Program Evaluation and Planning  (PEP)

CSU San Marcos

I.
Background


This represents the third iteration of Program Evaluation and Planning (PEP) procedures at CSUSM.  The original PEP guidelines were accepted by then-President Stacy as an interim policy for AY 1997-98.  The second PEP procedures were accepted by President Gonzalez as an interim policy for AY 1998-99.  No PEPs were begun in AY 1999-2000, but a revised policy must be in place in time to begin PEPs scheduled for the AY 2000-01.


Just as the revised 1998-99 PEP procedures were informed by the initial implementation of PEP, this revision builds upon the second wave of PEPs.  Processes and time-lines are revised in view of the trials and successes of the second round of implementation.  Models of PEP documentation are substantially recast, enriched by examples of best practice from recent reports.  Revisions in suggested format and contents of program reports take as their goal a more organized and informative record of data and analysis.   With heightened focus on the assessment of teaching and learning, the results of the PEP process will prove more useful in the context of further demands:  compliance with WASC and disciplinary-specific reaccreditations, the CSU Accountability Reporting process, and other assessment tasks.

II.
Purpose


The purpose of Program Evaluation and Planning (PEP) at CSU San Marcos is to assess the effectiveness and viability of academic degree programs, and to improve their educational quality.  The term “academic degree programs” refers to baccalaureate and Master’s degree programs; PEP is not a review of the academic units that deliver these degree programs. Hence, the primary focus of PEP is formative, rather than summative.  PEP is geared toward clear articulation of student learning outcomes to be achieved in the program, the development of assessment instruments to measure these achievements, and the use of these assessments for continuous improvement in the academic degree program.
   The primary purpose of PEP is to provide a climate of self-study to enhance the quality of teaching and learning.  Toward this end, PEP includes a thorough process of data collection to enable faculty to see how pedagogical goals are pursued with resources on hand.  As a basis for program planning, PEP documentation provides a “snapshot” of current program status, as regards enrollment trends, number of majors, sufficiency of human and physical resources to the goals of the degree program, and the role of the program in relation to the wider University curriculum.


The responsibility for carrying out the PEP process lies with faculty that deliver the curriculum for the particular degree program, and they are assisted in this endeavor by CSUSM staff and administration.  The value of PEP derives in part from the use of PEP results in programmatic, collegiate and institutional planning, and in resource allocation decisions; yet, experience has shown that the greatest value is in opening and maintaining dialogues between all of the parties (between the various faculty who teach in an academic degree program, between the academic unit and various administrative offices, between various administrative offices, etc.) whose cooperation is necessary for the delivery of a high-quality academic degree program.


The aim of this policy is to establish review processes that are set within realistic time-lines for completion of tasks, and that place minimal burdens on program budgets. Nevertheless, program evaluation and planning are labor-intensive, time-consuming projects.  In adopting this policy, the Academic Senate acknowledges the serious investments that these processes entail, but the Senate stands committed to making Program Evaluation and Planning an important aspect of the campus culture.  In order to realize this commitment, sufficient resources should be provided to programs under review, whose faculty must accept the greatest share of the task.


The PEP process at CSUSM runs on a five-year cycle, as PEP is the CSU San Marcos institutionalization of the Board of Trustees requirement that each campus review every academic degree program on a regular basis.
  The Chancellor’s Office receives a summary statement of the PEP review approximately one page in length.  Effective January 2003, these reports are to include summaries of assessment results and how they have been used to improve academic degree programs.
  The actual PEP reports themselves remain on campus in the Office of Academic Programs and in the Academic Senate Office.

Once a program is notified of its impending review, the actual process of review extends over the course of two academic years.  The two-year review pursues two tasks: program assessment, which then informs the task of program planning.  The outcome of the review process is a three-year program development plan, specifying goals and strategies for program improvement.  For the next cycle of review, this development plan becomes an important point of focus.  In time, as current reviews build upon their predecessors, program self-study and planning should become a significant and altogether routine aspect of life at CSUSM.

Above all, the objective of Program Evaluation and Planning is to foster an ongoing process of institutional self-examination.  The PEP process provides opportunity for programs to chart their progress, demonstrate their merits, and report upon their successes.  As well, the Self-Assessment of PEP allows programs better to identify areas for potential self-improvement, along with areas of potential improvement contingent upon enhanced resources.   The primary focus of PEP is on student learning—desired student outcomes, the quality of student achievement, and teaching effectiveness.  Important for understanding the context in which teaching and learning occurs is the faculty record of scholarship and creative activity, and of service to the college, university, and community. 


Self-scrutiny is not an easy process, even for academics and for an academic institution that values critical thinking and self-reflection.  CSUSM, however, has committed to the implementation of a system of evaluation based on demonstrable measures.  We believe in a faculty-driven system of assessment as the most effective means of bringing about change and improvement.

