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Shasta College Instructional Program Review Committee Handbook 

-From compliance to effective practices 

Introduction: Purpose of the Handbook 

Welcome faculty, staff, students, administration, and Knight supporters! The purpose of this 
Handbook is to provide you with information related to the Comprehensive Instructional 
Program Review process and the many resources available. The Handbook attempts to address 
the rationale behind reporting the important work you are doing in your program, how to 
report the Self-Study, and how to collaborate with the various stakeholders involved. Some of 
the information in this Handbook will be new, even to the experienced faculty member because 
the Instructional Program Review Cycle and process has changed since the 2022/2023 academic 
year. If you any questions or find inaccuracies in this Handbook, please contact Crystal Hilton, 
faculty co-chair for PRC at chilton@shastacollege.edu    
 
Section 1: Introduction of Instructional Program Review 

 Shasta College Mission, Vision 
 3 Why’s of Program Review   

Consequences for Non-Compliance 

Section 2: Instructional Program Review and Planning 

New Comprehensive Instructional Program Review and Planning Model 
The Six (6) Year Comprehensive Instructional Program Review 

Section 3: Instructional Program Review Process at Shasta College 

Roles and Responsibilities 
Gold team, Silver team, and Green team 
Teams and timeline 
Operational Cycle 

Section 4: Resources/Appendices  

A. Self-Study, Rubric, Historical and current data link to “Planning Support” 
B. Instructional Program Review Committee (PRC) 

Overview, Working principles of PRC, PRC goals, PRC purpose 
Consequences for Non-Compliance 
Program Review Bylaws 

C. Program Review: A History of Continuous Improvement 
D. PLO – Program Learning Outcomes  
E. Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) Standards 
F. Self-Study Master Rubric (Silver and Green Team) 

 

mailto:chilton@shastacollege.edu
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Section 1: Introduction of Instructional Program Review 

Shasta College Mission 

Shasta College provides a diverse student population open access to undergraduate 
educational programs and learning opportunities, thereby contributing to the social, cultural, 
intellectual, and economic development of our communities. The District offers general 
education, transfer and career-technical programs, and basic skills education. Shasta College 
provides opportunities for students to develop critical thinking, effective communication, 
quantitative reasoning, information competency, community and global awareness, self-
efficacy, and workplace skills. Comprehensive student services programs and community 
partnerships support student learning and personal development. 

Shasta College Vision 

Shasta College is a nationally recognized model community college engaging its communities 
through innovation in student learning and growth. 

Connecting Mission, Vision, and Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study 

Participating and completing the Comprehensive Instructional Program Review process allows 
each program to therefore support the mission and vision for Shasta College. As articulated in 
the College’s Strategic Plan, Comprehensive Instructional Program Review is the primary means 
for regularly evaluating the effectiveness of instructional programs and is a key component of 
institutional planning. Execution of this practice is depicted in the Program Review Committee 
Bylaws which states in part, “The primary goals of Shasta College Program Review Committee 
shall be the following: … To uphold academic program quality standards and requirements 
articulated in the College mission, Education Code, Section 78016, Title 5 § 55003, and relevant 
ACCJC Standards.” 

The “3 Whys” of Comprehensive Instructional Program Review 

1) IT’S THE RIGHT THING TO DO: Ultimately, we see value in reflecting on our past and 
looking to the future in order to provide the best we can for our students, our campus, 
and the community we serve. 

2) IT’S THE SMART THING TO DO: Provided a formal mechanism to document program 
effectiveness based on evidence, faculty are better able to define program needs and 
seek resources to enhance student learning and success. 

3) IT’S SOMETHING WE MUST DO: As a campus community, we must ensure that the 
program review process complies with applicable standards and guidelines established 
by ACCJC, and others (See appendix F).  

 
Consequences for Non-Compliance 

It is the professional responsibility of all faculty to participate in a timely and complete 
Comprehensive Instructional Program Review. As noted above, Program Review is the primary 
means for regularly evaluating the effectiveness of instructional programs and is a key 
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component of institutional planning. This is an essential element of our strategic planning and 
resource allocation process. Only those programs that submit a timely, in-depth reflective 
Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study will be considered for funding and 
resources, including but not limited to: 

• Department requests for additional human resources 
• Department requests for equipment or other physical resources  
• Department requests for Perkins and/or Strong Workforce funds 

 

Section 2: Comprehensive Instructional Program Review and Planning 

Comprehensive Instructional Program Reviews and Annual Plans 

Comprehensive Instructional Program Review is the regular process of reviewing key data and 
success metrics on each program and making changes to the program, as needed, to ensure 
student success and completion. An instructional program shall be defined as a combination of 
courses and related activities organized for the attainment of broad educational objectives 
described by the institution. These may include: certificate, associate degree, baccalaureate 
degree, and direct assessment programs. Some programs may be grouped together for review 
as Academic Clusters or Areas of Study. Programs are reviewed based on Academic Clusters 
because of discipline affinities, shared staff, facilities, students, and resources, and particularly 
for overlapping courses and outcomes. While programs within an Academic Cluster may submit 
a single program review, some components will be disaggregated. For instance, when a degree 
and certificate within the same Academic Cluster have both overlapping and unique program 
outcomes, the unique outcomes would be disaggregated. Program Review Academic Clusters 
are defined by deans and faculty within Areas of Study as depicted in the catalog. 
 

The Faculty Coordinator or program director coordinates completion of each Comprehensive 
Instructional Program Review but all full-time faculty in the discipline need to help out. Input 
from the division dean, division staff, and part-time faculty, should always be taken into 
consideration. 
 

Here is how it works: 

• Every six years, a full program review, known as the Comprehensive Instructional 
Program Review (CIPR) Self-Study, must be completed. It requires gathering, analyzing, 
evaluating and reporting data about a single program or a constellation of programs 
subsumed within an Academic Cluster or Areas of Study. 

 

• Each year, shorter Annual Plans are developed. These are later summarized in the 
Comprehensive Instructional Program Review. Annual Plans are the means by which 
departments and areas request resources and reflect on their Curriculum Map, Program 
Learning Outcomes (PLO’s) 5-year assessment plan, and overall strengths, limitations, 
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and opportunities for their program. Any request for funding should be based on a 
demonstrated need. 
 

• Please note, when you go through the full CIPR Self-Study you are NOT required to 
complete the Annual Plan. However, if stated future goals on your Self-Study involve 
area resources, a funding request form is filled out in the Spring.  

 

• Every two years, Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs complete a Mini-
Program Review and data from that report will be used in the Comprehensive 
Instructional Program Review. 
 

• Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs that undergo a separate accreditation 
process may work with their dean to identify where duplication of information can be 
reduced (e.g. include page references, copy/paste information). 

