiscal year 2013: Islamic and Mediterranean Studies; Ocean 
Renewable Energy Programs at URI; E2S2 - Water: Engineering, Science, Economics, Society 
Collaborative; and Aging and Health: Promoting Wellness Across the Lifespan.  Depending 
upon funding, the University will seek to invest in cluster areas in future years as consistent with 
the Academic Plan’s strategic themes. 
 
General Education Program 
 
In order to inform the redesign of our general education program, we initiated a pilot program in 
2009 called the Grand Challenge Initiative to encourage and support full-time faculty in 
developing new interdisciplinary general education courses that engage first-year students and 
challenge them to explore multiple perspectives in areas of contemporary significance.  
Consistent with the objectives of general education, grand challenge courses provide students the 
opportunity to explore, question, and wrestle with current and complex issues of our world.  
These courses were originally paired with either a writing or communication course to support 
interdisciplinary learning and limited to 25 students or less.  In fall 2010, 524 students enrolled in 
28 grand challenge courses, including one 76-student large lecture course and one honors course.  
Faculty members were supported in the development of these courses by a series of workshops 
prior to the fall semester and through informal meetings during the semester.  This pilot program 
continued in fall 2011 semester when approximately 550 students took 30 grand challenge 
courses, including three honors courses.  For fall 2012, over 374 students are enrolled in 16 
courses.  Assessment of this program is described in Section 6 of this report.  
 
The University College and General Education (UCGE) committee of the Faculty Senate has 
been working since 2010 to revise the general education program at URI.  The Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee formally charged the UCGE committee to develop a program that would 
meet the accreditation requirements of NEASC; spread general education across all four years of 
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college education; work with all colleges and programs; allow for a mix of three- and four-credit 
courses; be “transfer-friendly;” and support dynamic, interdisciplinary courses to attract and 
engage students (modeled after the grand challenge courses).  The proposed general education 
curriculum that the committee is developing is centered on learning outcomes adapted from the 
LEAP Outcomes set forth by the American Association of Colleges and Universities, but also 
customized to the URI environment and aligned with the URI Academic Plan.  In May 2012, the 
Faculty Senate approved a list of institutional objectives and student learning outcomes for 
undergraduate general education.  However, progress has been slow on developing the structure 
of the new program and the transition plan, which will need Faculty Senate approval.   It is 
anticipated that the new program will be approved in the 2012-2013 academic year, with a 
transition to the new program beginning in fall 2013. 
 
Online Education 
 
Although the University does not offer any degree programs that are delivered fully online, the 
number of blended and fully online courses has increased substantially since the last 
comprehensive review.  In the 2011-2012 academic year, 139 online courses were offered, an 
increase of 44% since 2007.  We have had an increase of over 196% in web-facilitated courses 
since 2007 (i.e., courses that use one or more tools of the learning support management system, 
excluding fully online courses).   Academic areas with the largest number of online courses are 
Communication Studies, Library Science, Women’s Studies, Writing, and Psychology.  Our 
recently hired Director of Learning, Assessment, and Online Education is developing a strategic 
plan and institutional policies to ensure the quality and integrity of blended, online, and 
traditional face-to-face courses, as well as preparation programs to assist faculty and students 
participating in online learning course technologies.  All online courses are offered through Sakai, 
a secure, password-protected learning management support system.  In addition, all online 
courses must be approved by the Curricular Affairs Committee to ensure the quality, rigor, and 
relevance of proposed courses (Online course approval). 
 
Consistent with the Academic Plan, the University is supporting the development of online post-
baccalaureate certificate programs.  After conducting research on the skill, knowledge, and 
competency areas that the global economy requires of workers and areas of future business 
growth in Rhode Island, we are designing online post-baccalaureate certificates that will be 
accessible to Rhode Island residents (and beyond) to increase individuals’ employability and 
advancement in fields critical to the knowledge economy.  We currently have an online post 
baccalaureate certificate in digital forensics that began in 2007 (see Distance Education Data 
Form).  An online post baccalaureate certificate in cyber-security was approved by the RIBGHE 
in June 2012 and others in development or under consideration include lab automation, social 
media, sustainable business practices, and health care management.  
 
The Graduate Program 
 
In the past five years, major efforts have been undertaken to revitalize the Graduate School.  An 
important change has been the development of an aggressive, institution-tailored process to 
evaluate graduate student learning outcomes in all graduate programs, described in Section 6 of 
this report. 
 
In a separate but integrally related initiative, a systematic evaluation was developed and 
orchestrated to gauge the productivity and level of success of all graduate degree programs.  The 
outcome was the procurement and synthesis of data-rich Program Profiles that portray program-
specific metrics such as numbers and academic success of applicants, yield of acceptances from 
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applicants offered admission, numbers of funded versus unfunded students, and faculty 
publications in peer-reviewed journals (see Grad Retreat PowerPoint 2011 slides on the Graduate 
School website).  Many of these data had been available in the past, but were never coalesced 
into profiles depicting the levels to which programs succeeded in attracting, mentoring, and 
graduating graduate students.   
 
In order to develop a new mission and plan for the Graduate School, a day-long, off-campus 
retreat was held November 2011 to find ways to improve graduate education. Eighty-six chairs 
and graduate program directors participated in the retreat, which resulted in a renewed 
enthusiasm for the graduate mission and a myriad of possibilities now being crafted into a 
roadmap for the future of graduate education. 
 
Several Graduate School initiatives have been developed and completed in the last five years 
including increased efficiency through an improved admissions system, streamlined forms, 
processes and documentation, and improved communication through the School’s website and 
online newsletter. The cornerstone document guiding all graduate study, the Graduate School 
Manual, has also been extensively revised.  Improved mentoring of graduate students has been 
facilitated by the Graduate School through the design and offering of new workshops for chairs 
and graduate program directors, as well as new workshops for graduate students to provide in-
depth instructions on formatting requirements for theses and dissertations.  Students are 
encouraged to participate in the University-wide day-long program, Discovery @ URI, to 
showcase their research talents.  
 
While resources to support graduate education remain a challenge, the budget to support the 
competitive Graduate School Tuition Scholarships, Fellowships, and Diversity Awards program 
has been increased by 75%.  Also, an additional $2,000 has been secured for winners of our 
Excellence in Doctoral Dissertation Awards in the STEM and non-STEM disciplines.  Finally, a 
newly designed competitive grants initiative, the Enhancement of Graduate Research Awards 
program, has made $40,000 available to support graduate student research and preparation of 
quality grant proposals in each of the last two years. 
 
In our 38 master’s programs (161 tracks), 27 doctoral programs (115 tracks), 8 professional 
programs (15 tracks), and 11 certificate programs, applications rose from 1940 in 2009 to more 
than 2381 in 2012, an indication of growing interest in our graduate programs (see Interim 
Report Forms, Standard 6, Admissions).  In that same time span, students enrolled in master’s 
and doctoral programs increased by 4.6% (1258 to 1316) and 2.7% (633 to 650), respectively.  
Combining all post-baccalaureate degree students, enrollment increased 6.8% (2557 to 2731) 
from 2009 to 2012 (see Interim Report Forms, Standard 4, Headcount, Credit Hours).  All 
accredited graduate programs have met their accreditation standards and are in good standing, 
and several new degree programs were added in the last five years:  M.A. in Special Education; 
M.S. in Medical Physics; M.S. in Nurse Practitioner, with Acute Nursing option; Doctor of 
Nursing Practice; M.S. and Ph.D. in Interdisciplinary Neurosciences; dual degree in Master of 
Business Administration and Master of Oceanography; and a post-baccalaureate Certificate in 
Cyber Security.  In addition, the one-year MBA Program was completely redesigned this past 
year.   
 
A tandem of web surveys and focus group discussions were implemented to help develop 
strategies to further improve our success in recruiting and retaining graduate students in general, 
and underrepresented minority students in particular.  In fall 2011, underrepresented minorities 
made up 6% and 7% of all master’s and doctoral students, respectively.  However, in that same 
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semester, underrepresented minorities made up 11% and 13% of all newly admitted master’s and 
doctoral students, respectively, an upward trajectory we continue to promote. 
 
Initiatives for the next five years include:  creating a formal long-term plan to strategically 
increase the quality and growth of graduate education; refining the newly developed graduate 
student learning outcomes process; exploring new ways to incentivize an increase in graduate 
student research productivity; developing additional policies to minimize unproductively long 
time-to-degree durations; and continuing our efforts to become more proactive in every phase of 
graduate education. 
 
Integrity in the Award of Academic Credit 
 
The University continues to engage in systematic procedures to ensure the integrity of the award 
of academic credit.  Academic regulations appear in the University Manual and Graduate Student 
Manual.  Faculty Senate and University Committees share oversight of these regulations, with 
final changes approved by the President.  The University’s Academic Standards and Calendar 
Committee recently proposed legislation to change the course drop policy, which was approved 
by the Faculty Senate in March 2012 and goes into effect fall 2012 (University Manual, Section 
8.34.10).  The policy states that a course may be dropped through e-campus (i.e., URI’s online 
registration system) on or before the end of the third week of classes with no mark on a student's 
transcript.  Courses may be dropped through e-campus between the fourth and the end of the 
sixth week of classes and will be recognized on a student's transcript with a "W" (Withdrawal). 
After the end of the sixth week, a student may drop a course only in exceptional circumstances 
and only with authorization of the dean of the college in which the student is enrolled.  Such 
drops will also be recognized on a student's transcript with a "W" (Withdrawal). If the student 
has not dropped a course by the end of the withdrawal period (six weeks), the instructor must 
submit a grade. The rationale for this policy change is to encourage proactive academic behavior 
in terms of following through with a course selection after six full weeks of experiencing a class.  
The "W" mark will encourage students to make well-informed, responsible decisions concerning 
needed credits and required courses for graduation. The "W" also serves as a record, useful 
particularly for advising purposes, so that advisors can notice patterns of withdrawal and help 
students make decisions to keep them on track for a timely graduation. 
 
Academic regulations are in place for proposing and approving academic programs of study, 
courses, and awarding of credit, including review and award of transfer credit, study abroad, 
internships, independent study, service learning, and prior learning assessment (University 
Manual, Chapter 8, Academic Regulations).  Policies on academic integrity also appear in 
Chapter 8 of the University Manual (8.27.1—8.27.21) and the Student Handbook identifies 
honesty (including academic honesty) as one of cornerstone values within the community.  These 
regulations and procedures are communicated through the University Manual, Graduate Student 
Manual, Student Handbook, and the University Catalog, all of which are readily available on the 
University’s web site. 
  
Assessment of Student Learning 
 
URI has continued to strengthen institutional efficacy through learning outcomes assessment 
since 2007 through a focus on the continuous improvement of undergraduate and graduate 
academic programs. The University's Academic Plan has increasingly served as our guide to 
support the shift toward a learning-centered institution and a culture of measurable achievement.  
There are solid structures and initiatives in place to ensure that academic programs clearly define 
their goals for students and assess what students are actually learning as a result of their 
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education.  These data are used to foster student achievement by improving responses to 
identified patterns of weakness, enhancing academic quality, accountability and performance, 
and involving faculty in building communities of assessment practitioners.   Student learning 
outcomes assessment is addressed in Section 6 of this report. 
 
With regard to our academic programs, we will continue to develop innovative and relevant 
programs consistent with the thematic areas in the Academic Plan, while monitoring low-
enrollment majors for potential elimination.  By the next comprehensive evaluation in 2017, our 
new general education program will be in place and we will have increased the number of online 
courses and programs. 
 
 
 
 
STANDARD FIVE:  FACULTY 
 
The institution develops a faculty that is suited to the fulfillment of the institution’s 
mission. Faculty qualifications, numbers, and performance are sufficient to accomplish the 
institution's mission and purposes. Faculty competently offer the institution's academic 
programs and fulfill those tasks appropriately assigned them.  
 
The University utilizes a college-wide strategic reinvestment process to make decisions about 
hiring new faculty, which is described in Section 4, Focus Areas #1 and #2 of this report.  In 
addition, the University is planning to hire 12 new tenure-track faculty members in FY2013 
through the Cluster Hire Initiative, described under Standard 4, Academic Programs.  
 
Over the last four years, the University has employed a stable number of full-time tenure-track 
and clinical faculty, and lecturers even though there has been a reduction in the state 
appropriation over this time period as well as the impact of the latest recession (see Interim 
Report Forms, Standard 5, Faculty).  This was accomplished through the more effective and 
efficient allocation of resources based on our improved strategic planning.  In academic year 
2011-12, the University employed 702 full-time faculty that consisted of 601 full-time tenure-
track and clinical faculty and 101 full-time lecturers/instructors. In addition, 105 FTE of per 
course faculty also assisted in the deliver of the curriculum on the Kingston campus. During the 
academic year 2011-2012, the student faculty ratio on the Kingston campus increased to 15.6:1 
with an ultimate strategic management goal of 16:5:1.  (As a comparison the student-faculty 
ratios at other New England flagship research universities range from 18:1 to 21:1.)  Lastly, for 
academic year 2012-2013, we are searching for an additional 12 interdisciplinary faculty above 
replacements through a tenure-track faculty cluster hire initiative (discussed in Standard 4) that 
will result in a total of 615 full-time tenure-track and clinical faculty. 
 
The University has replaced its legacy Student Evaluations of Teaching (SET) Effectiveness 
system with the IDEA Center’s Student Ratings of Instruction (SRI) system.  After piloting the 
system for two semesters and training faculty in its use, the IDEA-SRI was fully implemented 
across the University in spring 2009 under the direction of the Joint AAUP-Board of Governors 
Committee on Student Evaluation of Teaching.  The IDEA-SRI allows instructors to select the 
essential and important learning objectives in their courses, and the students provide feedback on 
their learning progress on these objectives.  Students also provide evaluations of their own effort 
and motivation in courses, as well as their perceptions of the use of 20 teaching strategies.   The 
IDEA Center provides extensive analyses of the student evaluation data and provides instructors 
with recommendations for improvement.  The IDEA Center has a large national database of 
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comparative information from a variety of higher education institutions that permits comparisons 
across courses within an institution and across disciplines for all institutions in the database.  
Longitudinal analyses of course evaluation data are also provided to the University through the 
Group Summary Report.   
 
In its most recent Group Summary Report for fall 2011, the percentage of classes with adjusted 
ratings at or above the average of the IDEA database is 57% for progress on relevant objectives, 
56% for excellent teaching, and 47% for excellent course.  The IDEA Center suggests that, 
individually and when the three indices are averaged together, a percentage of 60 or higher 
indicates that teaching effectiveness is unusually high.  Although there is room for improvement, 
the University’s results have shown some strengthening compared to the spring 2010 averages of 
52% for progress on relevant objectives, 53% for excellent teaching, and 49% for excellent course. 
In 2011, the Faculty Senate’s Teaching Effectiveness Committee (TEC) surveyed the faculty on 
their confidence in administering the IDEA-SRI evaluations, interpreting the results, and how the 
results might be used to improve their teaching. The response rate was low, and the Faculty 
Senate will have a forum in fall 2012 to hold a general discussion of the IDEA survey.  The TEC 
has recommended that a representative from the IDEA Center be invited to the University to 
discuss the kinds of assistance and guidance that faculty need to effectively use the evaluations 
to improve their teaching. 
 
URI researchers submitted 679 proposals totaling $278,724,850 in FY2011 and were funded to 
the level of $95,790,159, the second highest total in the University’s history. FY2010 totals were 
higher but included $24,400,000 in American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds. 
Research funding has increased steadily since 2002 when it was $64,200,000. Most of the funds 
(85%) are from federal sources and about 10% from the State of Rhode Island. Research and 
development expenditures have increased steadily since 2002 when they were $53.4M to 
$102.6M in FY2011.  
 
The number of proposals submitted over the past decade has ranged from 602 in FY2002 to a 
high of 744 in FY2009, including a large number of ARRA-directed proposals.  The FY2011 
total was 679.  The total dollar amounts of proposals follow a similar trajectory with $175.6M in 
FY2002, $413.8M in FY2009 and $278.7 in FY2011. In 2011 the percentage of requested grant 
dollars, which were received, reached a record high of 33% (Division of Research and Economic 
Development, Annual Report FY2011). 
 
The University of Rhode Island has had a collective bargaining agreement between the RIBGHE 
and the URI Chapter of the AAUP since 1972.  Over the past decade, the administration and 
faculty have successfully negotiated collective bargaining agreements that have provided both 
parties with contractual security and have allowed the University to attract, maintain and enhance 
the quality of the faculty appointed at the institution.  
 
The more recent collective bargaining agreements consisted of salary increases of 2.5% on 
January 1, 2008, 2.5% for academic year 2008-2009, and 3% for academic year 2009-2010 
during the economic recession that severely impacted higher education and faculty salaries 
across the nation.  This was followed by a one-year contract extension for fiscal 2011that did not 
include a salary increase.  At the commencement of the negotiations for a new three-year 
contract covering 2012-2014, the RIBGHE approved the administrative team to negotiate up to a 
3% salary raise in each of the three academic years for a total of up to 9%.  Total raises equaling 
9% over three years, an increase in medical premium co-share by faculty as well as 
improvements in the tenure and promotion process and an improved post tenure review process 
were tentatively agree upon by both negotiating teams in March 2012.  Subsequently, the 
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RIBGHE failed to approve not only the collective bargaining agreement with the AAUP, but 
other tentatively agreed upon contracts as well.  This action by the RIBGHE was taken even 
though there was clearly stated strong support from President David Dooley, Provost Donald 
DeHayes and other members of the senior leadership team at the University to approve the 
contract.  In response, the URI Chapter of the AAUP has legally challenged the RIBGHE failure 
to approve the tentatively agreed upon contract.  As of this writing, the Rhode Island Labor 
Board has not yet ruled on this issue.  While salary offers to new faculty hires are competitive on 
a national basis, average existing faculty salaries tend to be lower on a comparative basis with 
the other New England Public Flagship Universities due to salary compression.  Approval of this 
contract is important in remaining competitive for attracting and retaining faculty. 
 
In December 2010, the RIBGHE ratified the first collective bargaining agreement with the part-
time faculty at the University of Rhode Island.  The contract includes provisions for salaries, 
teaching assignments performance evaluations, discipline, and grievance procedures. 
 
STANDARD SIX:  STUDENTS 
 
Consistent with its mission, the institution defines the characteristics of the students it seeks 
to serve and provides an environment that fosters the intellectual and personal 
development of its students. It recruits, admits, enrolls, and endeavors to ensure the success 
of its students, offering the resources and services that provide them the opportunity to 
achieve the goals of their program as specified in institutional publications. The 
institution’s interactions with students and prospective students are characterized by 
integrity.  
 
Since 2007, taking account of the changing needs of our student population, URI has made a 
number of enhancements to the campus environment to support the intellectual and personal 
development of students.  With respect to Standard 6, the University community continues to 
meet and exceed NEASC standards. 
 
The University has implemented a series of initiatives to enhance the recruitment of 
undergraduate students.  The first was a campus-wide branding initiative that led to the creation 
of the tag line, “Think Big, We Do.” Prior to this initiative, the University had a series of 
inconsistent and confusing sets of logos, brands and messages.  With this initiative came the 
creation of many new marketing pieces, including new brochures and videos that focused on 
stories of students and faculty. These value-added stories, pictures and testimonials focused on 
experiential education, service learning, research and connections with faculty, and the solving 
of “big,” real-world issues. For the first time, the University had a clear, consistent message in 
marketing and recruitment that connected to the University’s academic and strategic plan.  In 
addition to branding, the University chose to move to the Common Application in fall 2010.   
This move allowed the University to enhance its overall applicant pool and increase applications, 
while strategically joining over 350 colleges and universities, many of whom are our direct 
competitors.    
 
The admission staff has grown to include more full time professionals through the conversion of 
temporary positions into permanent ones.  Since 2007, we have hired four nine-month permanent 
admissions officers, some of which possess greater bi-lingual communication skills.   We have 
been broadening our recruitment efforts by traveling to large cities such as Milwaukee, Chicago, 
Baltimore, Washington DC, Arlington, Philadelphia, and others cities in Maryland, New York, 
New Jersey, and Connecticut, presenting multiple programs for guidance counselors, as well as 
doing some additional recruitment travel (college fairs/or and high school visits) to Florida, 
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California, and Colorado.  Admissions programs have expanded and become more diverse in 
their delivery, marketing and target audiences.  For example, we have added weekly on-campus 
information sessions offered by the colleges of Business, Engineering, Pharmacy, Nursing, and 
Environmental and Life Sciences, with occasional sessions by the departments of Education and 
Textiles, Fashion Merchandising, and Design.  We have done special telephone outreach to 
applicants of color, sent targeted communications (emails) to parents of applicants, and attended 
a special annual college fair for GLBT students in the greater Boston area.  We have expanded 
the number of early outreach programs we offer by hosting numerous groups of middle school 
students for tours and information sessions on campus.  In addition, we have incorporated 
student speakers and video in our daily admission information sessions, and continuously 
improve our web site based on feedback from applicants, parents, and guidance counselors.  
Sophisticated need and merit based financial aid modeling methods have been employed in the 
last three years, leading to more predictable admission yields in addition to improved socio-
economic, racial and gender diversity in our applicant pool. 
 
Through the recruitment efforts of the Admissions Office and the implementation of the 
Common Application, URI continues to attract high quality students to the institution. We have 
increased first-year applications by almost 24% since 2009 while increasing our selectivity (i.e., 
77% acceptance rate in 2012 compared to 82% acceptance rate in 2009) and increasing SAT 
scores from 1077 to 1087. The majority of the increase in applications was seen in out-of-state 
applicants, who are vital to the success of the institution. This increase is very encouraging given 
the demographic decline in the number of high school graduates, especially in the northeast 
where URI typically draws most of its students.  Feedback on the move to the Common 
Application from families and students was positive as it made it easier to apply to URI.  The 
technological move to the Common Application was seamless, with strong support from 
information technology and a collaborative effort to make it work from the entire undergraduate 
admission team.  For fall of 2011 and 2012, the University’s applicant pool has continued to 
grow in both in and out-of-state applications.   The University had expected a first-year bump in 
applications with the implementation of the Common Application. We are pleased to see a 
sustained increase in applications for the subsequent years and attribute this to a variety of the 
aforementioned strategic initiatives.  
 
Additionally, the percentage of students of color in the freshman class has increased from 15% in 
2009 to 18% in 2011. For fall 2012, the University continues to see a growth in applicants of 
students of color, with over 20% of the students self-identifying as students of color. This is a 
positive sign for the University, and an opportunity to capitalize upon to help the University 
achieve its goal of becoming a more diverse and inclusive community. 
 
With regard to graduate students, the University has engaged in a number of initiatives to 
improve graduate recruitment and enrollment.  Under the leadership of a new Dean of the 
Graduate School, four major advancements have been made to improve the recruitment, 
retention, and graduation rates of graduate students.  First, the Graduate School has utilized the 
software package Hobson’s ApplyYourself to streamline the application, faculty review, and 
communication of decisions in the graduate application process.  Second, the Graduate School 
has worked to create a community of scholars through academic and social support mechanisms.  
The 2011 Graduate Student Retreat and the GradShare initiatives have provided both a face-to-
face and internet-based opportunity to bring the graduate community closer together.  Third, the 
Graduate School has hired a Director of Graduate Recruitment and Diversity Initiatives.  This 
critical position has resulted in increased and improved diversity-related programming including 
International Education Week, minority-focused funding opportunities, and the active 
participation in the Northeast Alliance for Graduate Education and the Professoriate.   Fourth, the 
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University has committed to the creation of funds to reduce out-of-state tuition differentials 
enabling programs to attract a wider pool of students and better match student skill sets with our 
academic programs. These efforts have resulted in a 23% increase in applications and 4% 
increase in enrollment since 2009. 
 