III.
Process


Oversight for the review process at CSUSM is the responsibility of the Program Assessment Committee (PAC) of the Academic Senate.   The Office of Academic Programs (OAP) provides administrative support for the process.  PAC and OAP will cooperate with the Office of the Vice President for Academic Affairs (VPAA), the Office of Analytic Studies (OAS), and College Deans to ensure that all relevant University units are involved in the review process where appropriate.  


The following section describes the steps of the process, and provides a calendar for the timing of activities.  Please refer to Appendix A, “Program Evaluation and Planning Process,” for a schematic rendering of these processes.  Please refer to Appendix B, “PEP Calendar,” for a concise sketch of the calendar.

Year One:  Spring Semester:
1.  Program Notification.   


Programs are notified by VPAA of impending review, with copies to PAC, OAP, Academic Senate, appropriate College Dean, and OAS.  


(By the end of the second week of Spring Semester.)

2. Program Preparation for Review.


In preparation, program faculty shall meet to plan strategies, divide labors, familiarize themselves with the PEP process, etc.  Soon after the notification of review is received, PAC and OAP will assist programs facing their first cycle of review.  Programs facing subsequent review cycles are strongly encouraged to consult with PAC and OAP, in order to define themes of review in light of plans enacted since the previous review cycle; a prospectus of the planned Self-Assessment—narrowing the focus of the study to themes given prominence in the program’s previous planning report, or widening it to include newly emergent themes—is negotiated by program faculty, PAC and OAP.  Where programmatic learning outcomes have not already been articulated by program faculty, preparation for review should include discussion of outcomes against which student learning will be measured.



The focus of the first phase of the self-assessment process is the construction of a Program Data Notebook.  The Data Notebook presents information useful to the evaluation and planning of programs; its data describe various aspects of the program at the time of the review and allow comparison of factors over the course of multiple review cycles.  Factors such as curriculum, student demographics, staffing, resources, and assessment results will be documented.  A detailed model of the Program Data Notebook is included below as Appendix C.   The objective of this first phase is to complete Section I of the Data Notebook over the summer, and to complete Section II of the Data Notebook early in the following Fall semester.  The following sections of this policy detail the various steps of this process.


(Preparation is an ongoing process; program faculty are encouraged to begin planning and consultations with PAC and OAP soon after review notification.)

3.  Preparation and Administration of Alumnae/i Surveys.


OAS will conduct an alumnae/i survey
, and analyze and report the results. When OAS determines that there are an insufficient number of graduates for these survey results to be reliable, this survey will be supplemented by a survey of current majors.  OAS will work with program faculty to customize the survey instruments.  If student surveys are needed, program faculty will select the classes in which the surveys will be given so as to obtain representative opinions of the majors. Survey results will be given to program faculty, who shall include them in the Program Data Notebook. 


(The design of the survey instruments for current students should be completed by the beginning of April, to allow for administration of student surveys in the final weeks of the semester.  The alumnae/i surveys are developed and administered in a similar time frame. OAS will analyze survey responses and provide program faculty the survey results during the summer.)

4.  Other Assessment Instruments Identified and Data Analyzed.



Alumnae/i and student surveys provide valuable data, but they are insufficient for the purpose of assessing the degree to which students are achieving the learning outcomes of the academic degree program
.  During this planning period, program faculty should catalogue the assessment instruments being used to assure that students are achieving these outcomes, and if data collected from these other assessment instruments have not yet been analyzed, that analysis should be started.  If there is not already a set of desired learning outcomes for the academic degree program, then the development of this set must be a priority.


(The analysis of these other assessment instruments should be completed midway through the Fall semester to allow for their inclusion in the Self-Assessment and their use in shaping the Planning Report.)

5.  Additional Materials Gathered.


Program faculty begin collecting background data that will be needed prior to writing the Self-Assessment.  These materials are listed in Appendix C as Section II of the Data Notebook.  To allow for timely reproduction of the data notebooks, these materials together with the list of assessment instruments used to measure student outcomes are to be provided to OAP by September 15.)

Program faculty should also anticipate the supporting materials that will be needed for the Self-Assessment (see III A in Appendix C), and begin the collection of these items.


(Preparing the Section II contributions during Spring semester will avoid the need for such labors over the summer.  Similarly, preparing the Section III supporting materials during this semester will allow the Self-Assessment to be written more efficiently in the following Fall semester.)

Year One:  Summer

6.  Preparation/Completion of Section I of the Program Data Notebook.


Initial development of the Program Data Notebook is the focus of activity over the summer.  During the summer, OAS and OAP assume the major burden of this process.  OAS will analyze the student and alumnae/i surveys and provide program faculty with the survey results.  OAP will either directly provide, or obtain from other administrative offices, the remaining data necessary to complete Section I. 