 

Here is a summary of when Comprehensive Instructional Program Reviews and Annual Plans 
are completed: 
 

New Comprehensive Instructional Program Review and Planning Model  

Planning Document  Cycle and Timing  Structure  Completed by 
Annual Plan  Annual/spring  By program or 

academic cluster/areas 
of study 

Faculty & staff by 
program or academic 
cluster/areas of study 

CTE 2-year mini PR Odd years/spring  By program or 
academic cluster/areas 
of study 

Faculty within program 
or academic 
cluster/areas of study 

Comprehensive 
Instructional Program 
Review Self-Study  

Every 6 years/due 
spring 

By program or 
academic cluster/areas 
of study 

Gold team (Faculty 
writers), Silver team 
(faculty & staff 
peer/technical 
reviewers) Green team 
(faculty, staff, advisory, 
community, 
administrators, and 
students for evaluation 
team)  

 

The Six (6) Year Comprehensive Instructional Program Review 

The purpose of the Comprehensive Instructional Program Review, also known as the 6-year 
Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study, is to improve program quality and 
identify strengths and potential areas for improvement. Each Shasta College instructional 
program or Academic Cluster/Areas of Study completes this Self-Study every 6-years. While 
designed to offer opportunity to acknowledge and celebrate student outcomes, and 
achievements, as well as programmatic and instructional best practices, critical self-reflection is 
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the hallmark of this continuous improvement process. To that end, Institution Set-Standards, 
Diversity, Equity, Inclusion and Accessibility data, along with other benchmarks, helps identify, 
maintain, and ensure the relevancy, currency, and appropriateness of our academic programs.  

The Self-Study is designed to encourage program faculty and others to look longitudinally at the 
performance data in order to identify program strengths, weaknesses, improvement 
opportunities, and potential challenges. The Self-Study encourages actions for innovation and 
both short and long-term planning. Broad participation by the campus community is achieved 
with the involvement of faculty, staff, administration and students in the process at various 
points in the cycle.  

Section 3: Instructional Program Review Process at Shasta College 

Roles and Responsibilities for Comprehensive Instructional Program Review  

Multiple stakeholders are actively involved in reviewing programs including faculty, staff, 
community partners, students, and administrators. Diverse participants bring unique 
perspectives to the evaluation of each program. 

GOLD Team - Writers: For each program or Academic Cluster scheduled for a Self-Study, at 
least one faculty from the discipline or Interest Area will be appointed by the dean as the lead 
writer or Gold Team Captain. There may be multiple writers.  

The primary focus of the Gold Team is to: 

1) Complete the initial draft for 6-year Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-
Study. 

2) Invite others as relevant to the program for discussion, data analysis and review.  
3) Assess input from the Silver Team (Peer/Technical Review, see below) and interact with 

them as needed, make changes accordingly. 
4) Complete the final draft and submit to Green Team.  

SILVER Team - Peer/Technical Review: For each program or Academic Cluster writing their Self-
Study, a Peer/Technical Review Team or Silver Team consisting of faculty, and staff and will be 
recommended by the PRC in consultation with Research, Student Learning Outcome Committee 
(SLOC), and the program dean. Ideally there will be a three-person team consisting of:  

• One Faculty from a different program within the same or different Interest Area,  
• One Academic Counselor, ideally from the Interest Area,  
• One member from the PRC, SLOC, or Research.   

The Silver Team Captain will be a member from PRC, SLOC, or Research and will be the point of 
contact for the Program Review Committee. Communication is key for the Silver Team Captain.  
All Silver Team members that are not on the PRC are flex eligible for their time serving on this 
team. 

The primary focus of the Silver Team is to:  
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1) Review the DRAFT Self-Study and provide kudos and constructive feedback for 
improvement of the report using the provided rubric. 

2) Communicate with the Gold Team captain as needed.  

The emphasis of the Silver Team is aiding the Gold Team to complete a 
thorough, evidence-based (qualitative and quantitative aggregated and 
disaggregated data), Self-Study.  

GREEN Team - Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study Evaluation Team 
(CIPRSET): For each program or Academic Cluster writing their Self-Study, a Comprehensive 
Instructional Program Review Self-Study Evaluation Team (CIPRSET) or Green Team, is formed 
consisting of, as appropriate to the program, faculty, community partners, staff, administration, 
and students. The Green Team composition is recommended by the PRC in conjunction with 
the program dean.  

• Whenever possible, membership from programs scheduled to complete their Self-Study 
the following year will be recruited.  

• Green Team members that are not on the PRC, are flex eligible for their time serving on 
this team. 

The primary focus of the Green Team is to: 

1) Review the Final Self-Study,  
2) Complete the evaluation rubric,  
3) Identify programmatic and instructional best practices, and opportunities for 

improvement. 
4) Finally, the Green Team submits their rubric and recommendations to the PRC for the 

program’s disposition: continue without qualification, continue with qualification, or 
discontinue. 

Role of the Program Review Committee: See PRC Goals and PRC Purpose sections below (see 
appendices or PRC webpage). In addition, the PRC receives the Green Team’s rubric and 
recommendations. Based on these outcomes: 

1) The PRC plans and invites campus and community members to a celebration of 
outstanding practices and programs.  

2) They work to communicate and coordinate improvement plans and guide 
discontinuance recommendations.  

3) They evaluate the PR process annually.  
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PR Team Function  Responsible for Team Composition Appointed by 
Gold Team 
 

Draft, interaction with 
Silver Team and Final 
Version 

One or more faculty 
within the program, 
Academic Cluster or 
Interest Area 

Program dean  

Silver Team Feedback on draft 3-person team: faculty 
not in program, 
counselor, ideally from 
Interest Area, and 
member from either 
PRC, SLOC, or Research 

PRC in consultation 
with Research, SLOC, 
and program dean 

Green Team Evaluation rubric of 
final report and 
recommendations 

Membership varies: 
includes faculty, staff, 
community, 
administration and 
students 

PRC in conjunction 
with the program dean 
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Teams and Timelines:  

Month Due Date Action  Responsible Party 
September  First week Notification to Deans, Faculty Area 

Coordinators, Academic Senate, SLOC, 
Curriculum Committee, and CSEA requesting 
Comprehensive Program Review Self-Study 
Team Members 

Program Review 
Committee (PRC) 

October  First week Deans send confirmation of the 
Comprehensive Program Review Self-Study 
Gold Team members 

Instructional Deans and 
faculty  

October  Second week Orientation and Training for the Gold Team Program Review 
Committee and 
Research Office 

October   Second week Writers begin DRAFT of the Self-Study  Gold Team 
October  Third week Confirmation of Silver Teams  PRC, SLOC, and 

Research Office 
October  Fourth week Orientation and Training for Silver Teams  PRC, SLOC and 

Research Office  
November  Second week Self-Study DRAFT due to Silver Teams  Deans and Gold Team  
December  Second week Silver Teams provide feedback to the Gold 

Teams 
Silver Teams 

February  First week Confirmation of Green Team members  PRC and Deans 
February  Second & third 

week 
Orientation and Training for Green Team 
members 

PRC 

March  First week Final Draft of Self-Study due to Green Team 
members 

Deans and Gold Team 

March  First week Green Team begins evaluation  Green Team 
March  Last week Green Team members submit their 

Completed Rubrics to the PRC  
Green Team 

April  Last week  PRC returns Completed Rubrics and program 
findings to Deans, Gold Team Captain, 
Interest Area Counselor(s) 

PRC 

May and/or 
September 

First or Second 
week  

Celebration of Outstanding Programs, and 
Teams; Communicate improvement plans 
and guide discontinuances  

PRC 

June First & Second 
week 

PRC confirms next year’s programs working 
with Research to provide needed materials  

PRC Co-Chairs and 
Research  

 

 

 

 

 

 



   
 

9 
 

The Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Operational Cycle 

1) Request initial team members and timelines 
2) Gold Team completes first draft of Self-Study 
3) Silver Team provides peer/technical feedback  
4) Gold Team completes the final instructional program review Self-Study 
5) Green Team completes rubric with commendations and recommendations 
6) Celebrate, plan for improvement or move forward with discontinuance 

 

 

 

Phase 1: Request Teams and 
review/revise timeline

Phase 2: Gold team 
draft Self-Study

Phase 3: Peer/Technical Review 
done by Silver Team

Phase 4: Gold Captain
complete PR Self-Study

Phase 5: Green Team completes 
rubric of final Self- Study

Phase 6: Celebration and Presentation
PRC plans and invites members from 

campus and community

1st week 
Sept 

2nd week Oct. to 
2nd week Nov. 