In looking to the future, the University understands the increasing competition for traditional 
undergraduate students and the changing, diverse landscape of the population in the United 
States.  The University’s Academic Plan calls for an increase in students of color and 
international students.   To enhance our ability to recruit international students, the University 
signed a partnership in fall 2011 with A.C.E. – the Associates in Cultural Exchange. One of the 
main goals of this program is to offer English learning training to international students with the 
hope of enrolling them in the University following their language proficiency courses. A.C.E. 
offers non credit-bearing English language training courses for undergraduate students that have 
been conditionally accepted to URI. The first small pilot cohort began in spring 2012.  We hope 
to expand this to include graduate students as well in the near future.  
 
The Provost has also created a position entitled Special Assistant for Global Strategies and 
Partnerships focused on advancing and integrating on-campus global education and experiences. 
In addition, the Global Steering Committee made up of faculty from throughout the University 
has been created to help shape our global strategy and agenda and to assist our students in 
becoming global citizens. To further enhance international recruitment, additional strategic 
partnerships are being formed, guided by review and input from the Global Steering Committee.  
The University continues to offer both short and long-term study abroad programs, and these 
programs currently number in excess of 200 in over 60 countries. 
 
Supporting the transition of first-year students from high school to college requires having a 
clear understanding of their academic, social, and personal needs and being able to provide 
interventions for at-risk students.  To address these needs, we are using MapWorks data to guide 
both individual interactions (increase instructor/advisor connection with students) and for 
understanding aggregate student data (changes in student profiles, grades, dean’s list-probation-
dismissal metrics, early alert tracking, etc.).   
 
Using these data we are able to strategically address student needs in and out of the classroom 
through such initiatives such as URI 101 (i.e., first year seminar), Early Alert (i.e., referral for 
faculty, staff or other students when concerned about a student’s well being), Learning 
Communities (i.e., shared classes around majors), Living Learning Communities (i.e., 
homogenous housing around majors), PASS (i.e., Program for Academic Skills and Success), 
Grand Challenge courses (i.e., freshmen only courses, interdisciplinary in function, and focus on 
current issues), and common reading experiences.  Links to these initiatives can be found on the 
University College’s website.   To better support student progress through their program of study 
to a timely graduation, the Provost appointed a university-wide advising steering committee in 
January 2011 to design a comprehensive plan that would provide best practice recommendations 
for advising students, from admission to graduation.   These initiatives are discussed in more 
detail under Section 6 of this report. 
 
The Division of Student Affairs finalized a five-year strategic plan in 2010. This plan has 
continued to support a number of initiatives undertaken prior to 2007 while setting a vision for 
improved support of our students.  For example, the division continues to develop its learning 
outcomes assessment processes.  Housing and Residence Life is in its third year of utilizing 
EBI’s residence life survey to compare outcomes to peer and national institutional results.   A 
new development that came out of the strategic planning process was the creation of the 
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Department of Civility Education to focus on issues related to hazing, bullying and disrespectful 
campus behavior.  Under the leadership of our new President, a new Office of Community, 
Equity, and Diversity was created and will be led by a recently hired Chief Diversity Officer 
(CDO).   (This office is described in greater detail in Standard 11.) 
 
Facilities improvements have supported students’ residential and co-curricular experiences.  
Scheduled to open in 2012, Housing and Residence Life will welcome 429 students into a 
LEED-certified building.  The Athletics Department is currently completing construction of a 
new Athletic Support Center.  In 2009, a new baseball stadium was completed.  A multi-million 
dollar indoor track was completed in 2012. This facility serves Intercollegiate Athletics as well 
as the entire campus community.  In addition, the University has entered into the process of 
securing bids for a Fitness and Wellness Center with a projected opening in 2013.  A stand-alone 
GLBT Center is also slated for completion in 2013.  The final major project is the expansion of 
our on-campus dining facilities to accommodate the almost 6000 residential students. 
 
The safety and wellness of our students have also been areas of focus since the comprehensive 
review in 2007.  In addition to the passage of off-campus jurisdiction policies, the institution has 
changed student conduct policy to establish the standard of level of “proof” being preponderance 
of information rather than clear and convincing evidence in judicial cases.  Our Student Health 
Services operation continues to be accredited and provide exceptional support for our students.  
Similar to national trends, Recreation Sports has grown to more than 20 intramural seasons and 
12 club sport teams.  Eight light intramural fields are scheduled to be in use by fall 2012.  URI’s 
alcohol and drug prevention programs continue to support our students, as does the Counseling 
Center.  In 2011, the University joined the National College Health Improvement Project, which 
is a 32-school consortium that collaborates for the purpose of finding strategies to reduce binge 
drinking and its harmful effects. 
 
The Office of Career Services has changed its name to the Office of Career Services and 
Employer Relations and established a new Assistant Director of Employer Relations to manage 
and serve a growing population of employer contacts, now numbering over 5000.  With Alumni 
Association support, two half-time Alumni Career Advisor specialist positions were created, 
providing free career counseling for URI graduates.  Each year, the office hosts about 400-500 
employing organizations for on-campus events and reaches 5000-6000 students in programs and 
classroom presentations.  To better assist our students in seeking employment opportunities upon 
graduation, the University established RhodyNet as a centralized 24/7 career, job, and internship 
management tool for students and alumni in 2007.  This service permits students to make career 
counseling appointments online and to utilize social media and mobile devices to access job, job 
fair, interview and internship information.  After the introduction of online scheduling, student 
career advising appointments increased by 100%.  The Office also conducts two surveys of 
students.  One is a snapshot survey of potential graduates on their future plans and the other is a 
survey of recent graduates six months after leaving URI.  The latter survey particularly follows 
up on employment and further education.	
  
 
Consistent with our Academic Plan, the University is committed to providing the services and 
programs that will continue to enhance academic quality and value, as well as prepare our 
students for success in a changing world, that includes focus on building global opportunities and 
an equitable and inclusive campus climate.   
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STANDARD SEVEN:  LIBRARY AND OTHER INFORMATION RESOURCES 
 
The institution provides sufficient and appropriate library and information resources.  The 
institution provides adequate access to these resources and demonstrates their effectiveness 
in fulfilling its mission.  The institution provides instructional and information technology 
sufficient to support its teaching and learning environment. 
 
In its 2007 report, the Commission found that, “For a university with a diverse and significant 
number of Ph.D. and masters degree programs, the small and declining [library] collection is a 
concern.”  The report noted that “URI is substantially lower than many of its comparator 
institutions in staffing and collections,” and that “the campus would benefit from setting a 
strategic direction for the library with related financial planning to support the library’s mission 
and activities.”  
 
Five years later, the URI Libraries still lag behind peers in expenditures and acquisitions, with a 
total library budget of $6.74 million and a materials budget of $3.41 million in 2011/12. 
According to the latest data from the Association of College and Research Libraries, in 2011 
URI’s total library budget was 65% of the median budget of peer institutions. Total library 
materials expenditures per student FTE at URI were $199.43, compared with a peer median of 
$518.19 (ACRL Peer Comparison for University of Rhode Island Libraries, 2007-2011). 
 
In 2008 and 2009, the library canceled a total of $646,215 in serials subscriptions when all units 
of the University were required to make deep budget reductions.  After a 20% decrease in library 
materials expenditures in 2009, from 2010 to 2012 the library’s materials budget has increased 
by an average of just over 5% per year (Serials Expenditures Summary). While this increase is 
less than the rate of inflation in serials prices, through strategic reallocation of funds and 
partnerships with consortia, the library has been able to acquire a number of large journal 
packages. As a result, the total number of subscribed journals has increased from 20,079 in 2007 
to 33,787 in 2012, an increase of 68%.  
 
In 2007, the Commission commended URI for being ahead of most of its peers in providing 
Information Literacy (IL) instruction; however, it identified shortcomings in the library’s support 
for the instruction needs of students in upper division courses and in the assessment of shorter 
instruction sessions. Since that time, the University Libraries have expanded IL instruction and 
its assessment. Library faculty continue to teach credit-bearing IL courses as part of the 
University’s General Education program. Additional instruction is provided for over 9,000 
students annually in both face-to-face and online modalities for most programs at the University. 
Outreach to the University has been expanded by embedding instructional user guides in the 
Sakai learning management system, by publishing a regular Instruction Services newsletter, by 
offering a series of instructional seminars for the university community, and by continuing the 
annual Issues of the Information Age forum.  
 
The library is developing incremental, scaffolded, assessable IL instruction programs for the 
College of Engineering and the Women’s Studies Program. Assessment procedures and methods 
have been developed for all programmatic IL instruction including URI 101 freshmen seminar 
classes, introductory Writing courses, the Engineering program and the Talent Development pre-
matriculation program. Instruction librarians are working on developing authentic assessments of 
“one-shot” IL sessions taught by librarians in their subject liaison areas. With support from an 
internal URI Provost technology grant, the library is developing “InfoRhode,” a series of online 
modular IL tutorials that can be used individually or in combination; these will be embedded in 
online courses and the library web site. With support from the Provost’s Office via the Student 
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Learning Outcomes, Assessment and Accreditation office and a Davis Educational Foundation 
grant, the library is piloting an information literacy rubric to be used for assessment of 
information literacy university-wide. 
 
The library’s digital initiatives have also grown since 2007. In 2008, the Special Collections Unit 
established a digital media center that digitizes items on demand and generates a small revenue 
stream. In 2012, the library hired a Digital Initiatives Librarian to provide leadership in the 
management of the library’s institutional repository, DigitalCommons@URI, and to provide 
leadership and vision for the development of additional digital library services.  
 
In its 2007 report, the Commission commented that the library building was very well used and 
that the physical environment was good, though dated. Since then, the physical environment of 
the University Libraries has improved. In spring 2009, the Pell Marine Science Library moved 
into the top floor of the Ocean Science and Exploration Center, a newly constructed $15 million 
building on the University’s Narragansett Bay Campus. That same year, the main library in 
Kingston was dedicated as the Robert L. Carothers Library and Learning Commons, and in 2012 
an $850,000 renovation of the north portion of the first floor of the library into a learning 
commons was completed. To better meet student needs, the main library’s hours were extended 
to 2:00 am on Sundays through Thursdays.  
 
Progress has also been made in setting a strategic direction for the library, though new funding 
models for library support are still in development. The Academic Plan 2010-2015 includes the 
library under multiple goals. It calls for the development and support of collaborative learning 
spaces within the library that support active learning and student access to faculty and academic 
support; the development of a comprehensive and collaborative plan for the library inclusive of 
the University community and potential other institutional/organizational partners, including 
exploring potential new sustainable/alternative funding models, exploring new models of 
delivery of services which best meet future needs of students, faculty and the community, and 
finalizing a vision and plan for the new learning commons; the development of the 
DigitalCommons@URI platform into a showcase of research for the purposes of preservation, 
sharing, and promotion of URI research; and assuring the availability of library resources in 
support of research. 
 
Following from the Academic Plan’s call for the development of a comprehensive and 
collaborative plan for the library, the Provost called for the formation of an institution and 
statewide committee to create a vision for the “library of the 21st century.” This committee was 
formed in spring 2011 and in November 2011 hosted a forum on the future of URI library 
services. A report from the committee based in part on input from the forum was released in 
April 2012.  
 
In its 2007 report, the Commission wrote, “The library has seen a decline in the number of 
personnel since the last NEASC visit from 66 to 52.” In 2012, total library staff has declined 
further to 43.5, a number significantly below average staffing levels at comparator institutions. 
The library has adapted to decreased staff through reorganization. In 2009, the Serials Unit and 
the Monographic Acquisitions and Copy Cataloging Unit were merged into a unified 
Acquisitions Unit. That same year, the Circulation and Reserves Units were combined into a 
single service point. After a 2012 renovation of the Circulation area, Interlibrary Loan was also 
moved to this space. Since 2009, the hiring of part-time reference librarians has allowed full-time 
library faculty to continue teaching credit-bearing information literacy courses.  
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In the area of instructional technology, the University’s Information Technology Services (ITS) 
division has made a number of accomplishments since the Commission’s report.   As described 
under Standard 8 of this report, ITS has received over $3.5 million in grants from NSF, NIH, and 
DOE to improve connectivity. ITS has also implemented the Sakai open source courseware 
management system; made over $1 million of hardware and software upgrades and renovations 
to general use classrooms in support of technology-based instruction; and contracted with 
Google to provide students with Gmail accounts that remain operational after graduation.  
 
These improvements were achieved despite the fact that ITS’s budget has declined since 2008 
and is now at the same level as it was in 2004. The ability to support growing levels of hardware 
and software with inadequate operational and maintenance funding is a challenge, though 
staffing levels remain the largest concern.  ITS would need to add nine staff to match our next 
ranked peer institution and forty to match our peer average.  Implementation and support 
problems will grow if one-time capital IT expenditures continue to rise without commensurate 
increases in operating and personnel budgets to support them.  
 
Despite budgetary and staff limitations, the Universities Libraries continues to serve the needs of 
the academic community.  Future initiatives as outlined in the Library Vision Report focus on 
continuing to build on our strengths in information literacy instruction and the development of 
learning and scholars’ commons, while exploring ways to preserve, disseminate, and protect 
intellectual and creative content through the digital commons and open access initiatives. 
 
STANDARD EIGHT:  PHYSICAL AND TECHNOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
The institution has sufficient and appropriate physical and technological resources 
necessary for the achievement of its purposes. It manages and maintains these resources in 
a manner to sustain and enhance the realization of institutional purposes.  
 
Operations and Management 
 
In 2008, the units within the former Safety and Risk Management operation were combined with 
Police, Security, Communications, and Parking Services to form a new Department of Public 
Safety and Emergency Management. The Risk Management and Insurance functions now report 
directly to the Assistant Vice President for Business Services.   The purpose of this new 
organization was to provide a more efficient and effective streamlined operation that enhances 
the ability to provide a safe and secure environment that supports the delivery of quality 
academic programs at the University of Rhode Island. These units form the basis for protection, 
prevention, fire and life safety and compliance with legal and environmental practices at the 
University.   
 
In addition, since 2007, the University has appointed an Industrial Hygienist in Public Safety to 
test for and address matters involving environmental health and safety as well as issues 
pertaining to working conditions on the University’s campuses.  It has also established as an 8th 
unit of Public Safety, an Office of Emergency Management and Homeland Security.  In order to 
maintain data integrity and mitigate the risk of compromised systems, an Associate Director of 
Information Security and a Senior Information Technologist were also hired. 
 
The Dean of the Graduate School of Oceanography has had responsibility for the Narragansett 
Bay Campus facilities providing direct management oversight for 46 buildings and the grounds, 
as well as the oceanfront pier and research vessel operations at the Narragansett Bay Campus. 
There are discussions underway at this time with the University’s Facilities Services Department 
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that could shift the management of facilities maintenance and housekeeping functions to the 
Kingston campus-based unit.    In addition, the Vice President for Administration and Finance 
oversees the Ryan Center and Boss Arena that are maintained jointly by Facilities Services and 
an arena management firm, the contract for which is coming up for competitive bidding. 
 
Planning and Oversight 
 
The Facilities Finance and Management subcommittee of the RIBGHE augments the Board’s 
oversight of URI’s Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP), which is primarily supported by 
general obligation bonds, institution-sponsored revenue bonds, state general revenues, and 
federal and/or private resources.  The process for development and implementation of the CIP is 
described in Section 4, Focus Areas #1 and #2 of this report.  
 
The University continues to receive state funding support for the University’s Asset Protection 
Program, a planning and funding program that serves to preserve the condition and function of 
the University’s general fund which supports facilities and infrastructure. Annual appropriations 
are sought as part of the CIP submission with funding derived from the state-supported Rhode 
Island Capital Fund (RICAP). In FY2012, the University experienced a favorable boost in its 
RICAP support from the State.  Over $7.0M was received in contrast with the $5.3M in FY2011. 
The recommended RICAP Asset Protection appropriation for FY2013 for the University 
suggests that the $7.0M will be supported as a new baseline, with a further increase to $7.2M 
next year. The University’s auxiliary enterprises are responsible for similar capital investments 
in their respective facilities with funding derived from their relevant student fee-supported 
budget resources.  
 
Developments 
 
Since 2007, upgrades to classrooms have continued on all three campuses, including installation 
of LCD projectors and Internet access- both wireless and wired.  The Kingston, Narragansett and 
Providence campus have all received classroom technology upgrades from $5.8M in state funds 
that supported URI’s NOMAD (New-Order, Multi-model Advance Design) learning space 
project. Each campus received lecture capture systems, digital annotation systems and Crestron 
electronic switching systems, as well as new whiteboards, furniture, flooring and electrical 
upgrades. Kingston also received problem-based learning systems, audience response systems 
and an Instructional Technology Center where faculty can learn to use the advanced equipment 
without being in front of a roomful of students. A complete database of installed media in all 
classrooms is available at http://hdwiki.uri.edu/index.php/Category:Classrooms. In addition, 
Information Technology Services provides a guide to faculty and students wishing to utilize the 
available classroom equipment and media. 
 
During the past five years the Champlin Foundations has funded the creation of the Digital 
Production Resource Center (DPRC), and in conjunction with the NOMAD project, also funded 
the Instructional Technology Center (ITC). Both of these facilities support faculty in the creation 
and use of rich media. The DPRC offers eight powerfully configured Mac workstations with a 
variety of software to create media.  It also contains a 3D rendering farm and Avid professional 
HD video editing station. The Champlin Foundations also funded an upgrade for the TV studio 
with digital cameras and switching console.   
 
By collaborating with other departments, Media & Technology Services was able to secure three 
sources of federal funding to make vast improvements in the University’s network backbone and 
wireless network.  Approximately $940,000 from the Department of Energy, $750,000 from 
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INBRE (NIH) and $1.2M from EPSCoR (NSF) provided enough funding to run approximately 
43.5 miles of 72-strand fiber to connect key University campuses. About 500 access points were 
also installed to bolster the University’s Wi-Fi network. This network infrastructure not only 
allows more of existing voice, data and video traffic, but it also enables researchers to send 
massive data sets to the high performance computing cluster at Brown University.  
 
These improvements provide the infrastructure that will allow URI to meet its bandwidth needs 
for at least the next five years. The electronics that power the fiber optic backbone can be 
upgraded to provide sufficient capacity for at least the next 20 years.  There has been installation 
of new phone and video conferencing systems with 1300 phones cut over to the new Cisco VoIP 
based system, and approximately 2,500 more are expected to be cut this summer.  The University 
has also made an investment in a Cisco/Tandberg videoconference system that will be integrated 
with the new phone system this summer.  
 
The University will continue to upgrade classrooms with digital technology to accommodate HD 
projection and ever-changing mobile devices. In addition to classroom technology, tools to 
support online and experiential learning will be a priority, as well as systems to store and assess 
evidence of learning.   Other important IT tools that will be a priority in the next five years 
include federated ID services and systems that enable disparate groups to build trust relationships 
so they can securely and efficiently collaborate online. 
 
The University continues to advance fire safety improvements in its residential, major assembly, 
and general business occupancy. Using a $12.5 million federal American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) grant from the US Department of Education, in addition to $18.5 
million in student fee supported revenue bonds addressing residential, dining and student union 
buildings, planning and construction began on four major fire safety projects in spring 2011. 
Projects to be completed this summer include the athletic complex, Chafee Social Science Center, 
Carothers Learning Commons and Library, and the Fine Arts Center - Phase I.  Also completed 
with ARRA funding were 14 Building Alarm upgrades.  
 
There are several major projects that have been completed or projected since 2007, including 
new facilities and expansions of academic, residential and dining facilities and infrastructure.   
These projects are detailed in Appendix G:  Update on Physical Resource Projects.    
 
STANDARD NINE:  FINANCIAL RESOURCES 
 
The institution's financial resources are sufficient to sustain the quality of its educational 
program and to support institutional improvement now and in the foreseeable future.  The 
institution demonstrates, through verifiable internal and external evidence, its financial 
capacity to graduate its entering class.  The institution administers its financial resources 
with integrity. 
 
State Funding 
 
The general election of 2010 brought a new administration to the Governor’s office, which began 
its tenure beginning in January 2011. In February 2011, the new Governor submitted his FY2012 
budget proposal to the Rhode Island General Assembly which suggested general operating 
increases of $9.8 million for the Rhode Island higher education system of which there was a $2.3 
million increase for the University of Rhode Island. The General Assembly gave final approval 
to a smaller increase of $2.9 for the Rhode Island higher education system and $1.1 million for 
the University. This modest increase in support for the system and URI stopped the previous 
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trends of reductions in state support for higher education and URI. The following provides a six-
year summary of the state support for the general operating fund (E&G Fund) of the University. 
 
FY2007 $82,471,177 
FY2008 $74,896,525 
FY2009 $62,192,731 
FY2010 $56,784,303 
FY2011 $56,618,919 
FY2012 $57,773,316 
FY2013 $57,624,557 
 
Financial Condition 
 
The University’s financial resources have continued to be sufficient to support the operation and 
mission of URI. Since the 2007 comprehensive study, the University’s assets have continued to 
increase. The independently audited financial statements for the most recent 10 years (FY2002 -
2011) can be found at http://www.uri.edu/controller/financial_reporting.html.  
 
The University’s FY2011current assets, $125.44 million, exceed current liabilities, $51.85 
million, by $73.59 million. This is substantially more than the $32.4 million differential reported 
in the 2007 Study and demonstrates a continued improvement in the University’s financial health. 
Additionally, the total assets continue to improve. The total net assets in 2007 were $213.06 
million and in 2011 it was $382.47 million. The total asset increase of $169.41 million was 
largely due to investment in capital improvements ($123 million) but there was also a very 
significant increase in the unrestricted net assets from $19.99 million in 2007 to $67.46 million 
in 2011, a 337% increase. The unrestricted net assets provide a reasonable reserve fund for 
unexpected expenditures and it is another indicator of the University’s improving financial 
condition. Despite credit rating agency concerns for the State of Rhode Island financial picture, 
credit rating agencies, Moody’s and Standard and Poors, have rated the University A1/Stable and 
A+/Stable, respectively. 
 
Physical Condition 
 
The Division of Administration and Finance developed a new three year strategic plan (2012-
2014) that identifies goals and actions intended to more closely align the physical work on 
campus to the educational goals and mission of the University. The University now integrates the 
Capital Improvement Plan and financial planning system, instituted a centralized database for 
current and future CIP projects in planning or design (Capital Improvement Program Access 
Database) and has developed a criteria-based evaluation method for weighting the relative 
importance and merit of new capital projects in relation to the University’s Academic Plan and 
strategic goals, fully exercising the new methodology.  
 
The University continues to address deferred maintenance on campus through a combination of 
capital improvement projects and asset protection activities. The deferred maintenance continues 
to range from $400 – 425 million, which is the same level as in 2007.  
 