(By the end of the summer, Section I of the Data Notebook will be complete.  A copy of this section of the Data Notebook is sent to the program faculty.)

Year One:  Fall Semester:
7.  Completion of Section II of the Program Data Notebook.

At the beginning of the Fall semester, program faculty shall provide OAP with the materials needed for Section II of the Data Notebook.   Consult Appendix C for more details.

(These materials should be provided to OAP by October 1.)

8.  Preparation of the Academic Degree Program Self-Assessment.


The Self-Assessment is intended to be formative.  Program faculty will be asked to reflect on several sets of issues:

· Student Learning Outcomes,

· Student Readiness,

· Graduates,

· Advising and Mentoring,

· Enrollments,

· Pedagogy and Instruction,

· Design of the Degree Program,

· Resources,

· Extracurricular Activities.


The Self-Assessment may include additional self-study themes. The report concludes with a summary analysis of the program’s current strengths and weaknesses.  See Appendix D for details on the organization and contents of the Self-Assessment. 


(The supporting materials for the Self-Assessment—Part A of Section III of the Data Notebook—are due at OAP by January 10 of the following year.  The Self-Assessment and the Planning Report—see step 10 below—are due at OAP by February 1.)

9.  Preparation of the Academic Degree Program Planning Report.


The Planning Report builds upon the summary analysis of the program’s current strengths and weaknesses found at the conclusion of the Self-Assessment.   The Planning Report is intended to guide changes in the academic degree program over the next five-year period.  See Appendix E for details on the contents and organization of the Planning Report.


(The Planning Report, together with the Self-Assessment, is due at OAP by February 1 of the following year.  The supporting materials for the Self-Assessment are due at OAP by January 10.)

10.  Preparations for External Review.


Except for unusual situations approved by OAP and PAC, external review will be part of all PEPs.  During the Fall Semester, the faculty of academic programs under review shall forward to OAP the names of at least four individuals they wish to have considered as an external reviewer.  OAP will contact these potential reviewers and other potential reviewers identified by OAP, and ask them if they are available.  Potential reviewers will be asked for their curriculum vitae, personal/professional relationships with faculty at CSUSM, reviewing experience, and any other relevant information.  OAP, after consultation with the College Dean and the PAC, will select one or two external reviewers—ideally, reviewers are to be selected by consensus among all three parties—and make arrangements for the site visit.  The external review is funded out of the OAP budget.


(As advance planning is needed to identify potential reviewers and arrange for their visit(s), program faculty must forward nominations for possible external reviewers to OAP no later than October 15.)

Year Two:  Spring Semester:
11.  Completion of the Data Notebook.


Once it is complete, the Self-Assessment and Planning Report (SAPR) shall be submitted to OAP.  Entire copies of the Program Data Notebook are sent to the External Reviewer(s) and the respective College Dean.
   Another copy is made for the PAC; when the review cycle is complete, this copy is sent to the Academic Senate Office.  The College Dean and the PAC begin review of the documents, in order to offer the program preliminary evaluations, as scheduled in step 13, below.


(To allow adequate time for producing copies of the Data Notebook, the SAPR is due at OAP by February 1.  Note that the supporting materials for the Self-Assessment [analysis of data from assessment instruments, selected course syllabi, placement data for graduates, and a list of Master’s theses/projects] need to be submitted on January 10.  OAP sends entire copies of the Program Data Notebook to the College Dean and the External Reviewer(s) immediately upon receipt of the SAPR.  At the same time, OAP sends copies of the SAPR to the PAC—members of the PAC have access to the full Data Notebook in the Academic Programs Office.)

12.  External Review.


The external review will be conducted shortly after completion of the Program Self-Assessment and Planning Report.  The External Reviewer(s) will be provided with a copy of the Data Notebook, the student survey results, the Program Self-Assessment and Planning Report, and a set of instructions describing CSUSM’s PEP process.  


In conducting the external review, the External Reviewer(s) will be requested to bear in mind the campus Values, Mission and Vision Statements, and corresponding statements for colleges.  The Reviewer’s report is part of a process intended to help guide future decisions about the program under review, and should address the issues most important in this context of planning.  Concrete suggestions for improvement are expected.  At a minimum, the reviewer’s report should address each of the major areas of the Self-Assessment:

· Student Learning Outcomes,

· Student Readiness,

· Graduates,

· Advising and Mentoring,

· Enrollments,

· Pedagogy and Instruction,

· Design of the Degree Program,

· Resources, and

· Extracurricular Activities.