2nd week Nov to 
2nd week Dec 

2nd week Dec to 
1st week March 

1st week March to 
final week March 

1st or 2nd week in 
May and/or Sept 
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Section 4: Resources/Appendices 

 The 6-year Comprehensive Instructional Program Review (CIPR) Self Study, Master 
Rubric for the Self-Study, historical and current data all have documents or links in 
the CANVAS “Planning Support” page, found here: Planning Support  

 
 Appendix C. Instructional Program Review Committee (PRC) 

Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Overview  

Through self-evaluation and review, diverse stakeholders collaboratively reflect on 
programmatic and performance outcomes, while completing the template narrative and data 
prompts provided by the Program Review Committee and Research. The Self-Study is designed 
to support longitudinal reflection, using preceding Annual Plans, and data. The aim is to help 
identify, communicate, and document program strengths, improvement opportunities, and 
challenges. Short and long-term plans are discussed and detailed.  

Working Principles of the Program Review Committee 

A. Keep student access, success, and achievement as the focus of our efforts  
B. Promote awareness of diversity, equity and inclusive practices  
C. Celebrate commendable programs, and faculty and staff efforts  
D. Provide training and support throughout the program review cycle  
E. Create a welcoming and transparent culture  
F. Assure that recommendations are evidence-based  
G. Reinforce the idea of continuous quality improvement  
H. Promote campus-wide dialog  
I. Work hard, be kind, and have fun! 

Program Review Committee Goals  

The primary goals of Shasta College Program Review Committee shall be the following: 
A. To maintain oversight of the College’s program review processes. 
B. To provide support to faculty throughout the program review cycle. 
C. To uphold academic program quality standards and requirements articulated in the 

College mission, Education Code, Section 78016, Title 5 § 55003, and relevant ACCJC 
Standards. 

 
Program Review Committee Purpose 

The purpose of the Program Review Committee (PRC), is to help ensure instructional quality. 
We do this by: 
A. Providing training and support for Peer Writing Teams and Peer Review Teams who 

analyze and assess the academic programs within Guided Pathways Interest Areas. 
B. Communicating broadly and celebrating effective practices at least once per year. 

https://shastacollege.instructure.com/courses/6440
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C. Making recommendations regarding the disposition of programs as follows: 
1. continue without qualification 
2. continue with qualification 
3. discontinue 

 
The PRC shall oversee the processes for Program Review including: 

A. Guidelines for faculty and staff involvement and responsibilities 
B. Documentation design and development  
C. Training and training materials 
D. Committee responsibilities and operations 
E. Program Review documentation timelines   
F. Program Review completion cycles 
G. Regular reports to the Academic Senate 

 
Program Review Bylaws 

 
ARTICLE I — NAME 

The name of the organization shall be the Shasta College Program Review Committee, aka PRC. 
Reporting structure: The PRC is an independent committee 

 
ARTICLE II — WORKING PRINCIPLES 

A. Keep student access, success, and achievement as the focus of our efforts 
B. Promote awareness of diversity, equity and inclusive practices 
C. Celebrate commendable programs, and faculty and staff efforts 
D. Provide training and support throughout the program review cycle 
E. Create a welcoming and transparent culture 
F. Assure that recommendations are evidence-based 
G. Reinforce the idea of continuous quality improvement 
H. Promote campus-wide dialog 
I. Work hard, be kind, and have fun! 
 

ARTICE III — GOALS 

The primary goals of Shasta College Program Review Committee shall be the following: 
A. To maintain oversight of the College’s program review processes. 
B. To provide support to faculty throughout the program review cycle. 
C. To uphold academic program quality standards and requirements articulated in the 

College mission, Education Code, Section 78016, Title 5 § 55003, and relevant ACCJC 
Standards. 
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ARTICLE IV — PURPOSE / RESPONSIBILITIES 

The purpose of the Program Review Committee (PRC), is to help ensure instructional quality. 
We do this by: 

A. Providing training and support for Peer Writing Teams and Peer Review Teams who 
analyze and assess the academic programs within Guided Pathways Interest Areas. 

B. Communicating broadly and celebrating effective practices at least once per year. 
C. Making recommendations regarding the disposition of programs as follows: 

1. continue without qualification 
2. continue with qualification 
3. discontinue 

D. The PRC shall oversee the processes for Program Review including: 
E. Guidelines for faculty and staff involvement and responsibilities 
F. Documentation design and development 
G. Training and training materials 
H. Committee responsibilities and operations 
I. Program Review documentation timelines 
J. Program Review completion cycles 
K. Regular reports to the Academic Senate 

 
ARTICLE V — DEFINITIONS  

Academic Program: a combination of courses and related activities organized for the 
attainment of broad educational objectives described by the institution. These may include: 
 

Certificate: a formal award certifying the satisfactory completion of a 
postsecondary education program, generally focused on a pre-baccalaureate 
career or technical education program of study that is less than two years of full-
time equivalent college work; or 
 

Associate degree: an award that requires completion of an organized program of 
study at the postsecondary level below the baccalaureate degree which is at 
least 2 but less than 4 years of fulltime equivalent college work. 
 

Baccalaureate degree: an award that requires completion of an organized 
program of study at the postsecondary level which normally requires at least 4 
years but not more than 5 years of fulltime equivalent college work. 
 

Direct Assessment Programs: Programs in which credits and degrees are 
awarded based solely on successful student demonstration of expected 
competencies, and not through credit or clock hours, are defined as direct 
assessment programs. 
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A direct assessment program is an instructional program that, in lieu of credit hours or clock 
hours as a measure of student learning, utilizes direct assessment of student learning or 
recognizes the direct assessment of student learning by others. The assessment must be 
consistent with the accreditation of the institution or program utilizing assessment results. 
Direct assessment of student learning means a measure by the institution of what a student 
knows and what the student can demonstrate in terms of a body of knowledge and identified 
student learning outcomes at the course, program, and institutional levels which comprise the 
learning outcomes for the program. These measures provide evidence that a student has 
command of a specific subject, content area, or skills or that the student demonstrates a 
specific quality such as creativity, analysis, or synthesis associated with the subject matter or 
program. Examples of direct measures include projects, papers, examinations, presentations, 
performances, and portfolios. 
 