STANDARD TEN:  PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 
 
In presenting itself to students, prospective students, and other members of the interested 
public, the institution provides information that is complete, accurate, timely, accessible, 
clear and sufficient for intended audiences to make informed decisions about the institution. 
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The University continues to present itself to stakeholders in terms consistent with those 
described under Standard 10. The University publishes complete information online and in print 
publications, including the catalog and brochures. All materials, in all forms, are vetted to clearly 
and accurately present the institution's mission, objectives, educational outcomes, admission 
requirements, as well as policies and procedures. Information about the student body, campus 
settings, and academic and other resources available are well documented and available online. 
 
Information about the cost of education is published in all sources. The amount of debt upon 
graduation as specified in 10.11 is published in section H5 of the Common Data Set. To provide 
a more informative picture of student indebtedness, inclusion of this information in appropriate 
publications is under consideration. 
 
Since the 2007 comprehensive evaluation, the University's successful institutional branding 
process has enhanced its position and ability to serve its many constituents. Developed and 
implemented in 2008, the brand has become the foundation for ongoing, university-wide, 
integrated marketing and communications. As a result, images, messages, and information 
presented to constituents -- in all print and electronic forms -- are more consistent and more 
accurately depict the university's offerings. The branding process has produced a clearly defined, 
long-term identity and image that is consistent with diverse stakeholders. 
 
As part of the branding process, and in keeping with technology used by constituents, the 
University enhanced its use of social media venues like Facebook™, Twitter™ and YouTube™ 
to provide official, timely and accurate information about academic, program and administrative 
developments and more. Growth in the use of such tools and university-wide website 
improvements are expected to continue. 
 
STANDARD ELEVEN: INTEGRITY 
 
The institution subscribes to and advocates high ethical standards in management of its 
affairs and in all of its dealings with students, faculty, staff, its governing board, external 
agencies and organizations, and the general public. Through its policies and practices, the 
institution endeavors to exemplify the values it articulates in its mission and related 
statements. 
 
The University of Rhode Island continues its dedication to promoting a high degree of 
institutional integrity.  The University upholds its commitment to high ethical standards as 
demonstrated through a number of existing initiatives and policies including the "URI 
Cornerstones" (value statements developed by the Quality of Student Life Committee) and the 
continued work of those associated with the John Hazen White Sr. Center for Ethics and Public 
Service, a center that was created in 1994 to promote discourse, education, and scholarship on 
ethical issues and the character of service in public life.  

With the inclusion of new initiatives, the University remains committed to strengthening the 
diversity of students and faculty as evidenced in the Academic Plan (Goal V: Ensure an 
Equitable and Inclusive Campus Community) and President Dooley's Transformational Goals 
(Goal 4: Build a Community at the University of Rhode Island that Values and Embraces Equity 
and Diversity), which are incorporated into the introduction section of the Academic Plan.  
Further, new positions and processes were established within the Division of Research and 
Economic Development that reinforce the integrity and objectivity of our research and 
scholarship. 
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Community, Equity, and Diversity 
 
One of the major goals of the University of Rhode Island's academic plan and vision is to be an 
exemplary community built on a foundation of diversity and equity. A number of key diversity 
initiatives have been developed and implemented at URI over the last four years.  
 
The Director of Affirmative Action, Equal Opportunity, and Diversity was appointed in January 
2011 after serving in the interim position since 2007.  The Director serves on a number of URI 
committees, including the Equity Council and the President’s Commission on the Status of 
Women, and continues to provide leadership to the campus and state communities concerning 
matters related to equity and affirmative action. A new Assistant Director was also appointed in 
fall 2012. The Affirmative Action Office was reorganized to report under the area of Community, 
Equity, and Diversity. 
 
After a period of interim appointments since 2010, a new Associate Vice President for 
Community, Equity and Diversity has been appointed to commence at the end of August 2012. 
The responsibilities, among others, of the Chief Diversity Officer include supervision of the 
Women's Center, Multicultural Center, LGBT Center, the Bias Incident Response Team, and the 
Office of Affirmative Action and Equal Opportunity.  
 
A new structure of commissions was implemented in fall 2012, which constitute a formal 
University infrastructure of committees at the university-wide, divisional, college and 
departmental levels devoted to community, equity and diversity. The President and the Chief 
Diversity Officer support this wide network of diversity organizations, which enable the 
University to fully integrate its efforts to promote community, equity and diversity at the 
University. While many of these organizations function autonomously, the Chief Diversity 
Officer communicates and collaborates with these committees as liaison for the President to 
ensure that all initiatives undertaken serve the overall accomplishment of strategic university 
diversity goals.  The commissions include: The Equity Council, the Commission on the Status of 
Women, the Commission on LGBTQ, and the Commission on the Status of Students, Staff, and 
Faculty of Color.  The commitment to community, equity, and diversity extends beyond the 
commissions to the divisions, where each has a division-wide committee as well as college wide 
committees in the division of Academic Affairs. A comprehensive listing of the Diversity 
Councils, Commissions and Committees comprehensive can be found at the following website: 
http://www.uri.edu/diversity/email.html 
 
Towards furthering the Academic Plan goals for equity and diversity, the Diversity Task Force in 
Academic Affairs recently advanced the URI LGBT Faculty Fellows Initiative.  The LGBT 
Faculty Fellows program is a series of professional development workshops designed to increase 
the LGBT competency of faculty members.  The workshops provide faculty members with the 
tools to create classroom environments that are inclusive of LGBT people, perspectives, and 
issues. The LGBT Faculty Fellows program includes a series of five workshops over the course 
of the 2012-2013 academic year focused on LGBT cultural competency, inclusive pedagogy, and 
best practices in LGBT inclusion.  As part of the program, Fellows will construct a personalized 
action plan for LGBT inclusion in their own courses. 
 
Research 
 
New Online Institutional Review Board (IRB) Submission Process  
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A new online Institutional Review Board (IRB) submission process, IRBNet, was adopted in 
June 2010.  IRBNet is a secure web-based software management system for reviewing and 
managing human subjects research proposals. To address the policies and procedures of using 
human subjects and animals in research, the University began collaboration with the 
Collaborative Institutional Training Initiative (CITI) Program.  The CITI training provides 
research ethics education to the University faculty who conduct research with human subjects 
and in the use of animals in research.  
 
Assistant Vice President for Intellectual Property and Commercialization 
In 2011, the Division of Research and Economic Development hired an Assistant Vice President 
for Intellectual Property and Commercialization. A revised and well-vetted (by faculty and 
administration) policy on intellectual property was approved at the Faculty Senate meeting 
during fall 2011 semester. Additionally, a policy on conflict of interest regarding intellectual 
property is provided to help faculty identify potential conflicts and procedures while protecting 
the integrity and objectivity of the University community.  Both of these policies are clearly 
communicated on the Division of Research and Economic Development website. 
 
6.  ASSESSMENT, RETENTION, AND STUDENT SUCCESS 
 
In this section, we have focused on the following two issues:  assessment of student learning 
(The Academic Program, 4.48– 4.54) and measures of student success, including retention and 
graduation (Students, 6.5– 6.9). 
 
6b.  Assessment of Student Learning (The Academic Program, 4.48– 4.54) 
 
Description: What is the institution doing in the area(s) selected for discussion? 
 
The Academic Plan (2010) serves as a guide for the University’s work in developing sound 
policies, structures, and initiatives for supporting student learning.  The Academic Plan includes 
goals and actions that align with the University’s mission and vision as a learning-centered 
institution. We have advanced our efforts in the assessment of student learning through various 
initiatives, including building a strong learning outcomes assessment program, participating in 
the National Study of Student Engagement (NSSE), the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts 
Education (2006-2009), and the Wabash 2010 Study (Wabash 2.0) (2010-2013).  In addition, the 
University participates in the Voluntary System of Accountability Program and the national 
Teagle-funded Great Lakes Colleges Association Study Abroad Project.  Further, we have 
secured external resources through a second Davis Educational Foundation Grant (“Evidence to 
Initiative,” 2010-2013) that links assessment results to faculty development.   
 
The Office of Student Learning, Outcomes Assessment and Accreditation (SLOAA) established 
in 2006 serves as the main resource for the support of learning outcome assessment activity 
within the institution.  The institutional commitment to assessment is evidenced by the increase 
in staffing of the office through the recent hiring of a Director of Learning, Assessment and 
Online Education with oversight for the office of SLOAA.  The Office also has a full-time 
Assistant Director of Assessment, a part-time faculty graduate program Assessment Coordinator, 
a part-time clerical support staff, and a graduate student. URI maintains a strong, collaborative 
relationship with the OHE and the Board through an informal committee of assessment 
personnel at the three Rhode Island institutions of higher education.  These representatives meet 
regularly to share ideas and resources, and to discuss a shared understanding of what our students 
should know be able to do, regardless of the institution in which they are enrolled to enhance the 
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transferability of students within the State.  In addition, the OHE has provided funding for a 
graduate student to support assessment at the three institutions.  
 
SLOAA has developed sound structures and initiatives to assist faculty in clearly defining their 
goals for students and assessing what students are actually learning as a result of their education.  
Methods for tracking and reporting assessment activity have improved and research efforts to 
promote data-based initiatives have increased.  Accountability for assessment has also expanded, 
and the University-wide Learning Outcomes Oversight Committee (LOOC) is now well 
established with the defined role of ensuring that effective assessment activities are an integral 
part of program self-examination and improvement. The LOOC is a joint committee of the 
President and the Faculty Senate, composed of faculty, staff and administrative representatives, 
that provides ongoing support to SLOAA. The LOOC successfully established and gained 
approval of a set of institutional assessment policies in April 2010. The policies, which were 
approved by the Office of the Provost and the Faculty Senate, and endorsed by OHE, define 
University-wide assessment expectations and establish explicit responsibilities for the 
assessment of learning outcomes for general education, undergraduate, graduate and non-
academic programs.  The policies also delineate reporting expectations and cycles. Full-scale 
implementation of all aspects of the policies in academic programs is nearly complete.  The 
coordination of efforts to assess certificate, co-curricular and nonacademic programs is on the 
horizon as we look for synergism among the many student experiences at URI.  
 
As of June 2012, three rounds of undergraduate assessment have been completed, with 100% of 
undergraduate programs and General Education reporting full cycles of assessment. Each report 
examines student work, highlights patterns of strengths and weaknesses, and culminates in 
recommendations for changes to improve student learning.  In 2010, graduate program directors 
began discussions about assessment with the Graduate School to develop a faculty-driven 
process to improve graduate education learning outcomes.  Four strategically selected programs 
representing both accredited and non-accredited degree offerings (i.e., Communication Studies, 
Human Development and Family Studies, Mechanical, Industrial, and Systems Engineering, and 
School Psychology) served as pilots to test and refine an assessment process that would be both 
meaningful and manageable.  This pilot group was then expanded to seven, including three 
additional programs (Clinical Psychology, English:  Writing & Rhetoric, and English:  Literature 
and Culture), which ultimately shaped an assessment process that has been vetted widely among 
faculty and has received support of and approval by the OHE.  By June 2014, all graduate 
programs will be phased into the assessment process with the initial development of an 
assessment plan, creating programmatic goals and learning outcomes, a curricular map and an 
assessment timeline, and by June 2015, will be actively reporting on assessment activities.    
 
A cohort-based, staggered reporting cycle has been developed to integrate undergraduate and 
graduate reporting into one assessment process. This reporting framework, supported by the 
Office of the Provost, the Graduate School, OHE, the Faculty Senate (February, 2012) and 
LOOC creates a sustainable assessment process across all academic programs, encourages 
faculty engagement in meaningful work, and allows for time to implement and evaluate 
interventions. The framework respects the structure of departments where it is often the same 
faculty who are responsible for assessment at the undergraduate and graduate level, and 
acknowledges the uniqueness of programs, particularly at the graduate level. By 2015, the 
staggered reporting cycle will be fully implemented across all academic programs, satisfying 
continuous assessment and reporting.  
 
In 2007, URI joined the Wabash National Study of Liberal Arts Education, a longitudinal study 
that uses multiple tests, scales and surveys to investigate critical factors that affect the outcomes 
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of a liberal arts education. Over 1800 URI freshmen comprised two cohorts (fall 2007 and fall 
2008).  In spring 2011, approximately 300 seniors and 4th year students from the first cohort 
returned to complete the surveys.  In March 2012, 200 seniors and 4th year students from the 
second cohort completed the surveys.  Data from the first cohort (freshman, fall 2007 - senior, 
spring 2011) was just made available in July 2012. While a thorough analysis of the change data 
is planned, we are excited that a preliminary review indicates statistically significant growth in 
critical thinking as measured by the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP) set 
of standardized tests.  The change data within these cohorts, reflecting experiences from first 
year to fourth year, will provide invaluable information because they have also been linked to 
institutional data (such as GPA and retention indices) throughout the student's four-year 
experience, and can be disaggregated by college and major for further exploration.  
 
The University continues to participate regularly in the National Survey of Student Engagement 
(NSSE) to collect data on freshmen and senior perceptions of their college experience.  The 
Wabash Study identified twelve of the many NSSE questions as correlating with gains in deep 
learning.  Results of the analysis (discussed in more detail in the next section under “Findings”) 
indicated some clear trends of improvement over the last decade, broadly reflecting the level of 
effort being made by the University to enhance student learning through a variety of initiatives.  
The results also point to areas where we need to focus increased efforts to enhance student 
learning. 
 
URI also participates in The College Portrait program, through the Voluntary System of 
Accountability (VSA) providing NSSE data, institutional data, and the standardized test and 
written versions of the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency Analysis (CAAP) from 
our two freshmen and senior Wabash cohorts, to measure gains in critical thinking.  Wabash 
change data is expected in 2012. 
 
In 2009, URI joined the national Teagle-funded Great Lakes Colleges Association Study Abroad 
project. The pre and post online surveys are designed to capture student growth on a number of 
variables related to the development of a multicultural perspective as a result of studying abroad.  
The Academic Plan calls for exposing students to opportunities to develop cultural awareness 
and a respect for diversity, and the study abroad program provides a unique immersion 
opportunity.  There are a variety of program options available to students.  However, with 
multiple leave/return dates for students, it has been a challenge to engage students in the post-
return survey. We are eager for the results, expected fall 2012, and will use them in conjunction 
with data on diversity from NSSE and the Wabash subscales to provide useful insight into 
student perception and development on issues of multiculturalism and diversity.   
 
While we continue to grow the infrastructure to support sustainable assessment, we also make 
use of external resources to advance this work. In 2010, the Davis Educational Foundation 
awarded URI its second Davis grant to support assessment. The proposal, “Evidence to 
Initiative: Improving Student Learning Through Faculty Development at the University of Rhode 
Island,” outlines goals for the three-year, $296,811 grant, and links directly to the Academic Plan 
supporting the enhancement of academic quality and value through investments in teaching and 
scholarship, creating faculty development initiatives rooted in data, and expanding a culture of 
achievement promoted by faculty-student engagement.  Initial work supported by this grant has 
included the development of a pilot program to inform revisions in the general education 
program (i.e., the Grand Challenge Initiative) and an Online Faculty Fellows Program to develop 
faculty expertise in creating online course.  This coming year, we are rolling out an Assessment 
Fellows Program.  This program will support faculty and departments in implementing 
recommendations from the most recent round of assessment reporting by identifying how 
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changes in the curriculum will be implemented, what student work will be examined and the 
criteria used to evaluate this work, and the expected effects of the intervention on student 
learning.  
 
2.     Findings: What has the institution learned in the area(s) identified and how has it used or will 
it use the results for improvement of the academic program and services for students? How will 
the findings be used in internal and external communication? Include data and evidence, and as 
appropriate, refer to the E and S forms. 
 
We have approached the important work of assessment of student learning through multiple 
avenues, as described above to create a rich warehouse of data.  In this section, we summarize 
what we have learned by measuring the outcomes of these initiatives and how we are using this 
learning to improve our assessment process and academic programs. 
 
Student Learning Outcomes Assessment 
With regard to our program of learning outcomes assessment, summary data from URI’s third 
round of reporting indicate the variety of changes that have improved student learning (see E1a – 
Graduate; E1a – Undergraduate; E1b – Graduate; E1b – Undergraduate; S3 – Graduate; S3 - 
Undergraduate).  Highlights of evidenced-based program changes made to improve student 
learning, and the evaluation of the effects of some of the interventions indicate how the quality 
of assessment work has improved.  We are just entering a phase of routinely evaluating the 
impact of changes.  Specifically, this improvement is reflected in faculty applying a greater 
variety of assessment methods, the use of college and program-level assessment committees, and 
the greater level of faculty commitment to assessment. Patterns of weakness typically revealed 
during the assessment process are in the areas of curriculum (e.g., course sequencing, 
prerequisites, and program delivery), pedagogy, and/or the assessment method or process. 
Recommendations for change provide a key focus for follow-up during future rounds of 
assessment, and faculty are held accountable for implementing interventions and measuring their 
efficacy. When faculty report weakness in their assessment process, they are usually 
recommended to use standardized and objective evaluative tools, increase their sample size, and 
to look across sections or courses to focus on programmatic, not course-level, outcomes 
achievement. Faculty are guided to evaluate direct, authentic sources of student work, as opposed 
to relying on indirect measures or more traditional proxy indicators of program health and 
student success (e.g., grades, GPA, graduation rates).  
 
Since 2011, subcommittees of trained LOOC members work with the SLOAA Office to review 
assessment reports and provide constructive feedback and guidance to programs. This process of 
peer review allows for more authentic feedback from faculty peers, and results in the 
development of assessment “experts” within the committee and across the institution.  Fair and 
constructive feedback on assessment reports has been instrumental in helping to develop better 
assessment processes.  The narrative feedback form that was used to evaluate reports from the 
second round of assessment (2009-2010) was replaced by a feedback rubric during the recent 
third round (2011-2012). The rubric is completed individually by reviewers, discussed during 
group evaluation, and summarized by SLOAA, which provides the feedback to programs with a 
rank-level designation that corresponds to comprehensiveness of the report.  The new structured 
feedback has been well received, and often prompts additional conversation and action. The 
SLOAA assessment website provides the reporting form, rubric for faculty to review in advance, 
and guidelines and criteria to help faculty create a successful plan or report.  
 
The assessment website remains the primary vehicle for making our commitment to assessment 
transparent and providing accessible resources and information for faculty. It is continually 
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updated and improved in response to faculty needs and campus assessment activities. All 
assessment reporting information and resources are posted, including links to individual program 
outcomes; however, actual program reports and data are not public at this time.  Program 
assessment materials are maintained on a URI server and retained in hardcopy. Since 2009, all 
past and current program assessment reports, documentation, and feedback have also been stored 
on an external site, PBWiki, Inc., an online collaboration tool.  This process was shared with 
RIBGHE and then adopted statewide, providing one central repository of content available to 
RIBGHE, SLOAA and LOOC.  The "Wiki" site has proven to be an invaluable organizational 
tool as well as a strong analytical instrument. By tagging key words in reports, we can sort by 
outcome, student artifact, or course level of assessment. Preliminary analysis has revealed, for 
example, that 100% of our programs have learning goals that include content knowledge in their 
discipline, 89% have a critical thinking outcome, 81% oral and written communication, 55% 
have a teamwork outcome, and 50% include diversity outcomes.  This tool provides 
opportunities to conduct macro-level analyses of assessment trends across the institution and can 
lead to efficiencies of scale in designing faculty development programs.  
 
Wabash and NSSE Results 
To date, we have received results from Wabash on first-year students who entered URI in fall 
2007 and fall 2008, and as of a few weeks ago, longitudinal results comparing 2007 first-year 
cohort data to 2011 senior year data. In examining the data for 2007 and 2008 freshman cohorts, 
our students made small improvements in critical thinking and moral reasoning in their first year.  
Similar to students at other large institutions in the study, URI students declined slightly or did 
not change on outcomes such as leadership, need for cognition, well-being, political and social 
involvement, and openness to diversity and challenge in their first year.  Although our students 
reported a decline in academic motivation over the first year, this decrease was smaller, on 
average, than that of students at other large institutions.  As indicated earlier, based on a 
preliminary review of the longitudinal data just obtained, critical thinking scores (as measured by 
CAAP) of seniors have significantly improved since the first year.  In the next several months, 
we will be examining the longitudinal data in more detail.  Thus far, the Wabash data are 
conclusive on one point:  the variation of student experiences within the institution is far greater 
than the variation of experiences across institutions.  We have added student focus group data to 
uncover what is meant by the "URI student experience" to find out why some students report 
receiving a high degree of good experiences and others do not.  We need to increase the 
opportunity for all students to have a comparably rich undergraduate experience, and these data 
provide both baseline and benchmarks with peer comparisons to spark conversations about 
pedagogical and institutional changes that would promote gains in achievement.  Faculty have 
shown great interest in learning more about these data and will be provided opportunity to share 
and interpret the results. 
 
More recently, URI was accepted to participate in the Wabash 2010 Study (Wabash 2.0), a three-
year commitment in which the focus shifts from gathering data, to creating a model for using 
data to make changes.  In conjunction with Davis Grant goals, URI identified three project areas 
(online student engagement, information literacy, and interdisciplinary learning) that would link 
to faculty development initiatives to improve student learning. The analyses of the projects are 
underway, direct and indirect data have been collected, and many changes have already been 
made.  For example, in the information literacy assessment project, we found that 65% of 
students are “approaching expectations” (rather than “meeting” or “exceeding” expectations) 
regarding the ability to “use and format citations and references correctly.” Therefore, instructors 
are learning and beginning to make changes in how they address this issue in their courses. 
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With regard to NSSE data aggregated from surveys in 2002, 2005, 2007, and 2011 for both first-
year and senior students, we are making moderate progress in enhancing students’ deep learning 
skills, particularly in the areas of analysis, integration, and application during the college 
experience (NSSE Deep Learning Items Report for 2002-2011).  However, there is little change 
between first-year and senior students in reflective learning.  Further, results show that deep 
learning skills have improved more among first-year students over the past decade than among 
seniors.  Along with the Wabash and program learning outcomes data, we are examining the 
implications of NSSE results for making curricular improvements in programs that focus on 
these skills. We are pleased to note that our students report experiencing a high level of enriching 
educational experiences (e.g., internships, community service, independent study, capstone 
experiences, etc.) across their college experience at levels that exceed our peer institutions 
(NSSE 2011 Benchmark Comparison Report).  Our recently created Office of Experiential 
Learning and Community Engagement will serve to increase these learning opportunities for our 
students. 
 
General Education  
The responsibility for ensuring the assessment of the General Education program currently lies in 
the intersection of the academic programs offering general education courses, the University 
College and General Education (UCGE) Committee, the Subcommittee for the Assessment of 
General Education (SAGE), LOOC and SLOAA. Since 2006, SAGE has taken full responsibility 
for doing this work (General Education 2011-2012 Assessment Report) which has become 
increasingly challenging since the Academic Plan called for a renewed general education 
program which, "...assures relevance in preparing students for the future...."  In 2009, a strategic 
decision was made to transition to a new general education curriculum, so an assessment project 
undertaken by SAGE in 2008 was discontinued due to the anticipated redesign of the program by 
2013.  The revision of the program began with the introduction of a three-year pilot initiative, 
Grand Challenge (GCH) courses, which were instituted in fall 2009.  This program aligns with 
the Academic Plan, and calls on experienced faculty to collaborate and develop creative 
interdisciplinary courses that focus on real-world issues of global concern.  Assessment was built 
into the program to measure student learning through the achievement of general education and 
GCH outcomes as evidenced in student work, student experience surveys, and faculty focus 
groups and surveys.  These assessments indicated that students in these courses felt more 
personally connected to their instructors and to their fellow students; had increased interest in the 
“grand challenges” addressed in the courses; and would recommend the course experience to 
incoming students.  Students also recommended improvements in integrating the 
interdisciplinary aspects of the experience.  The review of assignments and student work 
revealed that assignments were creative, challenging, and problem-focused and, importantly for 
first-year student learning, provided a high degree of scaffolding to build student competency 
and confidence in doing the work. 
 