The External Reviewer(s) will submit the report directly to OAP, and OAP will forward the report to program faculty.  Program faculty will have an opportunity to submit to OAP a written response to the External Reviewer’s report, and these documents will be included in the final package of PEP documentation.  Upon completion of the program’s response, copies of the report and response will be sent by OAP to PAC and the program’s College Dean.


In addition, copies of the Self-Assessment and Planning Report, Reviewer’s Report, and Program Response will be sent to the following additional readers:  the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Dean of Library and Information Services, the Dean of Instructional and Information Technology, the Director of Planning, Design and Construction.  These parties study these documents and may offer the program commentary, as scheduled below in step 13. 


(Timing of these processes must be flexible, in order to accommodate scheduling of external reviews.  Optimally, however, external reviews should be complete, and programs should receive the Reviewer’s report, by March 1; the program’s response should be submitted to OAP by March 15.  In any case, program faculty will have two weeks from receipt of the Reviewer’s report to complete their response.  OAP will send copies of these documents to PAC and the program’s respective College Dean immediately upon receipt of the program’s response.  At the same time, these documents and the original SAPR will be sent to the VPAA, the Dean of Library and Information Services, the Dean of Instructional and Information Technology, the Director of Planning, Design and Construction.)

13.  Consultation with PAC, Additional Readers, and Other Relevant Parties.


PAC and the program’s College Dean
 will review the Program Data Notebook, the External Reviewer’s report, and the program’s response to it.  These readers offer the program a preliminary evaluation of the SAPR.   The additional readers (the VPAA, the Dean of Library and Information Services, the Dean of Instructional and Information Technology, the Director of Planning, Design and Construction) may also comment on the SAPR, the External Reviewer’s report and the program’s response to it.
  Upon receipt of these commentaries, program faculty will have an opportunity to respond in writing.  To ensure that all commentaries and program faculty responses are included in the final package of PEP documentation, these commentaries and responses are routed through OAP.


Ideally, this stage of the process is the appropriate time for sustained conversation between all parties in the process.  The refinement and improvement of the academic program development plan, should be the central topic of discussion.  The goal of these consultations should be the development of a three-year plan that is based on empirical assessment data, feasible, reasonable, and as far as possible, grounded in consensus.  Toward this goal, program faculty are encouraged to consult with other bodies involved in the campus planning process: appropriate college committees, related programs, BLP, GEC, APP, etc.


By the end of the semester, this cycle of preliminary review, commentary, and program response should be completed, and OAP will have received all documentation necessary for PAC to conduct the final review of the Academic Degree Program PEP Report.


(Preliminary evaluations from PAC, the program’s College Dean, and any additional readers’ reports are due at OAP by April 15; program responses to these reports are due at OAP by May 15.)

Year Two:  Fall Semester.
14.   Program Assessment Committee Reviews SAPR and Related Documents.

During the Fall Semester of the second year of the review process, the Program Assessment Committee conducts its final review of the Academic Degree PEP Report.  PAC assumes two basic tasks at this stage of the process:  

1) to evaluate and compile summaries of the various program reviews for the current cycle. Summaries of the reports are sent as information items to the Academic Senate, along with a brief statement of the outcomes of the various reviews.  Where the PAC finds that the PEP report fails to document satisfactory program viability, PAC will also send to the Senate a motion recommending the formation of an Ad Hoc Program Review Committee (AHPRC; see section 16.)  Upon Senate receipt, the report summaries are sent to the Office of the VPAA.  The Office of the VPAA forwards a report to the CSUSM President’s Office, which sends a report to the CSU Chancellor’s Office for presentation to the CSU Board of Trustees.

(Report summaries are due to the Senate no later than the December Senate meeting.)

2) The second task of PAC at this stage of the process is to document an understanding between PAC and program faculty regarding  implementation of plans for the program’s improvement over the next three years.  Toward this task, PAC is encouraged to share preliminary drafts of its summaries with program faculty, meet with program faculty to achieve consensus, and work with program faculty toward the ultimate goal  of arriving at a realistic and viable implementation of the program planning report.  The result of this stage of discussion should be a memorandum of understanding, drafted by PAC and accepted by program faculty, highlighting the most significant aspects of the program’s improvement plan.  Where such consensus cannot be achieved, both PAC and program faculty may file separate memoranda outlining their difference in views.  (All documentation is to be routed through OAP.)

(PAC and program faculty discussions begin as soon as possible during the Fall semester; memoranda of understanding or difference should be completed by the December Senate meeting.)

If the PAC has significant reservations about the viability of an academic degree program, then PAC will bring a motion to the Academic Senate recommending formation of an Ad Hoc Program Review Committee.  If convened, the AHPRC is charged with further review of the program, and finally with making recommendations to the Senate regarding program continuation, probation, suspension, or in extreme cases, discontinuation (as outlined below in step 16).  