*Program, certificate, associate degree, baccalaureate degree, and Direct Assessment Programs 
definitions from ACCJC Policy on Institutional Degrees and Credits, Approved revision, June 
2014. 
 
Program Review Academic Cluster: Programs are reviewed based on academic clusters 
because of discipline affinities, shared staff, facilities, students, and resources, and particularly 
for overlapping courses and outcomes. While programs within an academic cluster may submit 
a single program review, some components will be disaggregated. For instance, when a degree 
and certificate within the same academic cluster have both overlapping and unique program 
outcomes, the unique outcomes would be disaggregated. Program Review Academic Clusters 
are defined by deans and faculty within Areas of Study as depicted in the catalog. 

 
ARTICLE VI — PROGRAM REVIEW COMMITTEE 

SECTION 1 - Organization of the Program Review Committee 

The Program Review Committee shall have 15 voting members (i.e., 12 faculty members (may 
be full- or part-time), 1 Extended Education, 2 students) and 5 non-voting members as listed: 

A. Faculty Co-Chair (non-voting, at-large) unless needed for tiebreaker or quorum 
B. The Administrative Co-Chair, Academic Dean (non-voting, appointed by VPI) unless 

needed for tie-breaker 
C. Dean (non-voting, from CTE or GE, whichever is NOT Co-Chair) 
D. Two student representatives (voting, one GE and one CTE) 
E. Researcher (non-voting) 
F. Member from Office of Instruction (non-voting) 
G. One Academic Counselor (voting, at-large) 
H. One Academic Senate Representative (voting, at-large) 
I. One Representative from EWD (non-voting) 
J. One Representative from Extended Ed (voting) 
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K. One faculty from each Interest Area (voting, 10 total) 
1. Earth & Environment 
2. Science, Technology, Engineering, Math 
3. Industrial Technology 
4. Business & Hospitality 
5. Language & Literature 
6. Education 
7. Visual & Performing Arts 
8. People, Culture & Society 
9. Public Safety 
10. Health & Wellness 

L. In the event of a vacancy within an Interest Area, faculty from other areas may be 
appointed in lieu of Interest Area representation (see Article VI, Section 3, D). 

 

SECTION 2 - Selection of Program Review Committee Members 

A. The faculty representatives are recommended by the membership from their respective 
Interest Areas or dean and confirmed by the PRC Co-Chairs. 

B. Student representatives are appointed by Student Government whenever possible, or 
by recommendation from faculty and confirmed by the PRC Co-Chairs. 

C. Deans are appointed by the Vice President of Instruction (VPI). 
D. All other members represent by virtue of their position or designation and are 

appointed by their division dean or VP, and approved by the PRC Co-Chairs. 
 

SECTION 3 - Terms of Representatives 

Committee member selection will take place at the end of the spring semester and their term 
will begin the following fall. 

A. Length of term: Each member shall serve on the PRC for a minimum of two years. 
Students serve for one-year terms. 

B. Reappointment: Members may seek reappointment, as continuity of service aids overall 
discussion and decision making. There is no maximum number of years served. 

C. Competition for membership: If more than one person seeks an opportunity to serve, 
the representative shall be selected using a process to be determined by the constituent 
group represented. 

D. Vacancies: In the event of vacancies, appointments may be addressed at any point in an 
academic year, with committee service commencing immediately thereafter (see Article 
VI, Section 2). 
 

SECTION 4 - Duties of Representatives 

A. Faculty from Interest Areas: 
1. Represent the Interest Area and bring any issues from that area to the PRC 

meetings. 
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2. Vote as a “minority expert” on behalf of the assigned area, but based on findings 
from evidence and discussion held during PRC meetings. 

3. Report PRC business back to the assigned area. 
4. Participate on Program Review teams. 
5. Attend all PRC meetings as possible. If a representative has more than two absences 

in a single semester, the PRC has the right to fill the position with another 
representative. 

 

B. All other members: 
1. Attend all PRC meetings. 
2. Vote based on findings from evidence and discussions held during PRC meetings. 
3. Report PRC business back to respective constituent group or area. 
4. Bring any pertinent issues from constituent group or area to the PRC. 
5. Participate on Program Review teams. 

 

C. General participation at meetings: 
All members are encouraged to participate in active listening, civil dialogue, and debate, 
and to acknowledge varying perspectives. Through mutual respect and courtesy, we will 
create meaningful outcomes and enjoy our time together. Come prepared to each meeting 
as required. 
 

SECTION 5 - Election of the Faculty Co-Chair 

The PRC will elect a Faculty Co-Chair in the spring semester to serve a three-year term. 
A. The Faculty Co-Chair shall be a current member of the PRC and have at least one-year 

experience serving on the PRC, or held previous faculty leadership roles on other 
participatory governance committees, or other faculty leadership roles approved by the 
PRC, such as Guided Pathways and Faculty Area Coordinators. 

B. The Faculty Co-Chair shall be elected by a quorum of the PRC. 
C. The Faculty Co-Chair shall be elected by a simple majority vote. 
D. The Faculty Co-Chair shall serve for a term of three (3) years beginning on June 1st in 

the election year and ending on May 31st of the third academic year term. 
E. Faculty Co-Chair may be re-elected. 
F. If the Faculty Co-Chair vacates the position before the end of the term, the PRC will seek 

nominees and elect a temporary Co-Chair who will serve until the end of the vacant Co-
Chair’s term. 
 

SECTION 6 - Duties of the Faculty Co-Chair 

The Faculty Co-Chair or designee of the PRC shall: 

A. Attend and preside at all meetings of the PRC, or appoint a designee. 
B. Provide input to the PRC Agendas. 
C. Review and edit PRC Minutes. 
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D. Coordinate the work of the PRC with the Administrative Co-Chair and others as 
appropriate. 

E. Meet with individual faculty members, counselors, or members of Interest Areas and 
deans to assist in Program Review development. 

F. Communicate regularly with faculty. 
G. Attend Participatory Governance Committees, or meetings as requested, or appoint a 

designee. 
H. Report to the Academic Senate as needed, but not less than once per semester. 

 
ARTICLE VII — CONDUCTING BUSINESS 

SECTION 1 - Program Review Committee Meetings 

Regular Meetings: 
A. A quorum at meetings of the PRC shall be assembled from at least eight (8) voting 

members. 
B. The PRC shall hold meetings as needed. 
C. The Faculty Co-Chair or designee shall preside at meetings. 
D. Meeting locations and times will be determined at the first meeting of each semester 

until they become institutionalized (like Academic Senate and Curriculum). As a general 
rule, meetings will be scheduled on the 1st and 3rd Thursdays each month of fall and 
spring semesters. 

E. Meetings may be held in-person or virtually via teleconferencing technologies. 
 

SECTION 2 - Changes to the PRC Bylaws 

A. Amendments to the Bylaws: 
1. Proposals to amend the Bylaws may be made by any member of the PRC. 
2. Proposals will appear on the PRC Agenda. 
3. Changes shall pass with two-thirds approval of all voting members present. 
4. If the motion to consider changes is passed, the proposed changes to the Bylaws will 

be effective immediately. 
5. Suspension of a Bylaw: The PRC may suspend a Bylaw for the purpose of a single 

item in extraordinary circumstances with a two-thirds approval of all voting members 
present, regardless of quorum. 