Many improvements were made during the second year of the GCH pilot program as a result of 
the analysis of the multiple sources of feedback, including the development of a faculty 
mentoring program and designing workshops on learning assessment, pedagogy, scaffolding 
assignments, and rubric development.  The same sources of evidence have informed changes for 
the third year of the pilot program which ends in the 2012-2013 academic year, and is providing 
helpful insights for the development of the new general education program.  Meanwhile, our 
students continue participating in the existing general education program, and assessment 
remains a priority to ensure continued program effectiveness. To that end, SAGE has 
recommended focusing short-term assessment on broad college competencies that will continue 
to be addressed in the new program (e.g., writing, communication, quantitative literacy).  Work 
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has begun to develop common rubrics for use across disciplines to provide a meaningful 
contribution to the development of the new general education program.  
 
Davis Grant Initiatives 
The Davis Educational Foundation Grant awarded to URI in 2010 supports investments in 
faculty development based on evidence provided by student learning outcomes assessment, the 
scholarship of teaching and learning, and efforts to promote faculty-student engagement.  
Assessment has led to targeted faculty development initiatives in alternative instructional 
techniques, modifications to curriculum and prerequisites, innovation in methods of course 
delivery, and other changes believed to improve student learning and success. Examples of 
programs that have participated in these efforts include Writing and Rhetoric, Public Relations, 
and Gender and Women’s Studies, among others.  On May 2, 2012, an Assessment Showcase 
was held to celebrate grant-funded assessment work at the undergraduate level.  The grant is 
concluding its second year, and the results of various initiatives have already been used to guide 
changes in programs (including the Grand Challenge program described above) and create 
workshops on topics of curricular redesign, instructional design, and pedagogy to help faculty 
increase the degree to which students are exposed to high impact practices that enhance learning.  
One example has been the development of an Online Faculty Fellows Program that was offered 
in summer 2011 and again in expanded form in summer 2012.   The goal of the initiative was to 
create a community of practitioners to support online learning pedagogy, innovation, and future 
mentoring efforts to expand online learning programs.  Assessment of this program is currently 
underway and results will be used to develop faculty training programs as well as student 
orientation programs for effective online learning.  Implications for policy and practice for 
distance learning at URI will also be informed by what we learn from these experiences. 
 
3.  Appraisal and Projection: What is the institution’s own evaluation of its success in the 
selected area(s)? What plans does the institution have for further work in the area(s) selected or 
in any of the three areas above? 
 
Multiple sources of funding are used to build capacity in student learning outcomes assessment, 
support faculty engagement, and foster faculty development. Internal and external funds have 
been used for faculty stipends, conference and webinar sponsorship (e.g., AAC&U, NEASC, 
NEEAN, SAKAI, ELI, AAEEBL), topical workshops on general education assessment and 
graduate assessment and planning, the development of evaluation tools, and the promotion of 
initiatives in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SoTL).  Mini-grant funding for graduate, 
undergraduate and general education assessment has exceeded $75,000 since 2007.   Although 
financial support has increased, and faculty increasingly value assessment, a level of concern still 
exists among faculty regarding the value of this work to the institution. For many, workload 
issues pose barriers to greater participation in program assessment, and even the most dedicated 
faculty feel conflicted with regard to the institutional value of this work compared to that of other 
teaching, research, and service performance expectations.  Faculty time is continually stretched, 
and a clearer message about the professional value of this work needs to be communicated.  As 
the benefits of assessment grow, so should the value placed on the time it takes to engage in 
quality assessment.  Some departments have already begun leading this charge by providing 
course release, sharing work in committees, or by explicitly requiring assessment efforts for 
advancement within the department.  In addition, measuring the progress of program level 
assessment is included in the metrics for evaluating progress on the Academic Plan. 
 
We continue to face a real challenge of organizing and disseminating data to colleges and faculty.  
The data need to be meaningfully and reliably interpreted and presented in ways that faculty will 
find useful and will benefit their understanding and application, and from which they can make 
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improvements to increase student achievement.  We also need to find effective ways to share 
assessment methods and results across departments to identify areas of strengths and weaknesses 
in student learning at the institutional level, develop best practices in assessment, design relevant 
faculty development programs to build competency in assessment practice, and further 
strengthen the commitment to assessment and focus on student learning. 
 
Specifically, the following initiatives are being considered in advancing future progress in 
student learning outcomes assessment:  

• Assessment will continue to need institutional resource allocation (financial, 
technological and instructional) where indicated to drive data analyses and effect 
program improvement.   

• Learning outcomes will become a tangible part of the student experience as they proceed 
through courses and programs.  As a result, students will be able to monitor their 
attainment of learning goals and be confident in demonstrating achievement. 

• Programs with varied modes of course delivery (e.g., online, face-to-face and blended 
courses) will develop an assessment focus to ensure levels of learning regardless of 
delivery modality.  

• Revisions in the general education program are being driven by a consideration of a 
coherent and measurable set of eleven expected learning outcomes that are consistent 
with the National Leadership Council for Liberal Education and America’s Promise 
(LEAP), including cross-disciplinary knowledge, skill competencies, personal and social 
responsibilities, and the application of knowledge to solve complex problems 

• The culture of assessment will be broadened and deepened through targeted faculty 
development and training initiatives.  At the program and institutional level, the 
University has the traction necessary to continue to grow and develop in assessment. In 
2009, a Survey of Department Chairs revealed that, overall, chairs acknowledge and 
support the value of continuous programmatic student learning outcomes assessment 
within their departments.  This survey will be repeated in fall 2012 and we expect to see 
improvements since many faculty now articulate a greater respect for and understanding 
of assessment and are actively responding to their data.  

• A process for sharing, analyzing and making sense of data with colleges, deans, programs, 
chairs, directors and faculty will be developed to build capacity in responding to results 
and making data-based changes.  Data inform institutional effectiveness and guide 
responses, and it is imperative to continue to explore effective methods of their 
dissemination and use. 

• Reporting for academic (including certificate) and nonacademic program assessment will 
be further integrated to provide a comprehensive source of the effect of all institutional 
programs, practices and conditions on student success and to better define student 
engagement.  Using predominantly indirect methods, the nonacademic areas continually 
assess their ability to understand and satisfy student needs and expectations, and respond 
by making adjustments to improve their services. These departments and divisions play 
vital roles in fostering student skills and attributes that correlate with student engagement 
and success.  Resource allocation for assessment should include these areas as well. 

• A faculty liaison should be identified at each college to facilitate communication about 
learning outcomes assessment. 

 
The responsibility for monitoring all programs, internally and externally, through student 
learning outcomes assessment and academic program review, is shared by multiple 
constituencies committed to providing a high quality educational experience for URI students.  
Assessment of student learning is an important criterion that contributes to an academic 
program’s overall value, success, and relevance.  In combination with feedback from students 
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and employers, these processes provide a roadmap for continuous improvement and evidence-
based change which should enable URI to fulfill its goals and attain a culture of achievement.   
 
6c.  Measures of Student Success, Including Retention and Graduation (Students, 6.5– 6.9). 
 
Description: What is the institution doing in the area(s) selected for discussion? 
 
The University continues to grow robust data sets that include admission application information, 
student performance and success data from eCampus/PeopleSoft, exit survey data from when 
students leave, Mapworks data, financial aid information from the FAFSA, and information from 
housing and residential life. The first challenge in creating meaningful measures of student 
success was to create and integrate data sets that did not formally exist. The second, and bigger 
challenge, has been to decide how to use this wealth of information. To accomplish this, the 
University created a retention committee of over 15 members representing various constituents 
of the University who exam these data to discover patterns of relationships that may yield insight 
into the development of effective measures of student success and strategies that will positively 
impact those measures. The committee meets several times a semester and is comprised of 
members from academic and student affairs, and includes faculty, staff, advisors, and 
administrators. 
 
In addition to the creation of robust data sets, for years the University has undertaken a variety of 
services and programs to foster student success and persistence.  Under the leadership of 
University College, the academic home to all first year students, the University has continued to 
enhance its mandatory first-year seminars (URI 101) for students.  These seminars, coupled with 
learning communities, and in many cases living-learning communities, exist to provide a 
nurturing, supportive transition for new students.  In 2009, the University implemented MAP-
works (“Making Achievement Possible”), an early intervention system for first-year students that 
allows faculty and staff to identify at-risk students early in the term and develop appropriate 
interventions to positively impact student success and retention. MAP-works research on student 
success has found that student connectedness, including early student involvement and 
connection to peers and faculty, have a strong impact on social and academic integration, 
commitment to and satisfaction with the university, and persistence.   MAP-works, which began 
collecting university data in 1988, has also found that in aggregate, these are the best predictors 
of retention and GPA. 
 
URI MAP-works data show that commitment to the University, peer connections, and academic 
self-efficacy are predictive of satisfaction with the University. Therefore, fostering the growth of 
these specific components of satisfaction with the University, and monitoring their progress, is 
important.  It is especially encouraging that students at URI reported more favorably on peer 
connections and commitment to the University, compared to averages reported by other 
institutions participating in MAP-works.  URI has collected MapWorks data for three years, each 
time through three phases (early October, late November, mid March) to compare student 
persistence and satisfaction.  While we have found MapWorks to be predictive of retention, our 
most salient use of this intervention has been the one-on-one connections facilitated through 
using MapWorks.  All students in the first year seminar, URI 101, complete this assessment, 
which they then discuss with their URI 101 instructor, and whenever possible, with their 
academic advisor, increasing their connection with faculty resources at the university.     
 
In January 2011 representatives from all colleges, as well as Enrollment Services, the College of 
Continuing Education, the International Engineering Program, Student Affairs, and Student 
Senate met to consider a comprehensive plan for academic advising for all undergraduate 
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students, from admission to graduation.   The group addressed many factors that affect advising 
excellence, and agreed to explore best practices for advising in University College and in each of 
the degree-granting colleges.   Recommendations include having a shared understanding of the 
role and definition of effective academic advising, practices that maximize current resources and 
requests for additional resources, policies around recognition and reward for effective advising 
(letters of appointment, tenure and promotion process, considerations for sabbatical), and 
enhanced training in and assessment of advising practices.  Subcommittees of faculty, 
administrators and students were assigned to make recommendations regarding advising 
philosophy, structure, and assessment; best practices; advising communications; technology; and 
training.  Finally, each degree-granting college developed templates of advising practices and 
analyzed advising costs, which were shared amongst each other for comparison.   The final 
report will include recommendations related to how to best communicate information about the 
major, to assigning, assessing, training, and rewarding advisors. 
 
The Academic Enhancement Center (AEC) provides free tutoring for specific subjects and 
classes, as well as for general learning skills and strategies. Tutoring is done by a trained team of 
advanced undergraduate students and by professional learning specialists.  In addition, the AEC 
offers Supplemental Instruction, which provides course-specific study sessions facilitated by 
staff who attend the class, then meet weekly with students to review key concepts in the course 
and practice applying them.  The AEC also provides a variety of workshops on topics such as 
time management, test taking, memorizing, critical thinking, note taking, procrastination, and 
more, all of which can be scheduled or created upon request.  The AEC is promoted as an ideal 
study center, offering comfortable spaces for study or homework, alone or with a group.  Perhaps 
most important is the support for academic counseling that the Center offers, helping students to 
learn the full range of skills and strategies needed to assess academic strengths and weaknesses 
and to set achievable goals.      
 
The University has identified a series of first-year courses that are vital to student success and 
persistence, yet have low successful completion rates among students.  These courses, labeled 
“gateway” courses, are taken in the first year, are required for many academic majors, serve as 
academic prerequisites for major courses, and have high percentages of students earning grades 
of D or lower. The courses identified as gateway courses for URI include biology, anatomy, 
chemistry, math (including pre-calculus, calculus, and business math), economics, psychology, 
and physics. Low performance in these courses often results in students needing to repeat 
courses, and thus increasing their time to graduation, or results in students becoming 
disillusioned with their potential major choices and major migration.   
 
These data were presented to the Provost and Council of Deans for review and discussion, and a 
Gateway Committee was formed. The Gateway Committee is comprised of academic deans from 
the colleges of Engineering, Arts & Sciences, Environment and Life Sciences, the Director of the 
Academic Enhancement Center, the chair of the Math department, and the Vice Provost for 
Enrollment Management.  With support of the Provost, the Gateway Committee reviewed the 
data and created a request for proposals to enhance student success in gateway courses.  The 
Gateway RFP was launched in fall 2011. Thirteen proposals were submitted, and five were 
funded at a total of almost $50,000. Faculty who were funded in this initiative are beginning 
work on these courses in summer 2012 and will continue to develop and integrate strategies into 
the curriculum through the 2012-13 academic year. 
 
In addition to the Gateway RFP, the Academic Enhancement Center has continued to bolster its 
efforts to help students through tutoring and supplemental instruction. Currently, supplemental 
instruction exists in the following areas:  all sections of BIO 101, 121; CHM 101,103,112,124; 
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MTH 111, 141, 142; PHY 203.  In 2011-12, supplemental instruction leaders met with 1,912 
students who participated a total of 9753 times, similar to the 2010-2011 data.  Despite our 
success, we note that this program suffers, particularly in Math and Physics, from insufficient 
resources.  We need to be able to place a supplemental instruction leader in each course section, 
since not doing so seriously weakens our outreach efforts and results in far too few students 
attending. In addition to our traditional supplemental instruction offerings, various departments 
around the university cover tutoring and supplemental instruction efforts, such as Business (BUS 
111) and general math (MTH 107).  Ideally, the more supplemental instruction is integrated as a 
holistic effort, with instructors and leaders working closely together, the better the efforts and 
results will be.  In addition to the AEC, we provide four walk-in centers (biology, math, 
chemistry, physics) that focus on the STEM disciplines and relevant gateway courses.   
 
This comprehensive work with gateway courses includes involvement of leadership at the 
University, college and departmental levels. With the creation of new and enhanced data sets that 
combine data from undergraduate admissions with course data, the University now has the 
opportunity to use this information to begin to understand student success in these vital courses 
and its possible relation to retention and graduation. 
 
In fall 2011, the University discovered that it had lost over 300 students from the prior spring 
2011 semester who had earned 75 or more credits at the University.  Upon further discovery, the 
University realized that in the past ten years, over 2600 students had left the University after 
earning 75 or more credits.  The discovery of these data led to the creation of a small team who 
developed a pilot program dubbed “Finish What You Started” to create strategies that might help 
these former students complete their degrees. 
 
The pilot program included two components. The first component involved the development of a 
data set which included the names of the 2600+ students, their academic program information, 
credits earned, GPA, financial aid data, outstanding balances (if applicable), and other pertinent 
information. These data were merged with Clearinghouse data to see if students had earned 
degrees from other institutions.  The second component included a pilot outreach program to 
approximately 300 students who had left the University with 75 or more credits. The group 
chosen included students who left with 75+ earned credits, were in good academic standing, had 
a zero balance, and were in academic programs that were offered at both the Kingston and 
Providence campuses.  The latter component was launched in late fall 2011. A website was 
launched www.uri.edu/finish and a letter was sent on behalf of the Provost to the 300 targeted 
students. In addition, the team took part in a webinar hosted by two model programs from the 
University of New Mexico and the University of North Carolina.  
 
Various media outlets became interested in the program, including the Providence Journal, 
Reuters and USA Today. The University received over 90 inquiries from students, or their family 
members, seeking ways to complete degrees. Thirty students re-enrolled in the University for 
spring 2012. Approximately 12 students responded to the initial mailing, while the others 
resulted from the media interest surrounding the small pilot.   
 
The University has launched a marketing campaign in summer 2012 for outreach to additional 
students and families in Rhode Island.  This campaign includes letters, billboards, radio and 
other print advertising.  Further challenges are expected, including how to work with students 
who are in collections or owe the University money and do not have the ability to pay. The 
energy and excitement around this newly developed program should benefit the State, University, 
and individuals looking to finish the higher education journey they started. 
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Over the past several years, the University has undertaken a variety of efforts to enhance 
graduation rates.  These include streamlining the curriculum, reducing the number of credits 
required to graduate to 120 credits when possible, creating as mentioned previously, 
comprehensive advising plans for students and focusing on gateway courses that impede student 
success in the first years of the college experience, marketing to students the importance of 
earning 30-credits per year, and most recently, changing the drop-add policy (described under 
Standard 4:  The Academic Program).    
 
Findings: What has the institution learned in the area(s) identified and how has it used or will it 
use the results for improvement of the academic program and services for students? How will the 
findings be used in internal and external communication? 
 
As shown in the following figures, the overall first-year retention at the University is 82.3%, the 
highest it has been in the past ten years.  In-state first-year retention is 87.2%, and out-of-state 
first-year retention is 76%.  Both in and out-of-state retention have seen gains in recent years.  
The overall second-year retention is 72.5%, the second highest it has been in 10 years, with 
second year in-state retention at 78.7% and out-of-state retention at 66.2%.   
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For many years, there was a common belief that students left the University because of a lack of 
social activities to participate in near campus, and that high-achieving students left to attend 
more prestigious schools. With a lack of data, these anecdotal thoughts permeated the 
community. The retention committee undertook a series of analyses to determine why students 
left and if and where they later enrolled. The University looked at three main data sources to 
determine why students were leaving.  The first source, the University’s exit survey, is 
administered through Peoplesoft/eCampus and asks a variety of questions related to reasons why 
students leave (academic, social, financial, personal).  The results of this survey show that 
overall cost and financial aid were the main factors why students were leaving.   These findings 
were further tested by examining the correlation between discount rate (institutional aid/cost of 
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attendance) and student retention.  Students with a low discount rate were more likely to leave.  
In fact, students with a discount rate of under 12% were leaving the University at significant 
rates:  40-50% dependent upon the year.  Finally, to further triangulate these results, the 
University examined where students enrolled after leaving the University.  Out-of-state students 
who left the University were not enrolled in elite, private schools but rather enrolled at their 
home state public institutions.    
 
As described in the Special Emphasis section of this report, in fall 2010, the University launched 
a pilot program to see if the retention of students with a low discount rate could be enhanced by 
increasing their financial support.  Students in this category were awarded additional aid for 
spring 2011, with the promise of keeping this additional aid in subsequent years provided that 
their need profile was consistent. As stated previously, students with a 12% or lower discount 
rate were leaving the University at rates of 40+%.  One year after launching this pilot program, 
the students who received additional aid mid-year were retained at an 80% rate – a dramatic 
increase from the previous year.   
 
As noted in the following figure, the University’s six-year graduation rate is at all-time high. The 
63.1% reflects an unprecedented 6.4% increase over the past five years.  These graduation 
numbers do not include transfer students, who represent over 20% of the graduating class each 
year.   As graduation rates are level or declining slightly at the national level, the University is 
pleased to see significant rises.  Under-represented student groups have also seen an important 
increase of over 12% since 2007.  
 

 
 
 
Appraisal and Projection: What is the institution’s own evaluation of its success in the selected 
area(s)? What plans does the institution have for further work in the area(s) selected or in any of 
the three areas above? 
 
The University is pleased with its increased efforts and success in retaining and graduating 
students.   It has taken steps through strategically using financial aid to implementing MAP-
works to identify early challenges, then to connect these challenges with advisors and support 
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services, and endeavor to provide students needed assistance.  Expanding the membership in the 
retention committee has been beneficial, as it has lead to robust discussions on student success 
and persistence amongst the various divisions and colleges of the University.  Colleges and 
departments are beginning to use the data of the committee to understand retention and student 
success from a college and departmental level.  
 
With respect to graduation, the work of the University’s Advising Steering and Gateway Course 
Committees are essential to further enhancing graduation rates.  Enhanced graduation audits and 
degree progress completion status reports are areas identified as essential tools to help students 
and advisors understand the journey from enrollment to graduation.  Over the years, the 
University has recognized the growing number of transfer students, and has developed a robust 
transfer articulation agreement with our main feeder institutions. While not calculated in current 
graduation numbers, the University needs to determine ways to add transfer students into the 
graduation metrics.  Finally, the Finish What You Started Program’s successful pilot launch in 
expected to grow into a full-scale program designed to help those who did not yet earn their 
degree.   Finally, the University will continue to collect and analyze its data with regards to 
retention and graduation rates, expanding its pilot programs and learning from these initial 
positive results.  
  
7. PLANS 
 
Synthesis as Context for the Future  
 
The University of Rhode Island has undergone substantial strategically driven change since the 
2007 comprehensive accreditation review.  A cultural and attitudinal context for change and 
collective commitment to advancing the University is prevalent.  This provides a solid 
foundation and momentum for achieving the strategic goals established in the University’s 
Academic Plan, which includes the President’s Transformational Goals. The ideas and directions 
articulated in the Plan are meant to guide institutional effort and investments, create focus on 
critical priorities, and inspire us to move forward with confidence and enthusiasm. Critical to the 
work of University planning and strategic change has been an increasingly important shift to 
institutional self-sufficiency and the recognition that quality is the most important value on 
which to build our future.  As such, the University community is actively, collectively, and 
strategically defining the future of the institution rather than allowing the future to be imposed 
through external entities or to evolve in a reactionary mode.   
 
The following three areas of cultural transformation have been particularly critical to the 
institution and, if sustained, will provide context for our further advancement: 
 
Recognition and full understanding of the implications that URI is a tuition-dependent institution. 
Approximately 8% of the University’s budget is derived from the state appropriation. This is not 
a recent phenomenon at URI, but rather a decline in state funding that has evolved over the past 
decade.  While we will continue efforts to enhance or, at least, maintain state funding, our shift 
toward recognizing that tuition is the institution’s primary revenue stream has led to 
transformational efforts in admissions, financial aid, and adding value to the URI student 
academic and co-curricular experience.  Prominent is a shared institutional focus and 
commitment to student learning and the student experience, as well as an emphasis on 
developing synergies between teaching and research.  The subtle, but critical, shift in culture is 
allowing URI to gain self-sufficiency, improve quality, and enhance revenue.  The focus on 
enrollment management has led to dramatic increases in applications, out-of state student yield, 
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strategic deployment of financial aid, including meeting a greater percentage of unmet need, 
strategic management of tuition increases, and the highest enrollment, retention, and graduation 
rates in the University’s history during the past few years.  At the same time, academic quality 
and student diversity have also been enhanced. 
 
