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Agenda

o IA Liaisons

o Reporting Update

o I-ARC

o AI agents
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Institutional Assessment Liaisons

• Student Affairs
• Brody School of Medicine
• College of Fine Arts and 

Communications
• College of Nursing
• School of Dental Medicine

• College of Education
• College of Health and 

Human Sciences
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Yihui Li  Jeanette Morris

• Academic Affairs
• Chancellor’s Division
• College of Arts and Sciences
• College of Business
• College of Engineering and 

Technology

Susan Morrissey



ASSESSMENT REPORTING UPDATE

Submitted complete 2025 - 26 assessment 
reports:

▪ 98% of educational programs (missing 4)

▪ 98% of support units (missing 1)

Units report for 2025-
26 by May/June 15, 

Aug 1

IARC completes 
reviews by Oct 15

Feedback available 
to IAAC reps and 

units Oct 16

Updates in 
Nuventive by  Dec 

15

2025-26 reports 
archived in January

We are here!



INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT REVIEW 
COMMITTEE ( IARC)

▪ 6 reviewers for 13 support units
▪ 27 reviewers for 61 educational 

programs 
▪ 7 new reviewers
▪ Reviews completed by Oct 15
▪ Feedback available Oct 16

▪ Training sessions scheduled:

▪ Support Units

▪ Thursday, Sept 17 from 1 -2:30pm

▪ Monday, Sept 21 from 10 -11:30am

▪ Educational Programs

▪ Friday, Sept 18 from 1 -3pm

▪ Tuesday, Sept 22 from 9 -11am



IPAR AI Agents  Portfolio

IPAR Website Search + 

Dashboard Assistant

• Help users locate information, 

data resources, reports, 

dashboard,  guidelines, 

procedures, and request 

portals across the website

Assessment Plan 

Agents
Academic Program 

Review Agent

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative

• Educational program 
outcomes assessment plan 
agent: 
o provides formative 

feedback on student 
learning assessment 
plans

• Support unit outcomes 
assessment plan agent: 
o provides formative 

feedback on support 
unit assessment plans

• Answer questions about 
the Academic Program 
Review (APR) process and 
requirements based on 
ECU procedures and UNC 
system policy 

• Assist faculty with 
locating data for APR self -
study metrics

IPARSODATA 

helper

• Provide SQL query code 

using SDM metadata



SHARED DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Identified 
opportunities

Built knowledge

Configured 
prompts/questions

Created test 
scenarios

Evaluated outputs

Refined and tested Pilot tested



Common Evaluation Framework

Accuracy

Is the information correct?

Completeness

Does the AI response answer the question?

Consistency
Would similar prompts receive similar responses?

Grounding
Can the response be traced back to an approved resource?
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AI AGENT

AI Agents  for Outcomes Assessment P lans

Purpose: Provide structured formative feedback on educational 

program and support unit assessment plans.
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• 2025-26 AY reviewed assessment plans of over 20 new program proposals as they 
moved through Modern Campus Curriculum. 

• IA regularly receive requests from both types of units to help develop an 
assessment plan or revise an existing one.

o 6/29/26 Lisa Ellison – Liberal Studies BS: Asked to review draft assessment plan that she 
will include in the Request to Establish document.

o 7/14/26 Jennifer Baysden - Office of Online Learning, Academic Outreach and Academic 
Innovation: Changes in office priorities prompted updates to assessment plan.

o 7/21/26 Kathy Cox – Graduate School: Updating assessment plan for 2026-27.
• IA initiates updating assessment plan based on program changes.

o 7/6/26 Alex Manda – Earth and Atmospheric Sciences BS: Consolidation of Geology BS 
and Applied Atmospheric Science BS prompted a new assessment plan. 

O N GO I NG D EM A ND  F O R  A SSESSM EN T  P L A N SUP P O R T



Assessment Agents: Knowledge Base and Training

Educational Program Agent

• Assessment plan guidelines

• Examples of:

o Student learning outcomes

o Means of assessment including 

direct measures and indirect 
measures 

o Criterion for success

• Document describing how to design 

effective rubrics for assignments

• IA developed rubric to evaluate the plan

Support Unit Agent

• Assessment plan guidelines

• Examples of:

o Types of support unit outcomes 

(operational effectiveness, service 

quality, compliance or process 

improvement, student 
support/engagement/learning, etc.)