 
SECTION 3 - Program Review Committee Action 

A. No PRC action shall take place without a quorum, unless stipulated in this document 
(see Article VII, SECTION 2 #5). 

B. Meetings will be conducted using the standard order of business recommended under 
the parliamentary procedures outlined in Robert’s Rules of Order. 

C. Only voting members of the PRC may make motions and vote. 
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D. All voting members may participate in the discussion of program reviews from their own 
Interest Area and vote on matters of program disposition, except if the 
recommendation is to discontinue. 

E. Voting matters require a simple majority, with the exception of amending Bylaws, which 
requires two-thirds approval by all voting members present. 

 
SECTION 4 - Actions for Disposition of Programs: 

As a result of Program Review evaluation, there are three outcomes: 

A. Continue without qualification: Program faculty and dean are notified of findings and 
invited to participate in celebration of quality programs with effective practices. 

B. Continue with qualification: Program faculty and dean are notified of findings. 
1. The program is provided with suggestions for quality improvements and PRC 

members collaborate with program faculty and staff to assist in developing 
their plan for quality improvements, with specific and measurable goals and 
a follow-up timeline. 

2. The recommendations and program quality improvement plan shall be 
forwarded to the dean and VPI, and posted on the PRC webpage. 

a) After the execution of the quality plan, or by virtue of the program 
review cycle, the program will be reassessed and the disposition will 
be one of three results: 
1. continue without qualification, 
2. continue with qualification and update plan, or 
3. discontinue 

 

C. Discontinuance: When a program is recommended for discontinuance, there are two 
choices of action for the program: 

1. Program faculty and staff may agree with the findings, in which case they 
would complete the “Voluntary Discontinuance” forms and follow the 
processes outlined. 

2. Program faculty and staff may disagree with the findings, in which case they 
would appeal to the Office of Instruction, in consultation with the Academic 
Senate, to compel a Discontinuance Task Force to review the Program 
Review Committee evaluation. This process is codified in AP 4021, Program 
Discontinuance. 

 
APPENDIX A - Program Review Committee Teams 

Program Review teams will be formed to aid in various elements of Program Review. 

A. Committee member participation: Members will be asked to create teams, lead teams, 
and participate on teams throughout the academic year. 

B. Teams may be formed to address, but are not limited to, the following objectives: 
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1. Evaluation rubric creation and updating, 
2. PRC Handbook creation and updating, 
3. member recruitment, 
4. program review training, 
5. establishing technical review teams 
6. serving as writing teams, and 
7. providing data coaches. 

Version 2.8 approved by PRC 04.07.2022 

 Program Review: A History of Continuous Improvement  

In 2015/16 the Program Review process underwent purposeful changes to improve the cyclical 
review, adding a formalized oversight component. Program Review reports were submitted 
every two years and evaluated by the Program Review Committee (PRC) every four years. This 
quality-improvement step had been effective in several areas. As an example, communication 
between the PRC, program faculty, counselors, and others has led to program improvements. 
Evaluation of assessment alignment was proven valuable in finding and addressing gaps in 
outcomes mapping processes.   

As communication around the PRC processes increased, new opportunities for improvements 
emerged. Beginning in Fall 2017, the PRC adopted a set of criteria for conducting evaluations 
consistently across all programs. These criteria included retention benchmarks and Institution-
set Standards for student success. Other improvements arose out of Program Review training 
and faculty input. Challenges inputting into Nuventive for final submission led to creating a 
Word template for drafting the report that served as a model for thorough analysis of 
programs. An opportunity to include program successes and benefits to the community was 
added along with a request for program learning outcome narratives. Other improvements 
included a Research-created dataset for Program Review that aligns directly with the Word 
template and training videos used to help program faculty in using the data in analysis of their 
programs.  

Another improvement was addressed in part by changing the due dates for both Program 
Review and Annual Area Plans from fall term to spring term.  This timing change provided closer 
alignment with initiative prioritizations, funding source identification, and improved the 
planning cycle.  

Hampered Critical Functionality Provided Impetus to Make Major Changes (or do we say 
external challenges?) 

As a result of north state wildfires in summer and fall of 2018, power outages in fall 2019, and 
the pandemic beginning in spring 2020, fewer PRC meetings were held and thus, the committee 
suffered a reduction in output. In addition, as programs received recommendations of “with 
qualifications,” the annual workload of the PRC grew, and timely evaluations and feedback to 
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faculty submitting their program reviews was delayed. PRC discussions related to improved 
response time became more pressing as the committee work fell further behind.  

Reduce Workload and Improve Meaningful Work  

With great intentionality, the PRC wanted to reduce lag-time in providing meaningful feedback 
to program faculty, and reduce faculty workload, but maintain quality outcomes with the 
Program Review process. Researching other institutions, conducting presentations to various 
stakeholders to gather input, and working with the Research, Leading from the Middle, and 
Guided Pathways teams, furthered efforts for ongoing improvements to Program Review. 

In spring of 2020 Skyline College put together a document listing nine colleges with effective 
program review processes. Shasta College’s PRC began in earnest to look for improvements 
based on effective practices and investigated the nine colleges and others. Additionally, in fall 
2020 and spring of 2021, the PRC conducted trainings and informational sessions and heard 
from faculty regarding improvement ideas. PRC followed with a survey in spring 2021 to gather 
faculty input, and then in fall 2021, revised the bylaws to reflect greater involvement by faculty 
and other campus-wide stakeholders.  Next, the PRC conducted a series of informational 
sessions (e.g. met with BAITS, Counselors, Instructional Council, SLOC, SLAM) to gather input on 
the future practices and cycles for program review.  

Where We Are Today 

In spring 2022, AP 4021 Program Review and Discontinuance, was completely revised. The 
revisions were again based on reviewing other college procedures and with input from key 
stakeholders. The previous version of AP4021 codified the PRC processes and procedures, as 
well as the process for voluntary discontinuance. The newly revised AP4021 removes the 
processes and procedures for PRC and focuses on procedures for instructional program 
discontinuance via three avenues (voluntary, mandated, recommended). 

Additionally, in spring 2022, the Program Review Handbook was drafted, practical changes to 
the PRC bylaws were addressed.  

Program Review Re-Introduction  

Instructional Program Review has long been an integral part of institutional planning, 
budgeting, and effectiveness and that remains the same. Previously, Annual Area Plans (divided 
by areas assigned faculty coordinators within each division) were completed and every two 
years each program completed a program review and every fourth year, the PRC evaluated the 
programs.  