Recognition that shared governance means shared responsibility for the health and vitality of the 
institution.  The development and implementation of the Academic Plan has involved a series of 
joint efforts involving the administration and faculty with meaningful input from students and 
staff.  Academic resource investments are clearly connected to strategic priorities and processes 
and are derived from college budget requests that emphasize input from faculty, jointly 
appointed committees, and discussion involving the leadership of the Faculty Senate.  Resource 
allocations support strategic priorities outlined in the Academic Plan and, as such, ensure that the 
budget is a visible manifestation of the Plan.  In addition to the obvious benefits with regard to 
academic planning and strategy, the joint investment of effort and commitment of resources has 
engaged the community collectively in determining and developing the University’s future.  As a 
result, the context of shared governance has become one of shared responsibility to ensure a 
vibrant and vital institution for students, faculty, and staff.  Engaging the community collectively 
in determining and developing the University’s future has increasingly become an important 
value.  It will continue to be transformative in engaging and empowering the community to 
advance the University’s position in the highly competitive higher education marketplace.  In 
particular, the leadership of the Faculty Senate deserves substantial credit for embracing the 
faculty role in transformational change and actively participating, as the elected and 
representative body of the faculty, in all aspects of the development and implementation of the 
Academic Plan.  In addition, the new Joint Committee on Academic Planning has been charged 
with the responsibility of leading and coordinating academic change.  As a result, productive 
curriculum reform has been initiated and continues, meaningful academic program review is 
underway, academic policies have been upgraded, faculty service has been highlighted, and 
dramatic improvements in academic advising and experiential learning have been embraced.  
Both students and faculty have benefited from these efforts. 

 
Embracing transparency with regard to information, budgeting, and decision-making.   In recent 
years, URI has consciously moved to an open system with regard to management and 
dissemination of data, information, finances, and decisions.  All academic unit performance data, 
task force and ad hoc committee reports, and academic unit resource allocations are shared 
broadly and/or posted for the University community to view, digest, and, as necessary, question.  
Similarly, the Strategic Budget and Planning Council (SBPC) has played a key role in the 
transparency of the University’s budget, specifically related to the process, outcomes, and 
implications with regard to both challenges and opportunities. The SBPC also recommends 
financial policy as needed and appropriate, and recently has developed policies and procedures to 
ensure the strategic use of fund balance and capital investments to advance the University in 
appropriate ways.  All SBPC meetings are open and all minutes and recommendations are posted.  
Transparency with regard to information sharing and budget decisions and impacts has benefited 
the institution in multiple ways.  Most importantly, however, transparency in budget process, 
outcomes, and implications with regard to both challenges and opportunities has created a better 
university-wide understanding of resource issues.  Transparency has created a degree of “buy in” 
that has enabled the University to move forward on many fronts, such as revamping the overhead 
distribution scheme, analyzing administrative processes, emphasizing reallocation as the initial 
approach to meeting program needs, and ensuring all institutional investments are strategic. 
 
Significant Issues and Initiatives for the Next Five Years 
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Given the dynamic and competitive nature of the higher education marketplace and our own self-
imposed strategic Academic Plan for the future of the University, the work of institutional 
change and continuous engagement will continue at The University of Rhode Island over the 
next five years.  The following is a brief description of significant issues, each of which 
represents both a challenge and opportunity, that the University expects to be addressing in the 
short-term future: 

• Financial aid – Recognizing that financial aid is among our most important and powerful 
enrollment management tools, the University has already dramatically modified its 
financial aid allocation procedures by adopting a strategic net revenue model for 
allocating aid to students.  By increasing our average tuition discount, we have enhanced 
yield of out-of-state students, academic quality, and net revenue.  However, financial aid 
is also the fastest growing component of the URI budget.  URI allocated approximately 
$80 million in FY2012.  Until our discount rate reaches equilibrium in FY2015 (i.e., aid 
freed up by graduating students is similar to aid required to bring in a class), we will need 
to continue to invest in financial aid and to strategically deploy the aid to ensure student 
access and positive net revenue.   We are prepared for this.  The challenge is not so much 
related to the need for further investment, but rather the disproportionate share of 
financial aid necessary to support athletics, diversity programs, graduate tuition waivers, 
and other legislatively or contract mandated waivers.  These important student categories 
collectively represent about 44% of our aid investment (~$35 million) in FY2012, but 
serve approximately 18% of our students.  As such, only about 56% of our merit and 
need-based financial aid investment is available to serve the needs of the remaining 82% 
of our students.  It is the latter population of students that generates the revenue stream 
needed to operate the institution.  This challenge of competing institutional priorities will 
continue to require thoughtful analysis and delicate investment to ensure we are able to 
meet the full array of enrollment and student profile goals, while protecting the primary 
revenue stream of the institution.  Financial aid will remain a high priority for URI for 
years to come. 
 

• Development/fund-raising – The URI Foundation serves as the fund raising and 
endowment management arm of the University and has done good work on behalf of the 
University.  Recently, Mr. Michael Smith was appointed President of the Foundation and 
the Alumni Association was formally transferred from within the University to the URI 
Foundation.  These are exciting and important changes that will stimulate new 
opportunities to enhance our fund-raising efforts and success.  While there are many 
critical fund-raising priorities, a focus on student support is especially critical in the 
current higher education financial climate.  Through private fund-raising the University 
hopes to make significant gains in two particular student-focused areas: 
Scholarships/Fellowships and support for a Student Experiential Learning Fund.  The 
latter would provide support for students involved in community based learning, 
international learning experiences, internships, and/or project-based learning.  This 
funding would augment the existing University investment in undergraduate research and 
the Graduate Enhancement Fund.  Robust and regular private revenue streams focused on 
student access and adding value to the student learning experience are critical to the 
University’s future and to student success. 
 

• Governance structure and a new state-wide Board of Education – At the end of the 
spring 2012 legislative session, the General Assembly voted to form a single Board of 
Education (effective January 2013) as the key element of The Rhode Island Board of 
Education Act and to eliminate both the Board of Governors for Higher Education and 
the Board of Regents (the Board for Elementary and Secondary Education).  The Office 
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of Higher Education is also slated to be eliminated in its current form in July 2014.  Few 
details were presented or exist at this time.  The stated driver for this change was to 
ensure that higher education is coordinated with elementary and secondary education 
programs so that the skills gap following high school can be eliminated and to ensure the 
State is competitive in building its future workforce.  The language states “to ensure a 
world class education for all students, a single Board of Education will serve to ensure 
that all students may achieve educational excellence.”  An Executive Committee of 
Education will also be formed, which will be made up of the Presidents of URI, Rhode 
Island College, and the Community College of Rhode Island, and the Commissioner of 
Higher Education.  The Executive Committee will make recommendations to the Board 
with regard to issues addressing the future needs of public education.  The Executive 
Committee will also serve as a mechanism to ensure URI has a voice in the process.  
Clearly, the formation and actual role of the new Board is an issue that will garner our 
serious attention over the next year or more.  Because of the different issues in higher 
education compared to primary and secondary education and the order of magnitude 
difference in state investment, URI and higher education are certainly wary of this change, 
but also recognize that the details have not been presented.  As such, the implications for 
URI and higher education more broadly are unclear at this time. 
 

• Online and technology-based learning  -- The University is developing its human, 
technological, and pedagogical infrastructure to strategically participate in the 
development and delivery of online learning and to use technology as a vibrant 
pedagogical tool to engage students in active learning.  In recent years, we have created 
an Office of Online Teaching and Learning and an Online Faculty Fellows Program 
aimed at developing faculty skills in designing and delivering courses in online and 
blended formats.  In hiring a Director of Learning, Assessment, and Online Education, 
we specifically blended the online functions with assessment functions to ensure our 
web-based course delivery is focused on learning outcomes rather than simply delivery.  
In addition, the University recently invested more than $1 million in classroom teaching 
technology creating state-of–the-art technology in most classrooms.  An instructional 
technology program assists faculty in incorporating technology into their classroom 
pedagogy.  The number of online and web facilitated courses has increased dramatically 
over the past few years.  URI is also actively engaged in defining its strategic niche in the 
world of online and technology-based learning and we will continue refining and 
developing initiatives over the next five years.  URI has also led the effort to form the RI 
Online Pathways Initiative, which is a partnership among URI, Rhode Island College, 
and the Community College of Rhode Island.  At this time, we envision articulation of a 
strategic technology teaching plan, which will likely include focused expansion of our 
efforts in five distinct areas: 
 
 Hybrid/blended and technology-based courses – aimed largely at our traditional and 

matriculated students; courses delivered in these formats have been preferred by our 
students. 

 Post-baccalaureate certificates – aimed largely at under-employed adults who are 
currently not enrolled at URI; these predominantly online certificates will be designed 
for individuals and organizations seeking knowledge and/or skill enhancement related 
to career advancement. 

 Selected graduate programs – we hope to expand enrollment in certain graduate 
programs that currently serve largely part-time students by shifting the programs to a 
predominantly online format.  Market analysis is underway and program development 
will need to follow. 
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 Degree completion initiatives – recent analyses at URI have shown a disturbing trend 
of an increasing number of students who “step out” after completing most of their 
credits and then never return.  To counter this trend, URI developed an initiative 
entitled “Finish What You Started” in January 2012 that offers academic, career, and 
financial support for students to return and finish their degree.  This program, which 
has already engaged many former students, will incorporate online courses as 
appropriate to encourage degree completion. 

 Strategic expansion of summer online courses – our recent analyses have shown that 
many out-of-state URI (and in-state students as well) students take summer courses 
from local institutions near their home to “catch up” on missed requirements or to 
make up credits.  Given our competitive summer tuition, there may be an opportunity 
for us to ramp up our summer online programs to better accommodate these students. 

 Massive open online courses (MOOC’s) – While URI does not envision becoming a 
major contributor to MOOC’s, we nevertheless are committed to carefully analyzing 
the opportunities, challenges, and implications inherent in this rapidly expanding 
mode of student learning and defining our niche in this quickly evolving market. 
 

• J-term – URI is exploring the creation of a January term, referred to as J-term, during 
winter break that would include credit-bearing courses or experiences for students at 
reduced tuition in comparison with the academic year.  The focus would be on travel and 
experiential learning courses and other courses that would not replace or compete with 
standard academic year offerings.  The availability of the J-term is expected to serve 
academic needs, interests, and convenience of students, enhance graduation rates, make 
better use of campus infrastructure, and provide an additional revenue stream to the 
institution.  The concept is being developed by a joint committee of the faculty, the 
Provost Office, and the Registrar with consistent input and recommendations from the 
Faculty Senate Executive Committee. 
 

• Advancing community, equity, and diversity – Both the Academic Plan and the 
President’s goals have emphasized the University’s commitment to building the 
foundation for a strong and vibrant community that exemplifies diversity, respect for 
difference, and the need for understanding diverse voices and experiences.  In order to 
advance such an agenda, the University has re-organized its existing diversity programs 
under the leadership of a new Associate Vice President of Community, Equity, and 
Diversity, who will serve as the institution’s Chief Diversity Officer (CDO).  The new 
CDO will begin her tenure at URI in fall 2012.  We expect to be developing a 
comprehensive agenda for advancing diversity at URI that will include diversifying 
students, staff, and faculty, improving campus climate, and incorporating diversity 
learning in the curriculum.  
 

• Advancing a global agenda – A prominent goal in the Academic Plan relates to 
internationalizing the University and student experience.  This includes the expansion of 
global research and learning-based partnerships, globalization of the curriculum, study 
abroad for URI students, international travel courses, and expanding the international 
student population at URI. This work is already underway and progress has been realized.  
URI has partnered with Associates for Cultural Exchange (A.C.E.), who has established a 
non-credit English as a Second Language (ESL) program for academically qualified 
international students who have been conditionally accepted to URI.  A pilot version of 
that program was initiated in January 2012, which will be expanded in fall 2012.  We 
have also established a partnership with the European Commission (EC) and are working 
closely with the new Roosevelt International Academy.  In addition, URI has established 
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a Special Assistant to the Provost for Global Strategy and Partnerships and a Global 
Steering Committee to guide our global partnerships, recruitment strategies, and 
curriculum development.  A new residence hall, including a global lounge, will open in 
fall 2012 and campus-wide strategies are being implemented to ensure that the University 
is welcoming to all cultures and conveys the intentions of a global university. While there 
is much work to do, there also appears to be institution-wide enthusiasm and support for 
this agenda. 
 

• Curriculum and pedagogical enhancement, including General Education revisions – 
The URI faculty are continuing to explore and implement improvements in curriculum 
and educational delivery to ensure clear learning outcomes and assessment for all 
programs and new modes of educational delivery that engage students, especially with 
regard to experiential learning and using technology to create active learning.  Every 
undergraduate program has completed their learning outcomes and assessment plans and 
are working on improvements.  The Graduate School also is engaging each graduate 
program in assessment.  Substantial progress has been made in this regard and the work 
will continue.  An Academic Advising Task Force will very shortly (fall 2012) be 
submitting their recommendations with regard to improving advising from freshman year 
through graduation.  Already they have made recommendations with regard to 
streamlining and improving degree audit procedures and we have funded a new position 
to carry out these duties.  Central to our efforts to advance the curriculum and student 
learning is the revision of the general education program. Such a revision was a 
prominent recommendation of the faculty in the Academic Summit that helped shape the 
Academic Plan and also is a critical goal of the Academic Plan.  The General Education 
committee has been working for a few years on a new, modernized version of general 
education that is modeled after many of the recommendations of the Liberal Education 
and America’s Progress (LEAP) initiative.  Considerable progress has been made and the 
General Education Committee has held several forums with faculty and student groups 
and presented draft versions for discussion to the Faculty Senate.  The expectation is that 
a new general education curriculum will be formally presented to the Faculty Senate 
during the upcoming academic year. 

The University of Rhode Island has embraced its role as a learning-centered research university 
with a commitment to our students and to the citizens of Rhode Island.  A strong and vibrant 
strategic plan, new initiatives, a focus on student learning and success and faculty development, 
and significant enhancement of our research, community engagement, and economic impact 
enterprises have characterized the past five years.  As an institution, the work of transformational 
change and program enhancement has become part of our culture and we remain committed to 
continued efforts to ensure that URI remains a vital, open, respectful, diverse, and productive 
community of learners, scholars, and engaged citizens. 
 
 
 



	
   57	
  

 
 
8.  Appendices 
 

a. Affirmation of Compliance with Federal Regulations Relating to Title IX 
b. Audited Financial Statements for 2011 
c. Auditor’s Management Letter:  not available 
d. Interim Report Forms with required attachments  

1. Mission Statement 
2. Organizational Chart 

e. Student Achievement and Success Forms 
1. S Series 
2. E Series 

f. Appendix F: Distance Education Programs Form 
g. Appendix G:  Update on Physical Resource Projects 

 
	
  
 



Appendix A 
Affirmation of Compliance with Federal Regulations Relating to Title IX 

	
  







Appendix B 
 

Audited Financial Statements for 2011 
	
  

























































































































































































Appendix C 
 

Auditor’s Management Letter:  not available 
	
  



Appendix D 
 

Interim Report Forms with required attachments: 
 

Mission Statement 
Organizational Chart 

	
  







































University of Rhode Island Mission  
 
The University of Rhode Island is the State’s public learner-centered research university. 
We are a community joined in a common quest for knowledge. The University is 
committed to enriching the lives of its students through its land, sea, and urban grant 
traditions. URI is the only public institution in Rhode Island offering undergraduate, 
graduate, and professional students the distinctive educational opportunities of a major 
research university. Our undergraduate, graduate, and professional education, research, 
and outreach serve Rhode Island and beyond. Students, faculty, staff, and alumni are 
united in one common purpose: to learn and lead together. Embracing Rhode Island ’s 
heritage of independent thought, we value: 

• Creativity and Scholarship 
• Diversity, Fairness, and Respect 
• Engaged Learning and Civic Involvement 
• Intellectual and Ethical Leadership 

 
Endorsed by the URI Faculty Senate October 20, 2005; Approved by the President 
November 1, 2005; Approved by the Board of Governors for Higher Education January 
23, 2006 
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S3 University of Rhode Island 
Graduate Accredited Programs 

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

 
Exam 

2 Years 

Prior 
1 Year Prior 

Most Recent  

Year (2011) 
Goal for Next Year 

 

State Licensure Passage Rates * 
 

 

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 

Library & Information 

Science MSLIS N/A     

2 Music Performance MM      

3 Music Education MM 
NCATE – National 
Teacher Standards     

4 Clinical Psychology PhD 

Various states (0/6)  1 student 

currently 

pursuing 
licensure  

(N = 6)  

0% (licensure 

requires at least 2 

years post-grad 
supervision hours)  

(N = 6)  

0% (licensure 

requires two years 

post-grad 
supervision)  

(N=3)  

Not program goal (see 

institutional notes of 

explanation)  

5 School Psychology MS PhD      

 College of Business      

6 Accounting MS      

7 Business Administration PhD      

8 

Master of Business 

Administration MBA      

 
College of the Environment and 

Life Sciences      

9 

Medical Laboratory Science – 

Cytotechnology option MS      

10 

Nutrition & Dietetics 

Internship MSDI      

 
College of Human Sciences and 
Services      

11 Education MA      

12 Special Education MA      

13 

Doctor of Physical Therapy 

DPT      

14 

Couples & Family Therapy 

MS      

15 

Speech-Language Pathology 

MS N/A     

 College of Nursing      

16 Nursing MS 

Graduate students 

are already 

registered nurses     

National Licensure Passage Rates *  
  

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 

Library & Information 

Science MSLIS N/A     

2 Music Performance MM      



 

3 Music Education MM      

4 Clinical Psychology PhD 

Examination for 

Professional 

Practice of 

Psychology (0/6)  

To date, one 

student 

currently 

pursuing 

licensure, 

score not yet 

available  

(N = 6)  

0% (licensure 

requires 2 years 

post-grad 

supervision 

hours)  

0% (licensure 

requires two 

years post-grad 

supervision)  

Not program goal (see 

institutional notes of 

explanation)  

5 School Psychology MS PhD      

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

 
Exam 2 Years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent  

Year (2011) 
Goal for Next Year 

National Licensure Passage Rates *  
  

 College of Business      

6 Accounting MS 

CPA: audit 

CPA: Business & Env 

CPA: Financial Report. 

CPA: Business Reg. 

61% 

55% 

52% 

41% 

42% 

52% 

53% 

49% 

Not Available 

“ 

“ 

“ 

Increase by 5% 

“ 

“ 

“ 

7 

Business Administration 

PhD NA     

8 

Master of Business 

Administration MBA NA     

 
College of the Environment and 
Life Sciences      

9 

Medical Laboratory Science 

– Cytotechnology option MS 

Board of 

Certification 100% 100% 80% 100% 

10 

Nutrition & Dietetics 

Internship MSDI 

Registration 

Examinations for 

Dietitians 70% 100% 100% 85% 

 
College of Human Sciences and 

Services      

11 Education MA ETS PRAXIS 100% 100% 100% 100% 

12 

Doctor of Physical Therapy 

DPT 
National Physical 

Therapy Exam NPTE 

22/22  

100% 

25/25 

100% 

33/33 

100% 

34/34 

100% 

13 

Couples & Family Therapy 

MS      

14 

Speech-Language Pathology 

MS       PRAXIS Exam 92% 100% 100% 100% 

 College of Nursing      

15 Nursing MS 

ANCC 

Nurse Educator 
Nurse Administrator 

100% 

0/3 

100% 

100% 

0/1 

10/11 

100% 

0/5 

0/3 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Job Placement Rates ** 
 

Program 2 years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent 

Year (2011) 

Goal for Next 

Year 

 

Goal 2 Years Forward 

 

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 

Library & Information 

Science MSLIS N/A     

2 Music Performance MM      

3 Music Education MM      

4 Clinical Psychology PhD 

100%  

(N = 6)  

100%  

(N = 6)  

100%  

(N = 3)  

100%  100%  



 

5 School Psychology MS PhD      

 College of Business      

6 Accounting MS 94% 89% 91% 

Maintain above 

90% Maintain above 90% 

7 Business Administration PhD 100% 100% 100% 

Maintain above 

90% Maintain above 90% 

8 

Master of Business 

Administration MBA 47% 57% 40% Increase by 5% Increase by 5% 

 
College of the Environment and 

Life Sciences      

Job Placement Rates ** 
 

Program 2 years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent 

Year (2011) 

Goal for Next 

Year 

 

Goal 2 Years Forward 

 

9 

Medical Laboratory Science – 

Cytotechnology option MS 88% 100% 60% 80% 100% 

10 

Nutrition & Dietetics 

Internship MSDI 

 

90% 100% 100% 70% 70% 

 
College of Human Sciences and 

Services      

11 Education MA No data available     

12 

Doctor of Physical Therapy 

DPT      

13 

Couples & Family Therapy 

MS      

14 

Speech-Language Pathology 

MS 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 College of Nursing      

15 Nursing MS 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

* For each licensure exam, give the name of the exam above along with the number of students for whom scores are available and the total 

number of students eligible to take the examination (e.g. National Podiatric Examination, 12/14).  In following columns, report the passage 

rates for students for whom scores are available, along with the institution's goals for succeeding years. 

** For each major for which the institution tracks job placement rates, list the degree and major, and the time period following graduation for 

which the institution is reporting placement success (e.g., Mechanical Engineer, B.S., six months).  In the following columns, report the 

percent of graduates who have jobs in their fields within the specified time. 

Institutional Notes of Explanation 

Accounting 

 

Pass rates data on CPA exam does not make it possible to identify graduates of Master of Science in Accounting program from 

undergraduates in Accounting.  

 

Clinical 

Psychology 

 

Licensure is not a key outcome indicator as our program allows for the training of research scientists as well as practitioners. 

Our program has a licensure rate of 83.3% in the past 10 years.  

 

Education 

 

Pass rates data on CPA exam does not make it possible to identify graduates of Master of Science in Accounting program from 

undergraduates in Accounting.  

 

Nursing 

 

 Nurse practitioners and clinical nurse specialists must pass a national certification exam in order to practice as advanced 

practice nurses.  
For each Masters specialty, the certification organization is named below the bolded role.  

The certification exam for Nurse Educator and Nursing Administration is optional.  

The GNP option is suspended. It will be transitioned to an Adult-Gerontology Nurse Practitioner option in response to national 

ANCC changes and the certification exam.  