o Means of assessment

o Criterion for success
• Privacy considerations

• IA developed rubric to evaluate the plan

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative



A SSESSMENT  AGENT S:  TEST ING FRA MEWORK

34 Tests

Specific components (outcome, MOA, rubric, whole plan)

Actual examples from existing plans

Manipulated examples to see if agent would identify issues

Agent recommended version back into agent to see if it would 
contradict itself



ASSESSMENT AGENTS:  TESTING RESULTS



FEEDBACK  FROM USER:  LIBERAL STUDIES
"I’m glad I could provide a test run with the AI agent! The feedback looks 
helpful, and I especially appreciate the very clear and applicable 
recommendations. I also appreciate that it doesn’t assume that 
information that isn’t provided isn’t handled at all, as in, 'That said, the 
current wording is reasonable if your rubric criterion clearly defines what 
'coherent interdisciplinary understanding' looks like.'

I feel confident about revising the assessment plan according to the 
feedback in the document and will pass it back your way once I’ve done 
so."



FEEDBACK  FROM USER:  GRADUATE SCHOOL

"I personally love it.  Can I tell everyone I wrote it so I look really 
good?  Ha ha!!!!!!!

Those work for me."



EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM AGENT PROMPT

Give me feedback on this outcome, means of assessment and criterion for success: 
• Outcome: Students will be able to apply the concepts of cell biology, physiology 

and biochemistry to analyze and evaluate how a structure's physical and chemical 
characteristics influence its interactions with other structures, and therefore its 
function. 

• MOA: Multiple choice exam in BIOL 4260. 
• CFS: The average class grade will be 85% or higher.

NOTE: Example was based on an actual student learning outcome from the Biology BS/BA 
assessment plan. We revised the MOA and CFS to see if the agent would identify misalignment 
between outcome and MOA and using an average as CFS.



OUTPUT FROM TESTING – OUTCOME
Strengths:
• You use the measurable verbs "apply," "analyze," and "evaluate," which are all recommended. Measurable verbs such 

as analyze, define, design, synthesize, differentiate, and illustrate are encouraged for program SLOs. 
• The outcome is student-centered ("Students will be able to…") and discipline-specific.

Issues to Address:
• The outcome bundles too many concepts and skills into one statement. It asks students to apply concepts from 

three disciplines (cell biology, physiology, and biochemistry) and analyze and evaluate structure-function relationships. 
Program SLOs should focus on one aspect of learning per program SLO. 

• The wording is complex and difficult for a general audience to follow. Outcomes should be written in language that 
will allow a variety of audiences to understand what students in the program will learn (jargon-free). 

• Using three action verbs (apply, analyze, evaluate) makes it unclear exactly what students are expected to demonstrate 
and how you would measure all three behaviors with a single assessment.

Suggested Revision: Consider splitting this into two outcomes or simplifying to focus on the central skill. For example:
• Students will be able to analyze how a structure's physical and chemical characteristics influence its biological function.
• This keeps the core idea while being more focused and readable. A second, separate outcome could address application 

of cell biology, physiology, and biochemistry concepts if that is a distinct program priority.



OUT PUT  FROM T EST ING – MEA NS OF A SSESSMENT

Strengths:
• A multiple-choice exam is a direct measure, which meets the requirement. The guidelines require defining a direct data 

collection method (i.e., portfolio, examination, other course-embedded assignment) for each student learning outcome. 

Issues to Address:
• The description lacks specificity. The means of assessment should be described with enough detail to show how it 

measures the learning in the outcome. Simply saying "multiple choice exam in BIOL 4260" does not explain how the 
exam measures the student's ability to analyze and evaluate structure-function relationships.

• Alignment concern: The outcome asks students to "analyze and evaluate," which are higher-order thinking skills. A 
multiple-choice exam can assess these skills, but it is more commonly associated with lower-level recall and 
comprehension. Consider whether the exam questions are specifically designed to require analysis and evaluation and 
describe that in the MoA.

Suggested Revision: Add detail to clarify the connection between the exam and the outcome. For example:
• "A subset of multiple-choice questions on the BIOL 4260 final exam that require students to analyze how a structure's 

physical and chemical characteristics influence its function."
• You might also consider adding a second means of assessment (such as a case study, lab report, or short-answer 

questions) that more naturally elicits analysis and evaluation.