By mid-December, PAC reports and memoranda of understanding/difference are forwarded to the Office of the VPAA (OVPAA).  If the PAC has found that the PEP process demonstrates satisfactory program viability, and the Office of the VPAA concurs, then the PEP process is complete.

If the OVPAA disagrees with a PAC report regarding the viability of a degree program, then the OVPAA will prepare a response to the PAC detailing a list of concerns.  Over the following Spring semester, PAC will then operate as a mediator between the OVPAA and the program faculty.  (See section 15.)

OAP will forward a complete copy of the Data Notebook, the External Reviewer’s report, comments by the PAC, College Dean and additional readers, the replies of the program faculty to these reports and comments, and the final PAC report to the Academic Senate Office.

(The campus is required to provide summary statements of completed program reviews to the Chancellor’s Office at the end of the first week of January.  The PAC reports to the Academic Senate should be received in time for the first Senate meeting of the Spring semester.  Except in cases where the Senate votes to convene an AHPRC, these reports conclude the current PEP cycle.   In exceptional cases where an AHPRC is convened, the process of review will extend beyond the ordinary two-year cycle of review.)

Year Three:  Spring  Semester.
15. PEP Follow-Up


When PAC and the OVPAA concur that the PEP process has demonstrated the viability of the degree program, the current PEP cycle is concluded.  The Planning Report becomes the academic degree program’s recognized plan for self-improvement.  Over the next three years, program faculty should make every reasonable effort, as resources permit, to realize the improvements outlined in its development plan.  The substance of that development plan will serve as an important point of focus for the next cycle of Program Evaluation and Planning.  With proper application of time, staffing, and resources, the expectation is that the subsequent review cycle will reflect progress won by the program within those areas that it has staked out for improvement.  College and University administrators should work with program faculty, over the course of these three years, to ensure that sufficient resources are provided, whenever possible, to ensure continuous improvement of the academic degree program.


When PAC and the OVPAA disagree that the PEP process has demonstrated the viability of a degree program, then the OVPAA will prepare a response to the PAC detailing a list of concerns.  PAC will discuss the OVPAA’s response with program faculty, and program faculty will have one month to prepare a revised planning report outlining actions to be taken in order to address the OVPAA’s concerns.  At this stage, the objective is to create consensus among all parties regarding the future of the degree program.  If such consensus between the OVPAA and program faculty cannot be achieved, the OVPAA may ask the PAC to reconsider its original report, which may result in the PAC’s recommendation that the Senate convene an AHPRC.  In extreme cases where consensus cannot be achieved between the PAC, OVPAA, and program faculty, the OVPAA may ask the Executive Committee of the Senate to consider raising a motion to convene an AHPRC.  The EC in such cases will review all related documentation and offer its own recommendations, again with the objective of establishing consensus regarding the future of the degree program.  (All documentation at this stage will again be routed through the OAP.)

16.  Procedures Pertaining to the Ad Hoc Program Review Committee.


In cases where the Senate elects to convene an Ad Hoc Program Review Committee (AHPRC), the following policies and procedures will govern the formation and activities of the Committee:


a.
The Senate Executive Committee will instruct NEAC to conduct an election of the AHPRC membership.  This election should occur by February 15 of the year following the Senate’s decision to convene the committee.  All full time faculty of the University will be eligible to vote in the election, including those members of the program to be reviewed by the AHPRC.


b.
Only tenured faculty will be eligible to run for seats on the AHPRC, excluding all faculty from the program to be reviewed.


c.
Composition of the AHPRC is determined as follows.  Five voting members will be elected to serve on the Committee: two representatives from the college in which the program under review is housed (when the degree program is a “College-wide” program, these representatives are selected at-large from the other colleges and LIS); one representative from each of the other colleges; one representative from LIS.  The committee will also include one non-voting member, a delegate of the Office of the VPAA.  Voting members will select a chair from among their ranks.  


d.
In case of any seats left vacant by the election, the Chair of the Academic Senate will appoint members to those seats, in consultation with the respective College Dean and the VPAA.


e.
The AHPRC is charged with the following tasks: to review all PEP documents pertaining to the program under review; to conduct a “site visit” to the program, to consult with that program and clarify further the shortcomings and strengths of the program; to consult with other appropriate bodies involved in governance of academic programs (e.g., APP, BLP, College and University administrators, College committees, etc.); to prepare a report to the Academic Senate detailing its evaluation of the program; and to make a final recommendation to the Academic Senate as to whether the program/unit should be:
Continued,





Placed on probation for 3 years,





Suspended for 2 years, or





Discontinued

f.
The Academic Senate will vote on the report and recommendations of the AHPRC.  The report and results of the Senate vote will be forwarded to the respective college Dean and VPAA for review in order to consider the support needed for implementation of the improvement plan for the academic program in situations where the program is not discontinued.

g.
In organizing its activities and clarifying its mission, the AHPRC will take additional guidance from the CSU “Policy on Discontinuance of Academic Degree Programs.”