 

 

10 of 11 were graduates of the Miriam Hospital ADM/CNL program. The Clinical Nurse Leader is a clinical expert at the 

bedside and certification is optional through ANCC Commission on Nurse Certification 

 



 

S3 University of Rhode Island 
Undergraduate Accredited Programs 

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

 
Exam 2 Years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent  

Year (2011) 
Goal for Next Year 

 

State Licensure Passage Rates * 
 

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 Chemistry BA, BS      

2 

Chemistry & Forensic 

Chemistry BS      

3 Music BM *not tracked     

 College of Business      

4 Business BS      

 College Engineering      

5 Biomedical Engineering BS *2012 accreditation     

6 Chemical Engineering BS *not tracked     

7 Civil Engineering BS      

8 Computer Engineering BS      

9 Electrical Engineering BS      

10 

Industrial & System 

Engineering BS      

11 Mechanical Engineering BS      

12 Ocean Engineering BS *not tracked     

 
College of the Environment 

and Life Sciences      

13 

Landscape Architecture  

BLA LARE* 

*Licensure exam 
has a 2 year 

experience 

prerequisite    

14 Nutrition & Dietetics BS n/a     

15 

Medical Laboratory 

Science BS      

 
College of Human Sciences 

and Services      

16 Education BA 
Rhode Island State 

Licensure Exam 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 College of Nursing      

17 Nursing BS 

NCLEX – RN 

Licensure Exam 

May 2010  

86% 

Dec 2010  

89% 

May 2011 

95% 90-95% 

 College of Pharmacy      

18 Pharmacy PharmD      

National Licensure Passage Rates *  
  

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 Chemistry BA, BS      

2 

Chemistry & Forensic 

Chemistry BS      



 

3 Music BM      

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

 
Exam 2 Years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent  

Year (2011) 
Goal for Next Year 

National Licensure Passage Rates *  
  

 College of Business      

4 Business BS      

 College Engineering      

5 Biomedical Engineering BS *2012 accreditation     

6 Chemical Engineering BS *not tracked     

7 Civil Engineering BS      

8 Computer Engineering BS      

9 Electrical Engineering BS      

10 

Industrial & System 

Engineering BS      

11 Mechanical Engineering BS      

12 Ocean Engineering BS *not tracked     

 
College of the Environment 
and Life Sciences      

13 

Landscape  

Architecture BS CLARB* 

*Scores of 

testing results 

are not available    

14 Nutrition & Dietetics  BS 

Registration 

Examination for 

Dietitians 86% 82% 86% 80% 

15 Medical Lab Science BS  ASCP BOC 94% 100% 87% 100% 

 
College of Human Sciences 

and Services      

16 Education BA      

 College of Nursing      

17 Nursing BS      

 College of Nursing      

18 Pharmacy PharmD NAPLEX 98% 95% 100% 100% 

Job Placement Rates ** 
 

 College of Arts & Sciences      

1 Chemistry BA, BS      

2 

Chemistry & Forensic 

Chemistry BS      

3 Music BM *not tracked     

 College of Business      

4 Business BS      

 College Engineering      

5 Biomedical Engineering BS *2012 accreditation     

6 Chemical Engineering BS *not tracked     

7 Civil Engineering BS      

8 Computer Engineering BS      



 

 

9 Electrical Engineering BS      

 

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES 

 
 2 Years Prior 1 Year Prior 

Most Recent  

Year (2011) 
Goal for Next Year 

Job Placement Rates *  
  

10 

Industrial & System 

Engineering BS      

11 Mechanical Engineering BS      

12 Ocean Engineering BS *not tracked     

 
College of the Environment 

and Life Sciences      

13 

Landscape Architecture  

BLA  

10/17  

1 in grad school 

15/20 

2 in grad school 

10/12 

1 in grad school  

14 Nutrition & Dietetics BS  

1 yr following 

graduation 90% 83% 96% 80% 

15 

Medical Laboratory 

Science BS  

BS, w/in 6 mo. 

of graduation 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
College of Human Sciences 
and Services      

16 Education BA      

 College of Nursing      

17 Nursing BS  

May 2010 – not 

analyzed 

Dec 2010  

94% 

May 2011 

95%  

 College of Pharmacy      

18 Pharmacy PharmD   98% 100% 99% 100% 

Form S3.   LICENSURE PASSAGE AND JOB PLACEMENT RATES – CON’T 

 

* For each licensure exam, give the name of the exam above along with the number of students for whom scores are available and the total 

number of students eligible to take the examination (e.g. National Podiatric Examination, 12/14).  In following columns, report the passage 

rates for students for whom scores are available, along with the institution's goals for succeeding years. 

** For each major for which the institution tracks job placement rates, list the degree and major, and the time period following graduation for 

which the institution is reporting placement success (e.g., Mechanical Engineer, B.S., six months).  In the following columns, report the 

percent of graduates who have jobs in their fields within the specified time. 

Institutional Notes of Explanation 

a 

 

 

Education: Title II data is the official data used for licensure pass rates by the State of Rhode Island. 2010-2011 Title II data is 

currently being compiled for reporting in the spring 2012. Provided numbers are confident estimates, but not officially recognized 

until Spring 2012. 

 

 

 

b 

 

Nursing: 100% of generic graduates (not those who already had RN licensure and enrolled solely to earn their BS degree) are 

eligible to take the exam. Unfortunately only the scores of those who take the exam in RI are available to URI. 

 

Nursing: Tracking of employment is via informal reporting, end-of-program (EOP) survey, and post-graduation survey. Generally, 

most seniors report having started jobs within a month or so of receiving their RN license and the post-graduation surveys support 

this. Graduates usually have to wait about 3 months after graduation to take the NCLEX-RN exam and be notified of their 

licensure status. Some employers start employment on conditional status, and others prefer to have the new graduate wait until 

results of licensure are known. Accurate data on employment has been difficult for the CON to obtain due to a poor response rate 

to surveys by our graduates. 

 



 

 

Institutional Notes of Explanation Con’t 

c 

Pharmacy: The Multistate jurisprudence law exam is both a national and state exam. We are reporting the results of those students 

who took this exam to qualify for RI licensure.  

 

Pharmacy: We’d like to point out that this is the first time in our history where 100% of graduates have passed the NAPLEX 

licensing exams. We are very proud of this accomplishment.  

 

d. 

Nutrition & Dietetics: The national credentialing exam is used for state licensure.  

 

Nutrition & Dietetics: First-time pass rate for the 5-year periods ending in 2008, 2009, and 2010. The value provided is the 

number of students passing the exam out of the total number of students taking the exam. URI pass rate exceeded the national 

average in each time period.  

 

Nutrition & Dietetics: Dietetic students attend a one-year internship following graduation from URI. Internship programs may be 

linked with graduate programs. Students not attending an internship or graduate program are likely to work. Data comes from a 

survey question asking students ‘what they have been doing since graduation’ and the answers include attending internships, 

attending graduate programs, working in the nutrition field, and working in a non-nutrition field one year following graduation. 

The wording of the question allows for multiple responses. Data presented is the number of responses for attending an internship, 

attending graduate school, and working in a nutrition field from the total of all responses.  

 

e. 
Landscape Architecture: A survey was sent to alumni from the class of 2011 through the class of 2006.  
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Program & 
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence are 
used to determine that graduates have 
achieved stated outcomes for the degree? 

Who interprets the 
evidence? 

How are the findings used? Type of 
Change 
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

Clinical Psychology Written comps (methods questions), publications, 
presentations, course exams, annual student evaluation 
rubric. 

Data were entered from student vitas 
and evaluation rubrics into Filemaker 
(relational database) and analyzed by 
the program director. Percentages of 
students “meeting the standard” 
(operationalized on evaluation rubric) 
were calculated from evaluation 
rubrics where appropriate. 

Several efforts (e.g., use of written comps to 
generate manuscripts) are underway in order 
to increase the number of student publications. 
The program will reassess for efficacy of 
strategies in two years, and will consider use of 
a Graduate Student Research Proposal 
Evaluation rubric.  

Assessment 
Process, 
Pedagogical 

Communication Studies M.A. Thesis defense, student portfolios, teaching 
observations. 

The Graduate School Assessment 
Team developed a rubric. Committee 
members within the program read the 
thesis and participated in the defense 
using the rubric. Director of Graduate 
Student instructors reviewed the 
portfolio and observed student 
teaching, applied appropriate rubrics, 
evaluated student performance, and 
recommended improvements. 
 

The portfolio process and expectations will be 
more clearly articulated. For example, Section I 
of the portfolio will follow the Eastern 
Communication Association (ECA) guidelines 
for submission, students must submit section I 
to the ECA conference, and Section II and III of 
the portfolio will be refined. 

Pedagogical 
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Program & 
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence are 
used to determine that graduates have 
achieved stated outcomes for the degree? 

Who interprets the 
evidence? 

How are the findings used? Type of 
Change 
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

Couples & Family Therapy 
http://www.uri.edu/hss/hdf/cft_outcomes.ht
ml 
 

Supervisor Practicum/Internship, Evaluation rubric. The supervisor scored rubric rating 
from novice to expert on 5 
professional practice criteria. 

This is a very small pilot sample. This is the 
first use of this new evaluation rubric and we 
are still establishing rater reliability. Focus 
group with all supervisors is planned for fall to 
gather input on the utility of the rubric. No 
programmatic conclusions from this data can 
be presently drawn. Our next steps are to track 
the development of clinical skills that coincide 
with the clinical sequence of the curriculum. 

Assessment 
Process 

English – Writing & Rhetoric 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/writing/grad/doctor
aloutcomes.shtml 
 

For all outcomes assessed in this cycle, we gathered 
every comprehensive exam taken since we implemented 
a new “cohort’ system in Fall 2008. This encompassed 
11 students, and netted a total of 53 artifacts for our 
study. We included both initial exams and re-takes. All 
identifying markers were removed, but our Graduate 
Director retained a key in case we needed to drill down 
further. 
 
 

Our Assessment Committee invited 
the department’s Graduate 
Committee to join us in the rating and 
analysis of these artifacts. The 
evaluation was conducted by 3 
tenure-track faculty and 3 graduate 
students for 7 raters total. As a 
committee, we developed a holistic 
rubric with a 1-3 scale. We then 
normed our responses using sample 
artifacts. After norming, each rater 
received a packet with a rating sheet, 
a revised rubric, and artifacts for 
rating. Each artifact was read by 3 
raters. More than a 1 point 
discrepancy of rating was found in 
only 7 of the 53 artifacts. The results 
were collated, and the committee 
then met to interpret and discuss 
them. 
 

Deeper coursework and varied opportunities to 
link theory and practice. WRT 524 is now on a 
regular every-other-spring rotation, and it is 
now a required course for doctoral students as 
of Fall 2012. However, one course alone is 
clearly not enough. The committee very 
strongly recommends that the department 
consider offering a new open-ended topics 
course focused on the scholarship of practice, 
WRT 646, every fall. The committee also 
recommends that WRT 999 be made a more 
substantial course, with a more scholarly basis, 
and it should carry 3 credits. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 

English Literature Direct evidence included research papers written by PhD 
students in graduate seminars. Indirect evidence 
included faculty holistic evaluations of the papers they 
scored for assessments. 

Program-approved rubric with criteria 
that differentiates level of 
achievement, and faculty holistic 
evaluations. 15 faculty members in 

The formal research paper will be now be 
required of English PhD students in all 
graduate seminars, with the exception of the 
required ENG 510/511 and ENG 514 and 

Assessment 
Process, 
Curricular,  
Pedagogical 
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Program & 
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence are 
used to determine that graduates have 
achieved stated outcomes for the degree? 

Who interprets the 
evidence? 

How are the findings used? Type of 
Change 
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

English participated in assessing the 
evidence and making 
recommendations. Each faculty 
member assessed 2 papers (Avg. 30-
40 pages). Evidence was interpreted 
by the Program Director. 

creative writing seminars. We will explore the 
desirability of requiring an abstract and/or 
annotated bibliography of the formal research 
paper in graduate seminars, and discuss 
creating an electronic archive of “model” work 
that students could consult. The rubric will be 
revised to better reflect expected level of 
achievement at the coursework stage, and then 
will be made available to students. 
Representative sample of seminar papers 
written in AY13- 14 will be assessed with 
revised rubric. 
 

Mechanical, Industrial & Systems 
Engineering  

Graduate core course student evaluations, thesis 
proposal evaluations. 

A core course student evaluation was 
completed by the instructor at the 
end of the course. Department faculty 
conducted three independent/blind 
thesis proposal reviews. 

Due to limited data, no program changes are 
planned at this time. More department faculty 
communication on the new assessment 
activities are needed. Further refinement of a 
student self-assessment form. Plans to create 
an advisor assessment form. 
 

Assessment 
Process 

School Psychology 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/psy/school_forms_
programhandbook 
 

Report delayed – August 2012.    
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Program &  
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

General  Education  
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/g
eneral/General%20Education.html  

Application form and syllabus, final syllabi and 
written plan for integration with WRT/COM 
course, faculty focus groups convened in late fall 
2010, student, sample of student work on course 
assignments. 

SAGE members, with substantial help 
from the Office of Student Learning 
Outcome Assessment and Accreditation, 
assembled results from each of the 
selected data collection methods. When 
information was in the form of objective 
indicators (checked boxes, numerical 
ratings) these were tallied. When data 
involved judgments from qualitative 
sources (focus groups, review of student 
assignments), subgroups of SAGE were 
convened to conduct content analyses. 
Data interpretation was conducted 
through small group discussions followed 
by SAGE committee reviews of proposed 
conclusions. 

Changes in instructor preparation: Use of faculty peer mentors to 
provide guidance to new GCI instructors. Workshop design for 
mentors and instructors. Added materials to support proposal 
preparation. New emphasis on clear assessment expectations. 
Changes in the structure of the GCI Program: More clarity in the 
meaning of “interdisciplinarity.” Careful attention to how two-course 
teams would be structured and the messages that would be given 
about shared responsibility and respect. More extensive opportunities 
for teams to meet and work together built into the training. 
Mentor retreat in January 2011 was used to clarify the objectives for 
the Grand Challenge Initiative. 
Changes in assessment: Added early fall workshop to re-emphasize 
assessment expectations and reinforce alignment of learning outcome 
objectives with assignment structure and rubrics. Revised instructions 
for the end-of-semester assignment sample. 
Added items for the student survey, covering student perceptions of 
the cognitive learning outcomes. Recognition of the Grand Challenge 
learning objectives as relevant for the future of the general education 
program. 

Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process 

College of Arts and Sciences     
Africana Studies BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/afr/outcomes.html 

Final Research Assignment  
In the final research paper, students were 
instructed to identify and define a research 
problem or issue that emerged from analyzing 
one of the oral history interviews, on the Civil 
Rights Movement, found in the digital archives at 
the University of Southern Mississippi. 

Instructor employed a 6-point rubric 
system to evaluate the extent to which 
students properly  identified and  defined 
a research  problem or issue that  
emerged from  analyzing one of the  oral 
history interviews; reviewed by faculty 
member and instructor. 

More time will be spent helping students develop information literacy 
skills and interact with library faculty when doing a research project. 
The final research assignment will provide an opportunity to assess 
the effects of this change in the next round. 

Pedagogical  

Anthropology BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/soc/studentlearningou
tcomes.html 

n/a (curriculum being re-designed) We came to a collective decision to 
address this issue by scraping all of the 
courses in our curricula and re-designing 
our offerings using progressive attention 
to the learning outcomes as a guide for 
both the new courses and the new 
sequence of courses. We also used this 
process to address some other curricular 
issues most of which involved insufficient 
staffing. 

The results of this process were two entirely new curricula, one in 
sociology and one in anthropology. The assessment “highlight” of 
each curriculum is the inclusion of a portfolio course in which students 
will assemble a variety of products (written work, multi-media 
presentations, etc.) produced throughout their undergraduate careers 
as the basis for our assessment of student learning outcomes. They 
also will have a sophisticated product to demonstrate to graduate 
schools or potential employers what they know and are able to do. 

Curricular 

Art History BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/art_history/

See Art Studio (one report submitted)    
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Program &  
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

outcomes.html 
 
Art  Studio BA, BFA  
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/art_studio/
outcomes.html 
 
 

Junior review conducted in an exhibition setting; 
portfolio appraisal of all students’ choice of best 
works completed sophomore/junior semesters. 

Faculty use a common rubric. Junior 
review coordinator aggregates scores. 

Structural changes: strongly indicate to all BFA/BA candidates the 
importance of junior review; make junior review awareness a part of 
advising; reinforce learning outcomes in Freshman Foundation 
Program, sophomore/junior course offerings, new faculty training, and 
studio faculty orientation. After structural changes are implemented, 
the dept. plans to require junior review, appoint a new Jr. Review 
coordinator, make the review a portfolio review only, and divide up the 
review so faculty are not responsible for reviewing all portfolios. 

Assessment 
Process, 
Curricular 

Chemistry BA, BS (see also E1b) 
http://www.chm.uri.edu/courses/ChemistryOutc
omesAssessment.pdf 
 

Final lab reports, written in class. 
Research report based on the independent study 
results from the semester. Power Point 
presentation of the final report. Final lab report 
based on individual student projects. 

The Assessment Rubrics were used by 
the Evaluation Committee. Discussed at a 
faculty meeting.   

In future semesters all students will be required to use the Template 
for Papers or Communications required by the American Chemical 
Society journals to improve written communication. 

Pedagogical 
 

Chinese BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/chinese/C
hinese.html 
 

New program – report due 2014.    

Classical  Studies BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ml/classics/requireme
nts.html 

Survey of graduating seniors; daily assessment in 
class of breadth of knowledge; review of 
individual student’s array of coursework; 
performance on upper level assignments (papers, 
examinations). 

Classics faculty will produce rubrics and 
surveys for analysis of data. 

Increased focus on skills. Change of introductory textbook. Increased 
coaching and training of adjunct faculty. Two new prose courses 
offered and two previous courses reoffered. Present indications are 
that the new text is effective and enhancing student success. 
Improvement in student success indicates that the changes 
implemented are moderately effective and should be continued and 
enhanced for the next round of assessment, especially at the lower 
and intermediate levels of language learning. 

Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process 

Communication Studies BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/communic
ation/outcomes.html 

A review team used semester research project 
papers as well as two sequential assignments 
from COM381. 
Internship performance was assessed. 
 

The Review team selected 10 each of the 
2 assignments and drew a quasi-random 
sample of 30 final project papers.  A 
rubric was applied. 
Site supervisors completed mid-semester 
evaluation of interns. Director of 
Internships completed final assessment 
and reports. 
 

Some changes were effective, more data must be sampled 
COM/Speech Lab is effective and should be continued. Instructor and 
admins will be urged to expand the # core courses to 4- credit design. 
Redesign and development of a school-based internship program. 
Adding additional data sources, sampling entry and midterm 
performances to benchmark, adding students self-reports from exit 
surveys. Adding a communications lab. 

Curricular 
Assessment 
Process 

Computer Science BA, BS 
http://www.cs.uri.edu/academics/learning-
outcomes/ 

Student presentation. There were at least two committee 
members viewing each student 
presentation. Each committee member 
gave a score on the rubric. 

Continue the assessment of Outcome 3. We will complete the 
Employer/Advisor Survey that we will use to assess Outcomes 7, 9 
and 11. In parallel with this program assessment, the Computer 
Science B.S. program will be undergoing a curricular review. 

Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process 
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Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

 
Economics BA, BS 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ecn/Evaluation.html 
 

A sample of 13 “thought papers” from ECN 305.  
 

Thought papers were examined by a four-
member team of faculty. Each member of 
the review team used a four-part rubric to 
evaluate the work on three-point scale 
(unacceptable, meets standards, exceeds 
standards).  
  

We plan on reemphasizing differences between economic systems in 
both our principles of economics courses and in the Competing 
Traditions course itself.   
In addition, however, we are expanding our assessment program. 
This will involve new rubrics, more courses in the assessment 
process, and a much larger sample size of students.  

Pedagogical, 
Assessment 
process 

English BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/english/out
comes.html 

A review of syllabi. 
Student research papers from introductory to 
senior level seminars were collected. 
Assignments and presentations were collected 
and reviewed. 

Reviewed by the assessment committee. The shift to a 4-credit design has increased opportunities for depth 
and breadth of study and for students to develop critical writing 
design.  
The English dept will continue to review syllabi. English 202 was 
removed and subsumed into English 201 to accommodate the new 4-
credit design. 
 

Curricular 

Film Media BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/film/learningoutcomes
.html 

Oral presentations, varied course assignments, 
research papers, written and oral course work. 

Speaking rubric, reading rubric, writing 
rubric, film culture rubric. 
Film media faculty interpret evidence. 

Faculty will video tape student presentations in FLM 495. At least 3 
FLM faculty will review the tapes. 
To further ensure all students become proficient in specifically 
reading, applying the reading, and writing about film, we will offer a 
course on reading and writing about film as a topic. 
 

Assessment 
Process, 
Curricular 

French BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ml/french/outcomes 
 

French faculty’s plan in 2010 was to again score 
a series of final papers from the two 
capstone senior courses with 3 raters.  
A 21-item survey was sent to all 26 graduating 
French majors via Survey Monkey asking them to 
self assess on all of the program’s student 
learning outcomes. 

Professors would rate oral samples from 
2 capstone courses independently and 
then share and compare our ratings. We 
would 
seek reliability in our understanding of our 
student learning outcomes and we would 
seek evidence from these samples that 
learning outcomes were being adequately 
achieved in this area. First, the French 
faculty team reviewed the rubric for 
evaluating the written reports. They 
agreed that the rubric could remain 
unchanged. Three raters then 
independently scored a stratified sample 
of 6 final papers [total of 18 ratings] from 
two capstone courses to compare for 
reliability of rating. The 3 raters then 
compared their assessments of each of 
the 9 components and determined 
whether the 80% proposed success rate 

The first recommendation for curricular change is to include 
instruction at the earlier composition courses about how students can 
rate the quality of sources when researching a topic. The second 
recommendation for curricular change is to increase a focus on these 
3 areas of weakness during the capstone courses themselves. 
The third recommendation is to expand the successful French 
Language Coach program in order to increase one-on-one assistance 
to French students on these areas. 
The first recommendation for curricular change is to refocus the 
syllabi to include more explicit work on pronunciation instruction. The 
second recommendation is to seek ways to enlist the help of native 
speakers on campus (e.g., exchange students) for more focused 
speaking activities for French majors.  
 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 
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Program &  
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

was achieved. 
German BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ml/german/major.html 

No report received.   
 
 

 

History BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/his/outcomes.html 
 

Students participate in a two-semester capstone 
sequence of courses resulting in a senior thesis.  

An assessment committee composed of 
professors (six) teaching the capstone 
sequence during the year met to read and 
evaluate senior theses with regard to 
meeting the standards.  
 

The history department approved a plan that requires students in all 
300 level courses to have the opportunity to interpret multiple primary 
sources on one topic. 
We propose to incorporate a new recommendation that at the 300 
level students should read scholarly articles for the structure of the 
argument rather than for information. 
 

Pedagogical 

I ta l ian BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ml/italian/programs.ht
ml 

ORAL PROFICIENCY: We utilized the list of 
questions we devised in 2008 to ask individual 
students in a 10-minute interview with Prof. La 
Luna and Prof. Sama. These are questions about 
students’ experiences at URI, ITL courses they 
especially enjoyed, their plans for the future, and 
their opinion about a current event in the world.  
LISTENING COMPREHENSION: We continued 
to utilize the exercise we created in 2008. 
Students go on-line (with a password from the 
Language Lab) to view a podcast of an episode 
of a current Italian TV show: Un posto al sole, a 
very popular contemporary show somewhat 
similar to Friends. Students answer 
comprehension questions and complete a cloze 
exercise.  
READING COMPREHENSION: We continued to 
utilize a challenging article from a major Italian 
daily newspaper (La Repubblica); students 
answer a series of multiple choice questions to 
test reading comprehension. We provide students 
with a short list of vocabulary for the exercise. 
WRITING ASSESSMENT: We continued to 
implement our writing assessment process (which 
includes assessment of the cultural competency 
inherent in this exercise). We chose a selection of 
sample papers/exams/analytical writing exercises 
done by 15 outgoing seniors in 300-400 level 
courses, including Directed Studies. 

ORAL PROFICIENCY: We used the 
grading rubric designed for this exercise 
which we had already modified somewhat 
over the course of the first two 
assessment cycles. 
 
 
 
LISTENING COMPREHENSION: 
Professors Sama and La Luna utilize a 
grading rubric to assess their outcomes. 
 