The new program review processes stipulate that each year all instructional programs or 
academic clusters submit a Program Review Annual Plan, every two years, CTE programs submit 
responses for a “mini-program review,” and every 6-years, all instructional programs or 
academic clusters complete a comprehensive program review Self-Study. 
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Previous Program Review and Planning Model 

Planning Document Cycle and Timing Structure Completed by 
Annual Area Plan Annual / fall  By faculty areas 

determined within 
each division  

Faculty & staff within 
areas, usually Faculty 
Area Coordinators 

Program Review Every two years/fall  Each degree and 
certificate  

Faculty within areas, 
usually FAC’s  

Program Review 
Evaluation  

Every four years and 
every two years/ 
spring and fall  

PRC: 2 deans and 4 
faculty, 1 non-voting 
student services 

PRC chair with 
committee review 

 

 Program Leaning Outcomes  

Program Learning Outcomes  
 

PLOs Defined  
A program learning outcome (PLO) is a measurable statement about the knowledge, 
skills, attitudes, and abilities a student is expected to have upon successful completion 
of requirements for the degree or certificate.  
 
PLO Process  

• Learning outcomes work is an inquiry-based practice that helps program faculty 
understand and improve student learning. PLO results will be reported in 
program reviews every six years (every two years for CTE programs) in a brief 
narrative.  

• SLOs are mapped to PLOs so that assessments of course outcomes lead to 
program assessment 

• Success indicators are designated for each program outcome (such as 85% of 
sections report individual outcomes are being met) 

• Faculty may choose to create supplemental assessments for program level 
outcomes, such as a capstone project with a separate rubric, if doing so meets 
program needs  

• Program faculty will have access to tools and resources that provide useful 
aggregate data, to include aggregate level course success and retention 
information, fill rates, and mode of instruction, (disaggregated by demographics 
and mode of instruction)  

• Program faculty may decide to review their curriculum as part of the program 
review cycle rather than relying on the 5-year curriculum review cycle 

 Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) Standards 

https://www.shastacollege.edu/faculty-staff/instruction/learning-outcomes-resource-center/program-learning-outcomes-plos/
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Shasta College is accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC). 
The Accrediting Commission’s Standards 1.B.5 through Standards 1.B.9 and Standards II.A.2, II.A.15 and 
II.A.16, adopted June 2014, specifically relate to program review:  

Standard I.B.5. The institution assesses accomplishment of its mission through program 
review and evaluation of goals and objectives, student learning outcomes, and student 
achievement. Quantitative and qualitative data are disaggregated for analysis by program 
type and mode of delivery. 

Standard I.B.6. The institution disaggregates and analyzes learning outcomes and 
achievement for subpopulations of students. When the institution identifies performance 
gaps, it implements strategies, which may include allocation or reallocation of human, 
fiscal and other resources, to mitigate those gaps and evaluates the efficacy of those 
strategies.  

Standard I.B.7. The institution regularly evaluates its policies and practices across all areas 
of the institution, including instructional programs, student and learning support services, 
resource management, and governance processes to assure their effectiveness in 
supporting academic quality and accomplishment of mission.  

Standard I.B.8. The institution broadly communicates the results of all of its assessment 
and evaluation activities so that the institution has a shared understanding of its strengths 
and weaknesses and sets appropriate priorities.  

Standard I.B.9. The institution engages in continuous, broad based, systematic evaluation 
and planning. The institution integrates program review, planning, and resource allocation 
into a comprehensive process that leads to accomplishment of its mission and improvement 
of institutional effectiveness and academic quality. Institutional planning addresses short 
and long-range needs for educational programs and services and for human, physical, 
technology, and financial resources. (ER 19) 

Standard II.A.2 Faculty, including full time, part time, and adjunct faculty, regularly engage 
in ensuring that the content and methods of instruction meet generally accepted academic 
and professional standards and expectations. In exercising collective ownership over the 
design and improvement of the learning experience, faculty conduct systematic and 
inclusive program review, using student achievement data, in order to continuously 
improve instructional courses and programs, thereby ensuring program currency, 
improving teaching and learning strategies, and promoting student success. 

Standard II.A.15 When programs are eliminated or program requirements are significantly 
changed, the institution makes appropriate arrangements so that enrolled students may 
complete their education in a timely manner with a minimum of disruption.  

 Standard II.A.16 The institution regularly evaluates and improves the quality and currency 
of all instructional programs offered in the name of the institution, including collegiate, pre-
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collegiate, career-technical, and continuing and community education courses and 
programs, regardless of delivery mode or location.  The institution systematically strives to 
improve programs and courses to enhance learning outcomes and achievement for 
students. 

The accreditation standards provide the foundation and guidelines for Shasta College’s 
instructional program review process. As a regionally accredited institution, Shasta College 
adheres to all ACCJC standards regarding the program review and annual unit planning 
processes. 

 Self-Study Rubric for Gold, Silver, and Green Teams 

Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study Master Rubric 
Thank you for participating in this valuable Program Review Process.  

GOLD team members – Use this rubric as a guide to complete the Self-Study review, the goal of each 
section’s items is to qualify for the “meets” or “exceeds.” If an item does not meet or needs 
improvement, be forthright and explain why. If an item is not applicable to your program, please state 
that clearly for each item as Not Applicable (N/A).  

Self-Study draft due to Silver Team Captain: 2nd week of November  

SILVER team members – The Silver Team Captain (most likely a member of PRC, SLOC, or Research) 
will be turning in ONE completed rubric to the GOLD Team Captain to represent the entire Silver Team’s 
feedback. How to accomplish the work: 1) The Silver Team members may choose to collaborate and 
complete the rubric together.  2) Each Silver Team member can complete it individually, and then 
discuss and compare scores, collaborating on final scores. 3) The Silver Team could also divide the 
Sections among their team members and allow the Silver Team Captain to collate and complete the final 
scores for final review, discussion, and recommendations.   

Silver Team Captain – Completed Rubric due to Gold Team Captain: 2nd week of December   

GREEN team members – The Green Team Captain will be working directly with the Program Review 
Committee (PRC) turning in ONE completed rubric with recommended status (without qualifications, 
with qualifications, or discontinuance) to the PRC co-chairs Crystal Hilton and Stacey Bartlett. How to 
accomplish the work: 1) The Green Team members may choose to collaborate and complete the rubric 
together.  2) Each Green Team member can complete it individually, and then discuss and compare 
scores, collaborating on final scores. 3) The Green Team could also divide the Sections among their team 
members and allow the Green Team Captain to collate and complete the final scores for final review, 
discussion, recommendations, and program disposition.   

SILVER AND GREEN TEAMS ONLY HOW DO I USE THE RUBRIC? Each row must have a rubric 
category box checked or completed box checked, whichever is applicable. Each section must have 
comments on all “exceeds” “doesn’t meet/needs improvement” items that are checked. The 
rubrics sections/colors/items directly correspond with the Comprehensive Instructional Program 
Review Self-Study. The Self-Study also contains more detailed instructions to reference. 
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Green Team Captain – Completed Rubric due to PRC: Last week of March 

All questions, concerns, or help needed – Please email Crystal Hilton, chilton@shastacollege.edu or her 
cell phone is 530-227-7281.  

Thank you all      – Program Review Committee 

Crystal Hilton, chilton@shastacollege.edu and Stacey Bartlett, sbartlett@shastacollege.edu 

Comprehensive Instructional Program Review Self-Study - Master Rubric  

Section 1 – Background Information 

CRITERIA 

“DOESN’T 
MEET/ 
NEEDS 

IMPROVEMENT” 

MEETS EXCEEDS 

Term and year of previous year 
Check if complete.  