	Appendix A: Program Evaluation and Planning Process

	
	Year 1
	
	
	Year 2
	
	
	Year 3

	
	Spring Semester
	Summer
	Fall Semester
	Spring Semester
	Fall Semester
	Winter
	Spring Semester

	Academic Senate (AS)
	
	
	
	
	Receives PAC report; if necessary considers convening an AHPRC
	
	

	Ad-Hoc Program Review Committee (AHPRC) [If Necessary]
	Notified by VPAA
	
	
	
	
	
	Seated (If created by AS); begins Ad-Hoc Review

	Additional readers
	
	
	Consulted (where appropriate) by program faculty during development of the SAPR
	SAPR, ER's report and program faculty’s response received by March 15. Comments may be sent back to OAP by April 1.
	
	
	

	Chancellor's Office (CO)
	
	
	
	
	
	Receives summarized report from VPAA
	

	Dean (except when the degree program is a “College-wide” program)
	Notified by VPAA
	
	
	SAPR received by February 1. ER's report and program faculty’s response received by March 15.  Comments sent back to OAP by April 1.
	
	
	

	External Reviewer (ER) 
	
	
	
	Site visit takes place after receipt of SAPR.  ER's report delivered to program faculty by March 1.
	
	
	

	Office of Academic Programs (OAP)
	Notified by VPAA; the scope of a "follow-up PEP" is negotiated with program faculty
	Section I of Data Notebook compiled and given to program faculty
	ER visit is planned.
	ER visit is coordinated.  Flow of reports and responses between program faculty, Dean, ER, PAC & other units is managed
	
	
	

	Office of Analytic Studies (OAS)
	Notified by VPAA; alumnae/i surveys planned &  administered
	Surveys analyzed; results given to program faculty
	
	
	
	
	

	Program Faculty
	Notified by VPAA; PEP planned; surveys designed with OAS.  Scope of "follow-up PEPs" is negotiated with OAP & PAC
	Section I of Data Notebook received from OAP; survey analysis received from OAS
	Section II of Data Notebook completed October 1; ER candidates nominated by  October 15; SAPR written
	SAPR sent to OAP by February 1.  Report from ER received by March 1.  Program faculty’s response due to OAP by March 15.  Comments from Dean & PAC received by April 15.  Final report to OAP due May 15.
	Receives final recommendation of PAC
	
	Begins/continues implementing plans from SAPR.

	Program Assessment Committee (PAC)
	Notified by VPAA; the scope of a "follow-up PEP" is negotiated with program faculty
	
	
	Receives SAPR by February 1, and ER's report and program faculty's response by March 15.  Comments to be sent back to OAP by April 15.  Final report received by May 15.
	Prepares final report on PEP; consults program to draft MOU regarding plan; sends program review summary to AS and VPAA
	
	

	VPAA
	Notifies program faculty, Dean, PAC, AS, OAP & OAS 
	
	
	SAPR, ER's report and program response received by March 15. Comments may be sent back to OAP by April 1.
	Receives final recommendation of PAC
	Sends summarized report to CO
	


Appendix B:   Calendar of Events

Year One:  Spring Semester
1.
Program Notification  (By the second week of Spring Semester.)

2.
Program Preparation for Review; Consultation with PAC  (February to March)

3.
Preparation and Administration of Alumnae/i Surveys:


A.
Programs customize design of surveys  (February to March)


B.
Administration of Alumnae/i Surveys  (April to May)

4.
Other Assessment Instruments Identified and Data Analyzed

5.
Additional Materials Gathered

Year One:  Summer 
6.
Preparation/Completion of Section I of the Program Data Notebook; OAS completes analysis of survey results and OAP provides a copy of the completed section I to the program faculty  (By the end of Summer)

Year One:  Fall Semester  

7.
Completion of Section II of the Program Data Notebook: Program Faculty send academic unit mission statement, faculty curriculum vitae, academic unit budget information, and a list of assessment instruments used to OAP  (By October 1)