 
 
 
 
READING COMPREHENSION: We 
created a formal grading rubric. 
 
 
 
 
 
WRITING ASSESSMENT: We decided 
that creating a uniform grading rubric for 
papers in Italian was not practical for our 
assessment of student learning 
outcomes. Prof. La Luna and I discuss 
and compare samples of student’s written 
work from our advanced courses. 

RECOMMENDATIONS. 
1. Making the assessment exercises available on line. We hope that 
this will streamline the assessment process, reduce the annual and 
time-consuming preparation of packets for students, and encourage 
higher student participation. Another option could be to use recorded 
‘oral quizzes’ from course work. 
2. Student participation. Overall goal: inform and equip students early. 
3. Improve clarity of Reading Comprehension questions.  
 
OVERALL PROGRAMMATIC EFFORTS 
1. Italian Language Coach. Starting in the academic year 2010-2011, 
in collaboration with the Academic Enhancement Center, Prof. Sama 
established the practice of training and working with an Italian 
Language Coach for two of her courses: ITL 205 and ITL 206.   
2. Conversation Hour. Inviting students themselves to become 
stewards of the program. A small group of students has now 
volunteered to take the lead in fostering the Italian conversation hour 
and with faculty guidance. 

Assessment 
Process, 
Pedagogical, 
Curricular 
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Program &  
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

 
Journal ism BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/jor/outcomes.htm 
 
 
 

The final exam in Journalism 220 “Media Writing”, 
The quality of their work is judged in several 
areas including language usage, clarity, 
completeness of the story, proper structure of the 
story and application of other skills taught and 
learned during the semester.  
 

A standardized grading rubric is used in 
each section. Each instructor in each 
section graded the final exams using the 
standard grading rubric.  
The Department Chair reviewed the final 
exams, Cumulative grade points from 
both portions of the exam were combined 
for an overall score, but also examined 
separately to determine if there were any 
particular weaknesses in student learning 
masked by combined scores.  

Department faculty have been meeting since early last summer to 
consider some revisions to the curriculum. The department is 
attending to stricter adherence to a common syllabus in the course 
and is emphasizing a common grading procedure.  Assessment of 
changes in teaching emphasis, grading and curriculum will take place 
each semester. 
Consideration is being given to formulating a   new course for PR majors. 
 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 

Mathematics BA, BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/math/outco
mes.html 

Examined multiple outcomes using course grades 
from multiple level courses and placement exams 
looking for patterns correlating to success. 

Committee examined and analyzed the 
various results to develop a variety of 
interventions 

Multiple changes made including added course sections; created 
online support course to scaffold students toward higher levels of 
achievement; implemented program of using TA's for real-time 
tutoring; coordinated with Physics to create a linked course 
experience to support science students motivation on math; altered 
curriculum to improve assignments. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 

Music BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/mus/pdfs/BAComps.p
df 
 
 

Overall Applied Lessons MUS 110 – MUS 410; 
Voice Juries; Portfolios 

The Music Department has begun the 
process of electronic grading submission 
for all performance jury grading. Currently 
voice and jazz performance juries and 
portfolio grading systems have been 
digitized. 

As of Fall 2010 the music department changed this policy. There are 
now two music advisors that have divided the duties according to 
music degree programs. The anticipated results will be higher 
retention and more four-year graduation rates. The scheduling and 
sequence of all Music Methods classes has been revised to better 
serve and prepare the music student for the advanced content area 
intensive courses. Revising the music program curriculum for better 
oversight and evaluation/assessment of our music students. An exit 
jury will be required of all music students using the criteria of a similar 
nature with the expectations for a graduating Senior 400 level. Pre-
requisites for all courses are being addressed, along with advising 
expectations to help the student navigate through the music 
curriculum in four years. An educational sequence that is driven by 
thorough and logical preparation to and for each area of expertise is 
the overall goal of the UCAS committee. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical, 
Assessment 
Process 

Music Composit ion BM 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/mus/pdfs/BMComps.p
df 
 

See Music BA (one report submitted)    

Philosophy BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/philosophy
/outcomes.html 

Dedicated in-class and at-home essay, quizzes 
examining technical mastery.  
 

The dept. assessment committee read 
late-stage quiz and assessed success in 
meeting outcome criterion. Assessment 
team read final exam essay and 

Within a completely restructured Philosophy major curriculum, an 
entire course - What is Philosophy? – will be devoted to outcome 2.  
The Philosophy program is transitioning to four-credit courses. 
Promote deliberate departmental focus on early development of 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical, 
Assessment 
Process 
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Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

assessed success in meeting outcome 
criterion. In a few isolated cases team 
compared performance on similar essay 
from previous exam to assess either 
improvement or successful mastery at an 
earlier stage. 

outcome 3 through new, thematically-focused introductory courses as 
well as in the new major course What is Philosophy? Provide faculty 
with peer-to-peer pedagogical support for creation of teaching tools 
and assessment rubrics related to this skill. 

 

Physics BA,  BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/physics/ou
tcomes.html 
 

No report received.    

Physics and Physical  Oceanography 
BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/physical_o
ceanography/outcomes.html 

See above (usually one report submitted on 
behalf of both programs) 
 
 
 

   

Poli t ical  Science BA  
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/political_sc
ience/outcomes.html 
 

Midterm exam, essay section of final exam; 
research paper, capstone research project 
 

Aggregate baseline data was collected on 
overall performance (grades) in order to 
gauge if student learning outcomes were 
being met. 

The development and adaptation of a 400 level capstone template 
identifying subcategories of student learning outcomes will be 
finalized and implemented in Spring 2012. Student learning outcomes 
will be measured in the execution and completion of a semester long 
project specific to the course and area of study.  
 

Assessment 
process, 
Curricular 

Psychology BA, BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/psycholog
y/outcomes.html 
 

Multiple choice measure, final lab reports.  Rubric developed to evaluate critical 
thinking skills relevant to preparing lab 
reports, reports independently rated by 
two raters. 

Objective measures suggest that pedagogical changes had produced 
a higher level of competence. Course instructors will revise curriculum 
to focus more specifically on critical thinking. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 

Public Relat ions BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/public_rela
tions/outcomes.html 
 

Portfolio writing assignments, and critical analysis 
of an ad campaign. 

Rubrics designed for each assignment 
were used to assess the work. 

Integrate literacy workshop and support services from Academic 
Enhancement Center. 

Curricular 

Sociology BA, BS 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/soc/studentlearningou
tcomes.htm 
 

Program is being redesigned. Program decided to address this issue by 
re-designing courses attending to the 
learning outcomes as a guide for both the 
new courses and the new sequence of 
courses. We also used this Process to 
address some other curricular issues 
most of which involved insufficient 
staffing. 
 

The results of this Process were two entirely new curricula, one in 
sociology and one in anthropology. The assessment “highlight” of 
each curriculum is the inclusion of a portfolio course in which students 
will assemble a variety of products (written work, multi-media 
presentations, etc.) produced throughout their undergraduate careers 
as the basis for our assessment of student learning outcomes. They 
also will have a sophisticated product to demonstrate to graduate 
schools or potential employers what they know and are able to do. 

Curricular 
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Program &  
Link to Outcomes 

Other than GPA, what data/evidence 
are used to determine that graduates 
have achieved stated outcomes for 
the degree? 

What is the Process? 
Who interprets the evidence? 

How are the findings used? 
What changes have been made based on the 
findings? 

Type of 
Change  
(Pedagogical, 
Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process) 

Spanish BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/ml/spanish/requireme
nts.html 
 

Report due date extended:  December 2012.    

Theatre BFA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/the/outcomes.html 

Direct Evidence: Students were required to create 
a presentational portfolio of items developed 
during class-time. Indirect Evidence: Through 
interaction with previous graduates and guest 
speakers, students participated in focus groups 
and self reflective discussions that resulted in 
written materials.  

Rubrics were used for the scoring of 
student work and eventual presentation of 
materials specific to their field of study. 
Professors evaluated and interpreted the 
evidence.  
 

One change we continue to explore each semester is the roster of 
Professional, Guest 
Artist and Recent Graduate Speakers. 
We are hoping to explore some off-site opportunities in the upcoming 
semesters. 

Curricular 

Women’s Studies BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/arts_sciences/majors/women's_
studies/outcomes.html 
 
 
 
 

Revised essay and final project of capstone 
class; exit survey. 

Three faculty members assess with 
criteria with 10-point scale. 
 

More focused classroom time on analytical reading.  Pedagogical 

Writ ing and Rhetoric BA 
http://www.uri.edu/artsci/writing/geneducation.
shtml#learningoutcomes 

Reflective essays. 25 full-time, graduate, and part time 
instructors. 

Possible changes include: Expand and improve teacher training 
program (WRT 999). Reconsider textbook. Revamp the 100 level 
curriculum. Professional development. Revisit whether selected 300-
level courses should remain Gen Ed, or if they should have pre-
requisites. Consider multiple credit options for more depth. Revisit 
standard syllabi-104/106- to see if they are emphasizing a quantity of 
papers rather than allowing the time to teach each one in more depth. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical 

College of Environmental and 
Life Sciences 

    

Animal Science and Technology BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/favs/FAVS_uGrad.aspx#AV
S 
 

Survey of graduating seniors' confidence in 
knowledge and ability. Exit exams taken by 
seniors. Performance at NESA Northeast Animal 
Science Competition. 

Faculty graded their respective sections; 
interpretation by department chair. 
External experts serve as judges. 

Have changed some course content; have 
proposed new courses (approval pending); will consider making some 
courses mandatory. We recommend assessing progress via 
embedded questions on exams, either in addition to or in place of a 
terminal exam. We recommend involving more faculty in preparing 
students for NESA. 

Curricular, 
Pedagogical, 
Assessment 
Process 

Aquaculture and Fisheries 
Technology  BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/favs/FAVS_uGrad.aspx#AFS 
 

Program is being redefined.    

Biological  Sciences BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U

Sections of lab reports written up as homework.  
Lab practical 

Lab instructors (TAs) apply rubric. Results 
reviewed with Laboratory Coordinator.  

Lab report exercise will be further changed to focus on learning 
outcomes. New focus has students writing more scientific abstracts 

Pedagogical 
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ndergraduate/alpha.html 
 
 

and results sections of reports. Expanded introductory material, 
including presentations in complex lab sessions. 

Biology BA 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/cels/majors/biology/outcomes.ht
ml 
 

See Biological Sciences BS.    

Marine Biology BS 
http: / /www.uri .edu/assessment/uri /o
utcomes/Undergraduate/alpha.html 
 

See Biological Sciences BS.    

Environmental  Hort iculture and 
Turfgrass Management BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/pls/pls_ugrad.aspx 
 

GCSAA Exam, RIH Exam, Capstone class, group 
projects and student presentations, summer 
internship mentor reports. 

Faculty members, panels of industry 
practitioners and faculty from multiple 
institutions across the country. 

Instituted 2 seminar classes. Improving internship quality. Curricular  

Environmental  & Natural  Resource 
Economics BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/enre/uGradOutcome.aspx 
 

Results of two assessment exams, one covering 
100/200 level coursework, one near the end of 
program. 

Written examinations evaluated by 
department chair. 

Expand coverage of Learning outcomes and topic areas on the 
exams. Provide more balanced coverage of topics. 

Pedagogical 

Environmental  Science and 
Management BS 
http://nrs.uri.edu/docs/undergrad/ESM_Exp_O
utcomes_2010.pdf 
 

No report received.    

Geology and Geological  
Oceanography BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/geo/GEO_ugrad.aspx 

Written assessment at the beginning of GEO 103. 
Also used is the institution of exclusively based 
problem-based learning (PBL) in sophomore 
class; revisiting approach in later (senior-level) 
classes (GEO 450; 483). Students, organized in 
groups, received a series of problems, graded in 
difficulty, through the semester, which they were 
to solve. The work products are 5 synthesis 
papers and 6 125-minute talks. 
 

In GEO 204, the class became 
exclusively PBL, with explicit rubrics. 
Students worked in effectively self-reliant 
teams. The efficacy of these methods 
was then assessed by examination 
questions in GEO 450, written to reveal 
analytical skills presumably obtained in 
GEO 204. 

Restructure and redesign the problem sets; vary the work products 
expected; instructor needs to be more involved in day-to-day 
development of solutions to the problems; partner with an instructor in 
the Department of Writing andRhetoric to optimize best practices 
for writing instruction. 

Pedagogical 

Marine Affairs BA, BS 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/cels/majors/marine_affairs/outco
mes.html 
 

Exam in capstone course. Corrected by a professor. Replace exam and focus on in-class assignments that test the 
students’ ability to integrate knowledge. 

Pedagogical 
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Change  
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Process) 

Cel l  and Molecular Biology BS 
http://cels.uri.edu/cmb/CMB_Outcome.aspx 
 

Performance based on assessment of lab skills 
and bacteria identification. Two laboratory 
practical exams during the semester. Post-grad 
employment/grad school acceptance data. 

Course instructor and department chair 
evaluate results. 

A study guide was created for future use. Pedagogical 

Wildl i fe and Conservation Biology 
BS 
http://nrs.uri.edu/docs/undergrad/WCB_Exp_O
utcomes_2010.pdf 
 

No report received.    

Feinstein College of Continuing 
Education 

    

Bachelor of  Interdiscipl inary 
Studies BIS 
http://www.uri.edu/prov/bis/BISoutcomes.html  

Final research papers from one of the senior 
interdisciplinary seminars. Student peer ratings 
from Book Groups in the Social Science Seminar 
offered. 
 

Search papers were assessed using 
The VALUE rubric “Integrated Learning.” 
Two faculty who teach one of the other 
interdisciplinary seminars assessed the 
papers and interpreted the evidence. 
Book Club Peer Ratings were collected in 
class, using a rubric to assess how well 
each peer member participated in the 
groups’ class presentations. Each 
member also did a self-assessment. 

Work with the seminar instructors to ensure that assignments more 
closely reflect the collaborative learning goal of the BIS program. Use 
these two additional classes to make decisions about revising he 
VALUE rubric for use in the BIS program as the assessment of the 
Collaborative Learning BIS program goal. Use the data from the 3 
seminars in the design of learning goals in the BIS seminars at all 
levels. Use the data to also make decisions about revising the 
Collaborative Learning BIS program goal.  There would be value 
interviewing and providing more specific examples for the students of 
what is meant by each element in the rubrics enhancing the validity of 
the assessment tool. 

Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process 

College of Human Sciences 
and Services 

    

Communicative Disorders  BS 
http://www.uri.edu/hss/cmd/programs.html  

The course instructor evaluates student 
participation in (1) an annual, national colloquium 
series on communication disorders sponsored by 
CMD, (2) case presentations of individuals with 
communication disorders, and (3) small group 
activities. 

Rubrics regarding faculty expectations for 
student writing will be developed in the 
fall of 2012 and the spring of 2013. 
Student performance will then be 
analyzed by faculty with respect to the 
rubric starting in the spring or fall of 2013. 
During the 2012-2013 academic year, 
outcome measures for experiential 
learning impact will be developed and 
outcomes evaluated. 

At present, CMD students are only required to take 1 writing course to 
satisfy their General Education Requirement for Communication. In 
the 2012-2013 academic year, we will require an additional writing 
course of all our majors. 
A new system of audio-visual recording that makes use of Internet 
technology will make it easier for students to garner observational 
hours. This system should be operation during the 2012-2013 
academic year and outcome data can then be collected. 

Curricular 

Health Studies BS 
http://www.uri.edu/hss/health/outcomes.html 
 

New program – report due 2014.    

Human Development and Family 
Studies 

Capstone portfolios, alumni surveys, supervisor 
evaluation. 

Instructors and field placement 
supervisors use a common evaluation 

Consider changing 1 credit seminar to 3 credit capstone seminar. 
Continue to work with field instructors and modify assessment 

Curricular, 
Assessment 
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Change  
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http://www.uri.edu/hss/hdf/outcomes.html rubric. measures. Reduce number of learning outcomes from 6 to 4. Revise 
writing rubric. Refine and coordinate supervisor rubrics for early and 
senior field experience. Revise course objectives. Implement writing 
mentor program. 

Process 

Kinesiology 
http://www.uri.edu/hss/physical_education/lear
ning_outcomes.html 
 

Capstone class, internship and internship 
seminar. 

Course instructors, department chair, site 
supervisors. 

Added strength training class. Added a biochemistry course. 
Curricular changes to 2012-2013 year. 

Curricular 

Texti le  Marketing 
http://www.uri.edu/assessment/uri/outcomes/U
ndergraduate/hss/majors/textile/outcomes.html 
 

Redefining program – report due 2014.    

Texti les,  Fashion Merchandizing 
and Design 
http://www.uri.edu/hss/tmd/TMD%20Outcomes
.html 
 

Survey administered to freshman in URI 101 and 
seniors in TMD 433 as “pre” and “post” query of 
learning outcomes.  

A Sakai site was set up with a dropbox for 
each of the selected students, and the 
appropriate assessment from key courses 
(using the curriculum map) was uploaded 
by faculty. The transcripts of the selected 
students were also reviewed and a 
spreadsheet was generated to list their 
grades in all TMD courses. 

Our curriculum map and outcomes are overly complex and need 
some simplification to allow for meaningful assessment of the broad 
range of students that are enrolled in the program. We await software 
implementation that will make the assembling of portfolios more 
direct. We will continue to collect work from the previously identified 
courses, but a limited set of courses will be examined in more detail 
over the 2011-2012 academic year. 

Curricular, 
Assessment 
Process 

College of Pharmacy     
Pharmaceutical  Sciences 
http://www.uri.edu/pharmacy/programs/bsps/b
spslearninggoals.shtml 
 

New program – report due 2013.    
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Program  

 
Professional ,  Special ized,  State,  or  
programmatic accreditat ions currently 
held by the inst i tut ion (by agency or 
program name) 

 
Date of  most recent 
accreditat ion 
act ion by each 
agency l isted 

 
Summary (“bul let  points”)  of  key 
issues for continuing accreditat ion 
identi f ied in accreditat ion act ion 
letter  or report  

 
Key performance indicators as 
required by agency or selected 
by program ( l icensure board,  or 
bar pass rates;  employment 
rates,  etc.)  

 
Date and 
nature of  
next 
scheduled 
review 

College of Arts and Sciences      
 
Library & Information Science MSLIS 

 
American Library Association ALA 
 
National Council for Accreditation of Teacher  
Education (NCATE) and American Association of 
School Librarians SPA 

 
 

 
2010 
 
 
2007 

 
Financial sustainability: large number of 
courses taught; faculty small at 7 members; 
use of same faculty/student ratio in 
determining undergraduate and graduate 
program needs; heavy teaching load “inhibits 
faculty research and innovation”, aging 
facilities 
“National Recognition.” “The program is 
meeting the needs of New England Region 
by offering the program at various sites and 
via the web. The program report is excellent.” 
The program has an excellent relationship 
with both the Graduate School of Library and 
Information Studies and the School of 
Education. The program coordinator is 
actively involved with the university's Council 
of Teacher Education. There are clinical 
experiences at both the beginning and the 
conclusion of the program of studies.  
The program is integrated with various Rhode 
Island Department of Education teacher 
preparation, themes, frameworks, 
evaluations, etc. The program uses a variety 
of assessment tools to integrate with 
ALA/AASL standards. These  
assessments are clear and tailored to 
demonstrate compliance with these 
standards. There is an adequate and diverse 
faculty which is active in the professional 
community. Assessment rubrics are well 
designed and clear. The program has a very 
well planned practicum.”  
 

 
Mission, goals, & objectives; Curriculum; 
Faculty; Students; Finance and 
governance; Facilities 
 
 
 
 
“In general the program meets each 
standard in a variety of ways and courses.  
This is one of their strengths” Every 
standard designated “Met” with no  
conditions or recommendations. 
Assessments used include Licensure 
Exam for RIDE pass rate for PRAXIS II 
PLT; GSLIS Comprehensive Exam Pass 
Rate; Site Evaluations from Practicum; E-
Portfolio rubric scores posted to 
TrueOutcomes with documents as 
evidence of mastery of 5 roles of the 
school librarian and 11 RIPTS. “Program 
is nationally recognized.” “To retain 
recognition, another program report must 
be submitted before that review.”  
 

 
Full Review 
2017 
 
 
 
 
 
2012 

 
Music Performance MM 

 
NCATE – National Teacher Standards 

 
2005 
 

  
2015 

 

 
Music Education MM 

 
NCATE – National Teacher Standards 

 
2005 

  
2015 

 



E1B: INVENTORY OF SPECIALIZED AND PROGRAM ACCREDITATION  
University of Rhode Island Graduate Accredited Programs 
 

2 
 

 
Program  

 
Professional ,  Special ized,  State,  or  
programmatic accreditat ions currently 
held by the inst i tut ion (by agency or 
program name) 

 
Date of  most recent 
accreditat ion 
act ion by each 
agency l isted 

 
Summary (“bul let  points”)  of  key 
issues for continuing accreditat ion 
identi f ied in accreditat ion act ion 
letter  or report  

 
Key performance indicators as 
required by agency or selected 
by program ( l icensure board,  or 
bar pass rates;  employment 
rates,  etc.)  

 
Date and 
nature of  
next 
scheduled 
review 

 

 
Clinical Psychology PhD 
 

 
American Psychological Association  
 

 
2011; Reaccredited for 7 
years  

 
Efforts to retain diverse faculty.  

 
• Employment rates  
• Indicators required by accrediting agency 
are dependent upon program’s 
individualized goals, objectives, and 
competencies  
 

 
Self-study due 
in 2017; Next 
site visit 2018  

 
School Psychology MS, PhD 

 
Report delayed – August 2012. 
 

 
 

   

College of Business      
 
Accounting MS 

The Association to Advance Collegiate Business 
School 

Fall 2008 
 

1.Faculty research standards require review 
and strengthening. 
2. Succession planning to ensure College is 
adequately staffed 
3. Continued cycles of Assurance of 
Learning. 

Selected by Program: 
Employment Rates 
CPA Exam 

October, 2013 

 
Business Administration PhD 

The Association to Advance Collegiate Business 
School 

Fall 2008 
 

1.Faculty research standards require review 
and strengthening. 
2. Succession planning to ensure College is 
adequately staffed 
3. Continued cycles of Assurance of 
Learning. 

Selected by Program: 
Employment Rates 
CPA Exam 

October, 2013 

 
Masters of Business Administration 
MBA 

The Association to Advance Collegiate Business 
School 

Fall 2008 
 
 

1.Faculty research standards require review 
and strengthening. 
2. Succession planning to ensure College is 
adequately staffed 
3. Continued cycles of Assurance of 
Learning. 

Selected by Program: 
Employment Rates 
CPA Exam 

October, 2013 

College of the Environment and Life 
Sciences 

     

 
Medical Laboratory Science – 
Cytotechnology option MS 
 

Commission on Accreditation of Allied Health 
Education Programs 

2009 Adequate resources: faculty equipment, 
updated library, space, finances, etc 

Employment, Board of Certification pass 
rate, retention rate, employer and 
employee surveys 

July 2016 

 
Nutrition & Dietetics Internship MSDI 

Accreditation Council for Education and Nutrition 
(formerly Commission on Accreditation for 

2011 1. Program planning and outcomes 
assessment. 