 
1. Response to previous program review 
a. Changes to programs 
b. Curriculum 
c. Facilities 
d. Technologies 
e. Staffing 
f. No changes 
g. Other changes 

Check if complete.  

2. Summary of Annual Plans since last PR, 
both accomplishments and ongoing challenges 
related to: 
a. Assessment processes and improvement of 
student leaning 
b. Student enrollment, success, retention, and 
awards achieved 
c. Diversity, equity, inclusion, and accessibility 
considerations, and outcomes 
d. Other goals or impactful concerns 

Check if complete.  

3. Resources received or requested 
a. List of resources received for making 
improvements and outcomes of those efforts 
b. Note resources requested and not received 

Check if complete.  

CURRENT Comprehensive Instructional Program Review 

Term and Year of current review Check if complete.  
List Gold, Silver, and Green Team Members Check if complete.  

 

Section 2 – Mission and Learning Outcomes 

mailto:chilton@shastacollege.edu
mailto:chilton@shastacollege.edu
mailto:sbartlett@shastacollege.edu
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CRITERIA DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Alignment with Mission  
Mission: Shasta College 
provides a diverse student 
population with open 
access to undergraduate 
educational programs and 
learning opportunities, 
thereby contributing to the 
social, cultural, creative, 
intellectual, and economic 
development of our 
communities. The District 
offers general education, 
transfer and career-
technical programs, and 
basic skills education. 
Shasta College provides 
opportunities for students 
to develop critical thinking, 
effective communication, 
quantitative reasoning, 
information competency, 
community and global 
awareness, self-efficacy, 
and workplace skills. 
Comprehensive student 
services programs and 
community partnerships 
support student learning 
and personal 
development. 

 Program 
description 
is missing 
or does not 
align with 
the Shasta 
College 
Mission. 

 Program description 
aligns with the 
Shasta College 
Mission. Includes 
discussion of some 
of the program’s 
successes and 
benefits to the 
students and/or 
community. 

 Program 
description uses 
language and 
examples that 
directly identifies 
how specific 
elements of the 
Shasta College 
Mission is met. 

Current or Recent 
Challenges that might 
hinder students from 
reaching their goals 

 
Missing or 
incomplete, 
not 
relevant 
description. 

 
Description is 
somewhat thorough 
and relevant. 

 
Description is 
thorough, 
relevant and uses 
examples and/or 
evidence. 

PLOs and Narratives 
All PLOs listed  
Summary analysis 
discussing outcomes for 
each PLO 

 
One or 
more PLO 
summary 
analysis is 
missing. 

 
Each PLO is listed 
with alignment, and 
when applicable 
assessment method, 
results, and 
expectations are 
addressed. 

 
Unique 
assessment 
methods or 
thorough analysis 
of assessment 
results and any 
other factors that 
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stand out to the 
evaluator. 

Assessment analysis & 
recommendations 
across all PLOs 

• Findings reliable 
and valid or are 
any changes to the 
assessment 
process needed 

 
Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Findings were 
reliable and valid, 
changes to the 
assessment process 
were discussed if 
needed. 

 
Description is 
thorough, 
relevant and uses 
examples and/or 
evidence. 

• Changes 
recommended to 
the instruction 
across courses or 
section, or to the 
curriculum map to 
ensure program 
outcomes are met 

 
Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Changes 
recommended to 
instruction across 
courses or section, 
or to the curriculum 
map were discussed 
to ensure program 
outcomes are met. 

 
Description of 
changes is 
thorough, 
relevant and uses 
examples and/or 
evidence. 

CSU/UC Pathway 
1. Describe what 
connections have been 
made to connect and align 
with key transfer 
institutions. 

 
Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Connections have 
been made to 
connect and align 
with key transfer 
institutions. 

 
Description 
includes curricular 
alignment, 
student transfer 
support, program 
updates, etc. 

2. Explain how program 
outcomes align with and 
feed into outcomes at 
transfer-institutions. 

 
Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Brief explanation of 
alignment or 
rationale for non-
alignment. 

 
Explanation is 
thorough. 

Program Map Review: 
Includes 
1. Review Program map 
compared to related 
disciplines to identify 
possible overlap to 
encourage guided 
exploration 

 

2. Program map aligns 
with 4-year transfer 
partners 

 

3. Program map has 
adequate course 
scheduling, collaborated 
across campus to ensure 
appropriate and 
accessible GE courses 
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4. Identify full-time and 
part-time options 

 

(CTE only) Specify Labor 
Market Demand 

 

Team Feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Section 3 – Instructional Practices 

CRITERIA DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Learning beyond the 
classroom with 
outside learning 
experience 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 
incomplete 
explanation. 

 
Explained general 
learning outside the 
classroom with 
example(s). 

 
Explanations and 
examples include 
direct programmatic 
experiences.  

Collaboration with 
other areas and 
student services 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 
incomplete 
explanation. 

 
Explained general 
collaboration with 
other areas and 
student services with 
example(s). 

 
Explanations and 
examples include 
direct programmatic 
collaborations with 
other areas and 
student services. 

Institutional 
partnerships with 
other schools, 
businesses, or 
organizations 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 
incomplete 
explanation. 

 
Explains one or more 
outside partnerships.  

Explains one or more 
outside partnerships 
with examples and 
clear benefits to 
students. 

Engagement in the 
program among 
part-time faculty, 
and staff 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 
incomplete 
explanation. 

 
Explains effort to 
engagement part-
time faculty and/or 
staff with example(s). 

 
Multiple efforts of 
engagement for both 
part-time faculty and 
staff with examples. 

Maintaining 
academic standards 
and consistency 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 

 
Processes and 
strategies are 
explained for 
establishing and 

 
Multiple examples 
showcasing 
processes and 
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incomplete 
explanation. 

maintaining 
academic standards 
and consistency.   

strategies are 
included. 

Faculty maintain 
currency in 
discipline and 
technologies 

 
Not 
currently 
doing 
practice or 
incomplete 
explanation. 

 
Examples given for 
both part-time and 
full-time faculty 
maintaining currency 
in discipline 
(professional 
development) and 
technology. 

 
Multiple examples 
for part-time and 
full-time faculty 
included with specific 
details about 
maintaining currency 
(professional 
development) and 
technologies. 

Team Feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Section 4 – Facilities, Equipment, and Technology 

CRITERIA DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Facilities/Equipment 
updates to support 
student learning, 
program outcomes, 
or program growth 

 
Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Facilities/equipment 
updates and needs 
are explained. 

 
Facilities/equipment 
updates and needs 
are explained 
including impact to 
student learning, 
program outcomes, 
or program growth. 

Technology Support  Missing or 
not 
discussed. 

 
Explained how 
technology is used 
and discussion of 
adequacy of 
technology for 
instructional 
purposes.  

 
Explained how 
technology is used 
and discussion of 
adequacy of 
technology for 
instructional 
purposes including 
outcomes and 
relevant examples. 

Team Feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
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Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Section 5 – Program Data Analysis  

CRITERIA DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Program Effectiveness 
1. Unduplicated headcount 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed prompt 
with data table to 
support. 

 
Thorough 
detailed 
discussion of 
prompt with data 
support. 