8.
Preparation of the Self-Assessment (Throughout the semester)

9.
Preparation of the Planning Report (Upon completion of the Self-Assessment)

10.
Preparations for External Review; Program faculty forward nominations to OAP  (By October 15)

Year Two:  Spring Semester   

11.
Completion of the Program Data Notebook:


A.
Supporting materials for Self-Assessment submitted to OAP (By January 10) 


B.
Self-Assessment and Planning Report submitted to OAP (By February 1)

12.
External Review:


A.
Site Visit (Mid-to-late February)


B.
Reviewer’s report sent to program faculty  (By March 1)


C.
Program response finished  (By March 15)

13.
Consultation with PAC, College Dean, Additional Readers, and Other Relevant Parties: 


A.
Input due to programs  (By April 15)


B.
Program response to these reports due to OAP  (By May 15)

Year Two:  Fall Semester

14.
Program Assessment Committee reviews SAPR and related documents: prepares final report for Academic Senate; completes memoranda of understanding or difference with program faculty (By December Senate meeting)

Year Three:  Spring Semester

15.
PEP Follow-up: Implementation of planning report begins, or (when applicable) PAC mediates between program faculty and OVPAA 

16.
(If necessary) Ad Hoc Program Review Committee convened

Appendix C:  Program Data Notebook

Responsibility for preparing the data notebook rests with the OAP and the program faculty.  Where possible, numerical data are presented in relation to college/campus-wide statistics.  The data notebook consists of the following information:

I. 
Background materials provided by the Office of Academic Programs


A.
Program Review Information

1. Program Evaluation and Planning Procedures

2. Selected materials from Previous PEP Cycle

a. Program’s Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses

b. External Reviewer’s Report

c. Dean’s Comments

d. Campus Report to Chancellor’s Office

e. PAC Report to Program

f. Program’s Planning Report


B.
Campus Information



1.
Program Evaluation and Planning Procedures



2.
Campus Values, Mission and Vision Mission Statements



3.
Campus Strategic Goals and Objectives



4.
Campus Student Profile Data (such regularly produced demographic data for all students on campus as age, ethnicity, gender, residency, major, average credit hour load, etc.)


C.
Curriculum



1.
Catalog Description of Program



2.
Program Proposal Forms submitted since previous PEP review



3.
Course frequency and enrollment data for courses related to the degree program over the last four years 


D.
Students in the Major


1.
Numbers of Majors and Degrees Awarded



2.
Full-time Equivalent Student (FTES) and Student to Faculty Ratio (SFR) Data



3.
Major Student Profile Data (such regularly produced demographic data for students in the major as age, ethnicity, gender, residency, average credit hour load, etc.)



4.
Graduate Profile Data (such regularly produced demographic data for graduates of the program as age, ethnicity, gender, residency, time-to-degree, etc.)



5.
List of Master’s Theses/Projects (for graduate degree programs)


E.
Results of Student and/or Alumnae/i Survey(s)


F.
Program Faculty



1.
List of Tenured/Tenure-Track Faculty (name, rank/step at appointment, current rank/step)



2.
Demographic Data on All Program Faculty (e.g., gender/ethnicity/rank)


G.
Resources



1.
Statement of Extent of Library and Information Services Support



2.
Statement of Extent of Instructional and Information Technology Services Support



3.
College Budget for most current year (to be replaced by the budget of the Academic Affairs Division for “College-wide” degree programs)

II.
Background materials provided by the program faculty.


A.
Program Faculty



1.
Mission Statement of the academic unit offering the degree program



2.
Curriculum Vitae of Tenured/Tenure-Track Faculty



3.
List of Temporary Faculty for most recent academic year augmented with academic credentials or curriculum vitae for most recent academic year


B.
Program Resources



1.
Budget for most current year of the academic unit offering the degree program 



2.
List of Grants/Awards received by program faculty in the preceding five-year period


C.
List of Assessment Instruments

III.
Self Assessment and Planning Report [written by program faculty]


A.
Self Assessment


B.
Supporting Materials for Self Assessment



1.
Analysis of Data from Assessment Instruments listed in II. C.



2.
Selected Course Syllabi (only include syllabi that are referenced in the Self Assessment)



3.
Placement Data for Graduates 


C.
Planning Report

Appendix D:  The Self Assessment

Please respond to each of the prompts below.  The responses within each area  (Student learning Outcomes, Readiness, etc.) may be in the form of a narrative, but each area should be treated separately.  It may be useful to use a matrix or table to indicate which student learning outcomes are addressed by which courses in the major.

Note that this is a formative self-assessment, and through its identification of strengths and areas for improvement, it serves as the basis for the Planning Report (see Appendix E).

Student Learning Outcomes

a. What are the specific student learning outcomes in the academic degree program? (Programs may wish to restrict attention to the 10-12 most important student learning outcomes.)

b. How are these learning outcomes connected to courses that students will take in the major, i.e., in which courses are students expected to achieve specific outcomes?  (Cite course syllabi where appropriate, and place those syllabi in the data notebook.) How are the roles of these courses communicated to new or adjunct faculty?

c. How is student attainment of these learning outcomes assessed?
  Are assessment instruments used in specific courses or are they applied in some other manner?

d. How is this assessment data used?

e. Additional comments related to student learning outcomes (optional).