Evidence that data are being collected and 
assessed on an ongoing systematic basis 

Site Visit 2021 
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Program  

 
Professional ,  Special ized,  State,  or  
programmatic accreditat ions currently 
held by the inst i tut ion (by agency or 
program name) 

 
Date of  most recent 
accreditat ion 
act ion by each 
agency l isted 

 
Summary (“bul let  points”)  of  key 
issues for continuing accreditat ion 
identi f ied in accreditat ion act ion 
letter  or report  

 
Key performance indicators as 
required by agency or selected 
by program ( l icensure board,  or 
bar pass rates;  employment 
rates,  etc.)  

 
Date and 
nature of  
next 
scheduled 
review 

Dietetics Education) 2. Dietetic registration examination first-time 
pass rate below the 80% standard. 

Ongoing curricular improvement. 

and strengths and limitations identified 
through the assessment process.  
 
The trend in the first t ime pass rate 
since the plan has been implemented, 
actual changes made and implemented 
to the curriculum, policies and 
procedures, and progress on assessment 
of the student learning outcomes.  
 
The program needs to identify the 
strengths and areas for improvement 
based on the data collected from the 
student learning outcomes and the 
curriculum assessment process. 

College of Human Sciences and 
Services 

     

Education MA 
  Elementary Education (MA & MATCP) 
  Secondary Education  (MA & MATCP) 
  Reading Specialist MA 
  Special Education Elementary (MA) 
  Special Education Secondary (MA)  
  HDF (TCP)* 
  Library Media (TCP)* 
  Music MM (TCP)* 
  School Psychology (MS & PhD)* 
  Speech Language Pathology (MS)* 
  Education (PhD) 
 
*These programs are not part of the 
Education MA, but are accredited by the 
same accrediting bodies for their 
education components. 

NCATE 
Rhode Island Program Approval (RIPA) 
Specialized Program Accreditation (SPA) (ACEI) 

• NCTE- English 
• NCTM – Math 
• NCSS – Social Studies 
• NSTA – Science 
• ACTFL – Foreign Language 
• ASHA 

2008-2012 Standard 4 Diversity: Candidates have limited 
opportunities to interact with faculty from 
diverse populations. (Initial and Advanced 
programs) 
Standard 4 Diversity: Candidates have limited 
opportunities to interact with peers from 
diverse racial and ethnic groups. (Initial and 
Advanced programs) 
Standard 6 Unit Governance and Resources: 
The unit does not have sufficient 
administrative and support staff to ensure the 
effective and efficient operation of programs 
for the preparation of educators. 

NCATE: 
Standard 1: Candidate Knowledge, Skills, 
and Professional Dispositions 
Standard 2: Assessment System and Unit 
Evaluation 
Standard 3: Field Experiences and Clinical 
Practice 
Standard 4: Diversity 
Standard 5: Faculty Qualifications, 
Performance, and Development 
Standard 6: Unit Governance and 
Resources 
 

2012-2021 

 
Doctor of Physical Therapy DPT 

Commission on Accreditation in Physical Therapy 
Education (CAPTE) 

April 26, 2006 At the time of the self-study and visit, the visit 
team indicated problems with the 
performance of the Academic Coordinator for 
Clinical Education (ACCE). All issues were 
resolved when that person resigned and a 
new ACCE was hired. We then received full 

Pass Rate for Licensure Exam (National 
Physical Therapy Exam) 
Employment Rate 
All students will demonstrate entry-level 
competence in all practice expectations 
 

2016 
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Program  

 
Professional ,  Special ized,  State,  or  
programmatic accreditat ions currently 
held by the inst i tut ion (by agency or 
program name) 

 
Date of  most recent 
accreditat ion 
act ion by each 
agency l isted 

 
Summary (“bul let  points”)  of  key 
issues for continuing accreditat ion 
identi f ied in accreditat ion act ion 
letter  or report  

 
Key performance indicators as 
required by agency or selected 
by program ( l icensure board,  or 
bar pass rates;  employment 
rates,  etc.)  

 
Date and 
nature of  
next 
scheduled 
review 

accreditation for 10 years 
 
Couples & Family Therapy MS 

Commission on Accreditation for Marriage and 
Family Therapy Education (COAMFTE) 

2006 None. AMFTRB National exam pass rate >70% 
Advertised length of completion (2yrs) 
graduation rate > 50% 
Maximum length of completion (5yrs) 
graduation rate >65% 

Self-study 
submitted 
1/5/2012. Site 
visit scheduled 
for 11/2013. 
 

Speech – Language Pathology MS Council on Academic Accreditation-Audiology and 
Speech Pathology (CAA) 

5/2005; 
Annual re-accreditation 
Report due 2/1 each year 

Development of accurate and current web 
site including performance indicators, 
documentation of student progress, better 
faculty meeting documentation and evidence 
of programmatic decision making (e.g., 
curriculum change) 

Graduation rates, employment rates, rates 
of passage of the Praxis exam 

2/2013 

College of Nursing      
 
Nursing MS 

State Accreditation: Rhode Island Board of 
Nursing Registration and Nurse Education 
National Accreditation: Commission of Collegiate 
Nursing Education (CCNE) 

State: 2006 
National: October 2006 

State Accreditation: All criteria met 
National Accreditation: “All accreditation 
standards met; no compliance concerns with 
respect to key elements.” 

State Accreditation: State approval is 
based on the outcome of CCNE program 
evaluation and follows the same timeline 
and review. 
National Accreditation: CCNE requires 
that a program demonstrate the 
incorporation of knowledge and skills 
identified in The Essentials of Masters 
Education in Nursing. This includes 
attention to graduation rates, certification 
pass rates, and job placement. 

National: Full 
Accreditation 
2016 
 
State: 2016 
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Program  

 
 
Professional, Specialized, State, or 
programmatic accreditations currently held 
by the institution (by agency or program 
name) 

 
 
Date of most recent 
accreditation action by 
each agency listed 

 
 
Summary (“bullet points”) of key issues 
for continuing accreditation identified in 
accreditation action letter or report 

 
 
Key performance indicators as required 
by agency or selected by program 
(licensure board, or bar pass rates; 
employment rates, etc.) 

 
 
Date and 
nature of 
next 
scheduled 
review 

College of Arts and Sciences      

 
Chemistry BA, BS 
Chemistry & Forensic Chemistry BS 

American Chemical Society (ACS). The ACS 
Committee on Professional Training (CPT) is the 
accrediting body for Chemistry degrees. 
 

2006   2016 

Music Education BM NASM National Association of School of Music 
RIDE – RI Teacher Standards 
NCATE – National Teacher Standards 

2006 
2006 
2005 

1.No continuing faculty member whose 
expertise is vocal arts. The voice area is the 
largest performance area in size.  Currently, 
there are two lecturers teaching voice. 
2. Safe and secure storage for student and 
departmental instruments and equipment. 
3. Concert Hall needs renovation to meet 
safety and professional standards. 
4. Music area needs expansion and 
renovation. Problems include no elevators to 
upper levels, inadequate acoustical treatment 
between rooms, not enough teaching and 
rehearsal space for size of dept, very little 
storage space… 
5. Selected curricular, policy and procedural 
issues within the department (no faculty 
handbook, better mentoring system for 
graduate assistants, etc) 

None at this time. 2016 National 
Accreditation-
music 
program is 
reviewed. 
 
2012 State 
Review of BM 
in Music Ed. 
Program K-12 
 
2015 National 
Review of 
School of 
Education 

College of Business      

 
Business BS 

AACSB, The Association to Advance Collegiate 
Schools of Business 

Jan 2009 Additional cycles of Assurance of Learning;. 
academically Qualified definition 
strengthened; strategic planning for 
retirement 
 

None 2012-2013 
Self-Study 
2013-2014 
Site Visit 

College of Engineering      

 
Biomedical Engineering BS 
 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
 
*will be accredited in 2012 

  
 
 

 
Chemical Engineering BS 
 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
 
None 

 
Assessment of Program Educational 
Objectives and Student Outcomes 

 
 
Fall 2012 
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Program  

 
 
Professional, Specialized, State, or 
programmatic accreditations currently held 
by the institution (by agency or program 
name) 

 
 
Date of most recent 
accreditation action by 
each agency listed 

 
 
Summary (“bullet points”) of key issues 
for continuing accreditation identified in 
accreditation action letter or report 

 
 
Key performance indicators as required 
by agency or selected by program 
(licensure board, or bar pass rates; 
employment rates, etc.) 

 
 
Date and 
nature of 
next 
scheduled 
review 

 
 
Civil Engineering BS 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
 
*report due 6/12 

  

 
 
Computer Engineering BS 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
October 
2006 

 
No deficiencies or weaknesses or concerns 
reported 

N/A October 
2012 

 
 
Electrical Engineering BS 

 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
No deficiencies or weaknesses or concerns 
reported 

N/A 2012 

 
 
Industrial & Systems Engineering BS 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
 
*report due 6/12 

  

 
 
 
Mechanical Engineering BS 

 
 
 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
 
 
2006 

 
 
 
 
*report due 6/12 

  

 
Ocean Engineering BS 

 
 
ABET, Inc 

 
 
2006 

 
 
None 

Assessment of specific program 
educational objectives and student 
outcomes 

Fall 2012 

College of Environmental and Life 
Sciences 

     

Landscape Architecture BLA LAAB Landscape Architecture Accreditation 
Board 

March 2010 Stronger objectives, more planning and 
administration time for Chair, change in 
student to faculty ratio, increase diversity 

http://www.asla.org/AccreditationLAAB.as
px 

Fall 2015 

Medical Laboratory Science BS 
 
 

NAACLS National Accrediting Agency for 
Clinical Laboratory Sciences 

2009 No areas of concern http://www.naacls.org/approval/ca/standar
ds.asp 

 2012  

Nutrition & Dietetics BS Commission on Accreditation for Dietetics 
Education, American Dietetics Association 

2011 None Passing rate on national credentialing 
examination (5yr average >80%) 

2016 -Paper 
Review 
2021 –Site 
Visit 

College of Human Sciences and 
Services 

     

Education BA 
 
 
 
 

NCATE National Council for the Accreditation of 
Teacher Education programs 

2008 More diversity among faculty and students, 
more full time faculty, more administrative 
support,  

http://www.ncate.org/public/standards.asp 2012  
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Program  

 
 
Professional, Specialized, State, or 
programmatic accreditations currently held 
by the institution (by agency or program 
name) 

 
 
Date of most recent 
accreditation action by 
each agency listed 

 
 
Summary (“bullet points”) of key issues 
for continuing accreditation identified in 
accreditation action letter or report 

 
 
Key performance indicators as required 
by agency or selected by program 
(licensure board, or bar pass rates; 
employment rates, etc.) 

 
 
Date and 
nature of 
next 
scheduled 
review 

College of Nursing      

Nursing BS CCNE Commission on Collegiate Nursing 
Education  
Rhode Island Board of Nurse Registration and 
Nurse Education 

2006 All accreditation standards met NCLEX-RN, licensure pass rates and job 
placement 

2016 

College of Pharmacy      

Pharmacy Pharm D 
 
 

ACPE Accreditation Council for Pharmacy 
Education 

2011 No areas of concern NAPLEX 2015 
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CIHE DATA FORMS FOR REPORT ON DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

INSTITUTION:  

TABLE 1.     Program and Certificate Description 

Note:  For Enrollment and other data, use data from current or most recently completed semester for which data are available.

Programs and Certificates in which 50% or more of the credit may be completed entirely on-line

Program or Certificate Name
Level of Degree           
(A, B, M, D) or 
Certificate (C)

Initiation 
Date               
(First 

Enrollment)   
(Year Only)

Number of 
Required 
Credits

No. of Credits 
Which May 

be Completed 
On-Line

Graduate Certificate in Digital Forensics C 2007 15 15
     
Master in Library & Information Studies M 1967* 36 Up to 36
   
   
   
   
  
   

 
 
 

 
*Program has gradually offered online courses so that 
about one-third are fully online.

 

Insert additional rows for more programs, if needed.



CIHE DATA FORMS FOR REPORT ON DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

INSTITUTION:    

TABLE 2.     Students

Note:  For Enrollment and other data, use data from current or most recently completed semester for which data are available.

Programs and Certificates in which 50% or more of the credit may be completed entirely on-line

Program or Certificate Name Matriculated 
Students

Degree or 
Certificate 

Completers to 
Date

Total 
Number of 
Students 
Taking 

Courses on 
Ground* 

In-State 
Students 
Taking 
Courses     
On-Line

Out-of-State 
Students 
Taking 

Courses     On-
Line

Students 
Based in 

Other 
Countries 

Taking 
Courses

Total 
Number of 
Students 
Taking 
Courses     
On-Line

Graduate Certificate in Digital Forensics 33 28** 0 36 20 1 57
      

Masters in Library and Information Studies 134

2840 alums 
on 2011 

mailing list; 
program 
dates to 
1960s; 

adoption of 
online 

delivery 
gradual

246 "seats" 
filled spring 
2012: 101 in 

100% or 
nearly 100% 

online 
classes, 69 in 

blended 
classes,  44 

in f2f 
classes, and 

32 in 
practica & 
directed 
studies 50 50 1 101

    0
    0
    0
    0
    0
     0
    0

   0
   0

TOTAL 167 86 70 2 158

Scroll down to next table

**  The program started tracking completions in 2010 so these numbers are the number of 
graduates from Su'10 and Su'11

Insert additional rows for more programs, if needed.



CIHE DATA FORMS FOR REPORT ON DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

INSTITUTION:    

TABLE 3.     Faculty

Note:  For Enrollment and other data, use data from current or most recently completed semester for which data are available.

Programs and Certificates in which 50% or more of the credit may be completed entirely on-line

FT in Program PT in 
Program

Ph.D or 
Equivalent

Masters or 
Equivalent

Graduate Certificate in Digital Forensics 1 2 3 2 1 2
   0  

Masters in Library and Information Studies 4 8  12 5 5 8
0

  0  
 0  
 0  
 0  
 0  
 0  
 0  

0  
 0  

0  

TOTAL 4 9 2 15 7 6 10

Scroll down to next table   

FTE Faculty in 
Program

Number with Highest 
Degree

Insert additional rows for more programs, if needed.

Faculty Teaching in The Program (Headcount)

Program or Certificate Name

Faculty Employed Full Time 
at The Institution

Faculty 
Employed PT 

at The 
Institution

Total Faculty 
in Program



CIHE DATA FORMS FOR REPORT ON DISTANCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS

INSTITUTION:    

TABLE 4.     Course enrollments and completions

Note:  For Enrollment and other data, use data from current or most recently completed semester for which data are available.

Programs and Certificates in which 50% or more of the credit may be completed entirely on-line

Courses Offered On-Line Fall Spring Year Total* Fall Spring Year Total* Fall Spring Year Total*

2011 2012

Graduate Certificate in Digital Forensics
Undergraduate
     Total Number of courses 1 1 3
     Total on-line enrollments 13 9 22
     On-line course completions 10 8 18
Graduate   
     Total Number of courses 1 1 2
     Total on-line enrollments 22 22 44
     On-line course completions 22 19 41

Masters in Library and Information Studies
Graduate
     Total Number of courses (100% online only) 10 6 20
     Total on-line enrollments 174 101 335
     On-line course completions 166 94 318

TOTAL
     Total Number of courses 12 8 25 0 0 0 0 0 0
     Total on-line enrollments 209 132 401 0 0 0 0 0 0
     On-line course completions 198 121 377 0 0 0 0 0 0

 * For year total, include all offerings, including Fall and Spring terms, short-terms, summer, and non-term-based offerings
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UPDATE ON PHYSICAL RESOURCE PROJECTS 
Major projects completed since 2007 

 
IEP Expansion.  The University purchased the only remaining fraternity house on Upper 
College Road to expand the International Engineering Program (IEP). The renovations were 
completed in 2007.  The renovated building, named for donor Texas Instruments, expands the 
Heidi Kirk Duffy International Engineering Center.  The project meets the growing demand for 
the combined residential/academic program experience that IEP has successfully promoted and 
managed.  To relocate the fraternity that previously occupied the house, the University provided 
a building site at 11 Fraternity Circle with assistance for site improvements necessary to make 
the site buildable. Total Project Cost: $1.8 million.  
 
HOPE Commons.  In 2007, the University completed construction of the new Hope Commons 
Dining Hall, a 47,000 sq. ft. facility featuring a 718-seat dining hall, late night café, and retail 
market.  The new facility received LEED Silver certification.  Hope Commons is the first new 
dining hall on campus in 45 years and replaces the original Hope Dining Hall, built in 1957.  
Total Project Cost: $23 million. 
 
Eddy, Garrahy & Wiley Residence Halls.  To meet demand for on campus housing, the 
University opened three new residence halls in 2006 and 2007 with 508 beds in apartment-style 
units and 292 beds in suite-style units.  Each building features a centrally located, grand lounge.  
These buildings were the first new residence halls built at URI since 1971.  Total Project Cost: 
$74 million. 
 
Lippitt Hall Renovation.  Lippitt Hall, a 36,852 sq. ft. granite block, three-story building with a 
slate roof, was constructed in 1897 as a dining hall and gymnasium facility.  The Lippitt Hall 
renovation project included slate roof repair, stone re-pointing, window and door replacements, 
plumbing and HVAC upgrades, accessibility requirements, and restoration of unique 
architectural features, both interior and exterior.  The restored building houses the Mathematics 
Department and the Honors Program and was completed in 2008.  Total Project Cost: $8.8 
million. 
 
The Center for Biotechnology and Life Sciences.  This 140,000 square-foot facility houses 
modern teaching laboratories, cutting edge research laboratories, high-tech facilities for DNA 
sequencing and analysis, faculty offices, a 100-seat classroom, and a two-story, 300-seat 
auditorium, all to meet the needs of URI's growing environmental biotechnology, life and health 
sciences programs. The Center features a dramatic four-story atrium that connects the research 
wing with the teaching wing, a rooftop patio, an open stairway that suggests the DNA double-
helix, and interior spaces designed to encourage interaction among faculty and students. The 
building was awarded LEED (Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design) Silver 
certification after its completion in 2009. Total Project Cost: $59.7 million. 
 
Ocean Science Exploration Center.  In 2009, the University opened the Ocean Science and 
Exploration Center, a new gateway building at its Narragansett Bay Campus.  This state-of-the-
art, LEED Silver facility will enable the University to remain one of the nation's most prestigious 
centers of oceanographic research, exploration and education. The new building houses the Pell 
Marine Science Library and the Inner Space Center, with real-time video and data connections to 
research vessels.   Other building features include exhibit areas, a broadcast facility, 
administrative offices, research spaces, a cafe, reading rooms, meeting rooms, an outdoor 
function space, and a campus computer center. Total Project Cost: $15 million. 
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Major projects On-going since 2007. 
Butterfield Dining Addition -This project involves renovations and additions to the Butterfield 
Hall Dining facility to accommodate an increase in student population from the Hillside 
Residence Hall. As one of the two dining halls operated by the URI Dining Services the facility 
currently seats approximately 400 in a series of large tables that, while efficient, does not foster 
the sense of community that a mixed seating arrangement would allow. The project has been 
conceived as a 5,900 square foot addition along Butterfield Road as well as a remodeling of the 
9,750 square foot existing facility. The addition will increase seating by approximately 200 seats 
and improve waiting and other diner amenities. The renovation will update and increase the 
efficiency of the existing serving and seating area. In addition the project includes a 1,500 square 
foot second floor addition and 950 square foot renovations to the Butterfield Residence Hall 
common areas, which improve the lounge and Living and Learning community within 
Butterfield Hall. An architect has been assigned and is underway.  
 
Hillside Residence Hall.  Hillside Residence Hall is scheduled to open for the 2012-2013 
academic year.  The new 429-bed facility will be the most energy efficient residential complex 
on campus, designed to create a more vital campus community through the development of 
energetic and connected neighborhoods.  The 112,500 sq. ft. building features a vegetated roof 
and solar hot water panels.  Hillside Residence Hall will house freshmen and sophomores, and 
will replace the four-building, 54-bed Terrace Apartments formerly located on Baird Hill Road 
south and west of the Memorial Union. Total Project Cost: $45.8 million. 
 
College of Pharmacy Building. Construction of a 150,000-sq.-ft. building to house the College 
of Pharmacy is near completion. The building will house teaching laboratories and classrooms, 
research laboratories, faculty and administrative offices, a model retail pharmacy, a cGMP 
(pharmaceutical production) facility, and outreach programs. The structure is located near the 
new Center for Biotechnology and Life Sciences, the proposed Chemistry Building, the Nursing 
School, the Center for Integrative Learning and Technology and the Kingston Coastal Institute, 
promoting a synergy of activities to enhance the health and environmental sciences focus of the 
area. Total Project Cost: $75.2 million.  
 
Energy Conservation/Performance Contracting Phase II.  The University entered into an 
Energy Performance Contract (EPC) with Noresco, an Energy Service Company (ESCO) to 
purchase energy and water saving improvements in buildings and infrastructure, where the basis 
for payments is the performance level guaranteed in the contract. Performance contracting is 
structured so that the cost of implementing the Energy Conservation Measures (ECM) is 
recovered from cost avoidance achieved by the performance of those measures.  The scope of 
work to be accomplished under the Phase II program includes continuation of lighting fixture 
replacements and motion sensor installations; window replacements; attic insulation and 
weatherization; heating, ventilation, and air conditioning improvements; the conversion of 
electrical  
heat to gas operation on the Narragansett Bay Campus; and the installation of energy 
management control systems at various buildings across the University. Current Project Funding: 
$5.4 million. 
 
North District Infrastructure.  This project provides site-related infrastructure and equipment 
for new construction projects in URI’s “North District” of life science buildings, including the 
Center for Biotechnology and Life Sciences (CBLS), the College of Pharmacy Building (COP), 
and new Chemistry Building.  Included in the infrastructure work are utility connections and 
equipment, drainage systems, walkways and parking areas, landscaping, and demolition work.  
Equipment includes telephone/data hardware, security systems, laboratory equipment, and 
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furniture and fixtures.  Work completed to-date includes 1) construction of a new electrical 
substation with upgraded feeder and distribution lines, 2) steam line, water and wastewater 
service line work, and 3) re-grading of Greenhouse Road.  Site specific infrastructure and 
equipment work for CBLS and COP is largely complete.  Additional work will be coordinated 
with the construction of the new Chemistry Building, scheduled to begin in 2012.  Total Project 
Cost: $10.3 million. 
 
Repaving and Road Construction.  The project involves a third phase of the University's 
progressive efforts to improve circulation by repaving and reconstructing major parking 
facilities, internal roadways, and walkways across three of its four Campuses.  Highlights of this 
phase include design and construction of 1) an extension of Baird Hill Road and connection to 
Fraternity Circle, 2) a 1,300 foot connector road between the northwestern bend in Plains Road 
and the western end of Flagg Road, 3) commuter parking adjacent to the connector road, and 4) 
new culverts at four road crossings of Whitehorn Brook to improve the drainage of storm water 
from the Kingston Campus.  The two new roadways, to be completed in 2012 and 2013, 
respectively, are consistent with the Kingston Campus Master Plan.  The new pervious surface 
commuter parking on the periphery supports landscape projects that “green” the campus core for 
pedestrians.  The new culverts completed in 2011 have improved the drainage of storm water.  
Total Project Cost: $13.7 million. 
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