OUT PUT  FROM T EST ING – CRIT ERION FOR SUCCESS

This is the area that needs the most revision.
Issues to Address:
• The criterion is written as a class average ("The average class grade will be 85% or higher"), which does not 

meet the guidelines. The criterion should specify the percentage of students expected to achieve the defined 
performance standard on the assessment. Write the criterion as a percentage of students meeting the target, 
rather than as an average score for the class. 

• Criteria for Success should be expressed as percentages rather than means. For example: 90% of students will 
earn a 3.0 on a five-point rubric scale. 

• An average can mask important variation — some students may score very high while others perform poorly, and 
the average still looks acceptable.

Suggested Revision: Rewrite the criterion to specify both the percentage of students expected to succeed and the 
performance standard they must meet. Here are some models from the guidelines:
• 80% of students will score 3 or higher on a 4-point rubric. 
• 90% of students will answer at least 70% of exam questions correctly. 
• For your plan, a revised criterion might look like: "85% of students will correctly answer at least 70% of the 

structure-function analysis questions on the BIOL 4260 exam.“ (Adjust the percentages as appropriate for your 
program's expectations.)



OUTPUT FROM TESTING – SUMMARY OF 
RECOMMENDED NEX T STEPS

Component Key Action Needed

Outcome Narrow the focus to one main aspect of learning; 
reduce the number of action verbs.

Means of Assessment Add specificity about which exam questions 
measure the outcome; consider adding a second 
MoA.

Criterion for Success Rewrite as a percentage of students meeting a 
defined performance standard — not as an 
average.



SUPPORT UNIT AGENT DEMONSTRATION

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative

Use Case 1: Review and refine an existing assessment plan

• Outcome: The Office of XX recruits and provides outreach to prospective international undergraduate students.

• Means of Assessment: Institutional enrollment data (e.g., from Banner or Institutional Research reports) will be 
reviewed annually after the spring census date to determine the number of new international undergraduate 
students enrolled in ECU degree programs across summer terms, fall, and spring, compared to the prior year. 

• Criterion for Success: The number of new international undergraduate students enrolled in ECU degree programs 
(combined fall, spring and summer terms) will increase by at least 5% compared to the prior academic year.

Also supports developing plans from scratch from a unit’s mission, functions, or 
initial assessment idea.



AI AGENT

Academic Program Review AI Agent

Purpose: Provide guidance related to APR procedures, requirements, 

self - study components, institutional resources, and timelines.

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative



APR AGENT:  DESCRIPTION
This AI agent will assist ECU faculty and administrators with: 
1. answering user questions about the APR process and logistical 

components based on the ECU APR Procedure (e.g., schedule, process, 
timeline, etc.); 

2. answering user questions about the APR self - study content based on 
ECU and UNC system policies (e.g., required components, metrics, 
appendices, etc.); 

3. locating data sources for APR metrics and visualizations to use in the self -
study report; and 

4. aligning data sources to each section of the self - study and citing each 
source.



APR Agent: Knowledge Base

• ECU APR Procedures

• ECU APR Policy

• UNC Policy 400.1

• APR Webpages

• IR Data Resource Guide

• Self -Study Examples

• Overview Meeting Slides

• APR Agent Evaluation Toolkit

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative





APR Agent: Testing and Evaluation

Process Questions

What is the APR timeline? 

Requirement Questions
What sections are required? 

Resource Questions

What data should be included? 

Success Indicators

• Accurate responses

• Appropriate citations

• Actionable guidance

• Consistent recommendations

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative



APR: Testing and Evaluation
Sample Test Questions

Can you suggest specific 
deadlines if the Department of 
Kinesiology APR review will be 
held on October 13-16, 2026?

Based on ECU’s web pages 
and the ECU APR 
Procedure, what ECU web 
pages can be used to write 
the APR self-study?

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative

The East Carolina University 
Department of Kinesiology is 
scheduled to have Academic 
Program Review in Fall 2026.  

What timeline and suggested 
steps of the process should be 
completed to prepare for the 
review? 

Can you suggest specific 
deadlines if the Department of 
Kinesiology APR review will be 
held on October 13-16, 2026?

Provide a timeline for ECU's 
APR if my program review is 
scheduled for October 1-3, 
2026.









APR Agent: Evaluation

What Worked Well

• Process guidance

• Timeline questions

• Resource recommendations

• Data-source referrals

Improvements

• Stronger instructions

• Improved source references

IPAR AI Agent Development Initiative



AI at ECU



DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

How many of you 
have used AI for 
work in the last 

month?

Has AI made 
parts of your 

work more 
efficient? How?
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