2. Degrees/certificates 
earned and discuss trends 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed prompt 
with data table to 
support. 

 
Thorough 
detailed 
discussion of 
prompt with data 
support. 

3. Academic cluster (one or 
multiple degree’s earned) 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed prompt 
with data table to 
support. 

 
Thorough 
detailed 
discussion of 
prompt with data 
support. 

4. Factors impacting 
program enrollment and 
retention 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed prompt 
with data table to 
support. 

 
Thorough 
detailed 
discussion of 
prompt with data 
support. 

CTE – program outcomes to 
Institution-set standard for 
job placement, & hiring 
percentages 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed prompt 
with data table to 
support. 

 
Thorough 
detailed 
discussion of 
prompt with data 
support. 

Course Success Rates 
1. 5-year average success rate 
for courses 
 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

2. Success rates by modality 
  

Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 
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3. Stand out rates within 
courses 
 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

4. If consistently below 
standard, what interventions, 
including resources might be 
needed to increase rates 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data.  

5. Changes in ways courses 
have been offered or support 
services available 
 

 Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 Summary and 
analysis provided. 

 Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

6. Other factors that may 
affect success rates. Historical 
or future. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

Course Retention Rates 
1. 5-year average retention 
rate for courses in program. 
Rate 
increase/decrease/steady  

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

2. Variation in retention rates 
by modality, location, or 
characteristics. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

3. Courses with standout rates 
(high or low). Problem or 
action needed. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

4. If rates are consistently 
below the Institution-set 
standard, explain 
interventions and/or 
resources needed to increase 
rates. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

5. Changes to the way courses 
have been offered or support 
services available, directly 
related to increase retention 
rates or changes needed. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

6. Other factors effecting 
retention rates; Historical or 
future. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 

7. Retention rates that do not 
match retention patterns.  

Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis provided.  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data. 
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Course Enrollments 
1. Program course 
enrollments increasing or 
decreasing.  

a. Semester 
consistency. 
b. How it is reflected 
in section offerings.  

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Quality narratives 
include trends 
and demonstrate 
an understanding 
of the trend. 
Reasons within 
the department’s 
control are given. 
(Pedagogy, 
curriculum; 
scheduling; 
instructional 
modality; and for 
CTE labor market 
data) 

 
Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data, 
trend, and 
internal and 
external factors. 

2. Factors impacting course 
enrollments and the 
significance of any low and/or 
highly enrolled sections. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Quality narratives 
include trends 
and demonstrate 
an understanding 
of the trend. 
Reasons within 
the department’s 
control are given. 
(Pedagogy, 
curriculum; 
scheduling; 
instructional 
modality; and for 
CTE labor market 
data) 

 
Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data, 
trend, and 
internal and 
external factors. 

3. Recommendations for 
change in the number of 
course offerings or rotations. 

a. Fill rate and 
FTES/FTEF indicate 
efficiency. 
b. Additional sections 
needed due to 
enrollment and fill 
rates. 
c. Course completion 
for 
graduates/transfers. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Quality narratives 
include trends 
and demonstrate 
an understanding 
of the trend. 
Reasons within 
the department’s 
control are given. 
(Pedagogy, 
curriculum; 
scheduling; 
instructional 
modality; and for 
CTE labor market 
data) 

 
Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
explain the data, 
trend, and 
internal and 
external factors. 

Equity 
1. Large variations between 
the demographics of students 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed 
challenges and 
opportunities for 

 
Through 
discussed of 
challenges and 
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at the college with students 
who are completing the 
program. 
 

the program. 
Proposed actions 
are informed with 
data, within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals. 

opportunities. 
Clear and unique 
data informed 
proposed actions 
(within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals.) 

2. DI indicators show any 
demographic groups have 
success or retention rates in 
program courses 
disproportionately below 
their peers. Differences 
stated. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed 
challenges and 
opportunities for 
the program. 
Proposed actions 
are informed with 
data, within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals. 

 
Through 
discussed of 
challenges and 
opportunities. 
Clear and unique 
data informed 
proposed actions 
(within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals.) 

3. DI indicators show section 
characteristics have success 
or retention rates 
disproportionately below 
other section types. 
Differences stated. 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Discussed 
challenges and 
opportunities for 
the program. 
Proposed actions 
are informed with 
data, within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals. 

 
Through 
discussed of 
challenges and 
opportunities. 
Clear and unique 
data informed 
proposed actions 
(within 
departmental 
control, have 
measurable 
outcomes, and 
include short-
term timelines 
and aspirational 
goals.) 

4. Increasing equity in 
program outcomes.  

Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
What is being 
done or can be  

Thorough and 
detailed analysis 
provided to 
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done is clearly 
stated. 

explain what has 
been done to 
increase equity 
or proposed 
plans to increase 
equity. 

Team Feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Section 6 – Curriculum  

CRITERIA NOT 
APPLICABLE DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Review Prerequisites 
1. Date of when courses 
with prerequisites were 
last reviewed; still viable 
and that challenge 
processes are made 
available to students. 

  
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis 
provided. 

 
Thorough and 
detailed 
analysis 
provided to 
explain the 
data. 

2. Are prerequisites 
adequately preparing 
students for subsequent 
courses? 

  
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis 
provided. 

 
Thorough and 
detailed 
analysis 
provided to 
explain the 
data. 

Challenges to offering 
key courses 

• Challenges to key 
course offerings 

• Courses that 
should be deleted 
from program list 

• Justify any 
changes to ensure 
student learning 
is not impacted 
by presenting 
success data and 
curriculum and 
alignment maps 

  
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis 
provided. 

 
Thorough and 
detailed 
analysis 
provided to 
explain the 
data. 
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Course changes 
• Describe changes 

that have been 
made to the titles of 
any of the program-
related courses and 
list any new courses 
that should be 
added as additional 
options/alternates 
to the degree or 
certificate. 

• Provide updated 
program and 
curricular PLO 
alignment maps 

  
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Summary and 
analysis 
provided. 

 
Thorough and 
detailed 
analysis 
provided to 
explain the 
data. 

Team’s feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 

 

Section 7 – Summary and Future Plans 

CRITERIA DOESN’T MEET MEETS EXCEEDS 

Changes or Improvements 
Needed 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Based on analysis 
from this report; 
changes or 
improvements for 
program or 
curriculum clearly 
stated. Identified 
major goals for the 
next six years and 
strategy for 
goal(s). 

 
Thorough analysis 
with detailed 
changes or 
improvements for 
the program or 
curriculum. Goals 
identified have 
strategies to 
address the goal 
including timeline, 
budgetary 
requirements, and 
persons 
responsible.  
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Proposed actions 
are informed by 
data, have 
measurable 
outcomes.  

Any Resources intended 
to request in Annual Plan 

 
Missing or 
unclear 
explanation. 

 
Clear resource 
request(s) stated.  

Thorough 
description of 
planned resources 
that will be 
requested. 

Other 
Information/Reflections 

Optional. No action needed on Rubric. 

Self-Study Proud of Item!   
Team Feedback: Each rating that “exceeds, needs improvement, or doesn’t meet” must be 
substantiated with supporting examples from the self-study. 
Click or tap here to enter text. 
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