Student Readiness.

a. Have entry-level requirements for the major been adjusted since the last PEP?

b. How ready are incoming freshmen (respectively, transfer students, and beginning graduate students) to begin lower-division (respectively, upper-division, and graduate) coursework in the major?

c. Please describe any relations that program faculty have with counterparts at local high schools, community colleges, and nearby four-year institutions, that are used to improve the readiness of arriving students.

Graduates.

a. Comment on analysis of student and/or alumnae/i survey data, and analyze any additional alumni data.

b. Are graduates well-prepared to begin in their chosen careers or in advanced study?

c. What program improvements might improve the preparation of graduates?

Advising and Mentoring.

a. Describe academic advising procedures in the major.
 

b. Describe how students in the major are made aware of career opportunities.

c. Describe the quality and quantity of student contact with the program faculty.

Enrollments.

a. Analyze enrollment trends in the number of majors, including data on how long it takes students to graduate.

b. Does the major have a sufficient student base to be able to offer required courses often enough to allow students to make rapid progress toward completion of their degrees?

c. What measures are taken to ensure timely academic progress of students, and how effective are these?

d. If program faculty have relations with counterparts at local high schools, community colleges, and nearby four-year institutions, how are these used to attract majors?

Pedagogy and Instruction. (Throughout, cite course syllabi where appropriate.)
a. How do the research and creative activities of the program faculty manifest themselves in the academic degree program?

b. How are different modes of instruction used in the major? In particular, describe how students are encouraged to become active participants in the learning process
 and how technology is used.

c. Is the academic degree program offered—in whole or in part—off of the main campus? If so, how is the quality of the off-campus program maintained?

d. Explain how course staffing is determined by faculty expertise, rank and status (regular versus adjunct).

e. In courses with multiple sections/instructors, how are the sections coordinated?

Design of the Degree Program.

a. Summarize distinctive aspects of the academic degree program.
  Are they working as planned?

b. How has the academic field corresponding to this major changed over the last decade? What changes are foreseen for the next decade?

c. Do the program faculty possess sufficient collective expertise to respond to these changes?

d. Summarize any changes made to the curriculum (at both the program- and course-levels) since the last PEP. Include any changes in process or about to be submitted. (Cite course syllabi where appropriate.)

e. (For baccalaureate degree programs requiring more than 120 semester units.) Unless a P-form reducing the minimum requirement to 120 units has already been submitted, explain why total unit requirements greater than 120 are justified.

Resources.

a. Comment on the adequacy of library resources for achieving student learning outcomes.

b. Comment on the adequacy of computing resources for achieving student learning outcomes.

c. Comment on the adequacy of laboratories (if appropriate) for achieving student learning outcomes.

d. Comment on the adequacy of other facilities and resources for achieving student learning outcomes.

Extracurricular Activities. 

a. Describe any extracurricular or co-curricular experiences and activities (for example, student clubs and organizations, student involvement in research, etc.)

b. What is the level of participation by majors in these activities, both in terms of numbers of students and depth of commitment.

Additional Self-Study Themes.

· Program faculty may include additional themes of self-study, or may be asked to do so by the Program Assessment Committee.

Summary of Strengths and Weaknesses

· Delineate the major strengths and weaknesses of the academic degree program.

Finally, self-assessment at CSUSM is a living, evolving process. Please include, at the end of your self-assessment report, an assessment of your experience with the process itself.  Please point out areas that seemed irrelevant or repetitious.  Also point out areas that are not included in the process that you believe should be included.

In situations where the academic degree program has completed a professional accreditation within 3 years of notification of program review, an abbreviated self-assessment report may be submitted together with a copy of the accreditation report. In this abbreviated report, responses to the prompts given above may be in the form of a reference to where the item is treated in the accreditation report.
Appendix E:  The Planning Report 

The Planning Report defines where the academic degree program wants to be 3-5 years hence.  It should also take into account changes in the discipline/field, student needs and educational trends. When attempting to look into the future it is important to specify the assumptions that underlie the plans.  In particular, programs should provide estimates of the expected number of majors for each of the next five years.

The Planning Report should address the areas in which the need for improvement was noted in the Self-Assessment.  These may include areas in which the program lacks sufficient information to judge its efficacy or areas in which analysis indicates a need for improvement. Areas not currently present in the program but which need to be developed and added to the program should also be addressed in the Planning Report. The Planning Report may also address actions that will be taken to preserve areas of strength.
The Planning Report projects changes in the degree program that will be made to improve the quality of the academic degree program.  These changes may include (but are not limited to) curricular changes at the course and/or program level, pedagogical changes, technology changes, assessment changes, changes in student profiles and preparation, and changes in staffing.  

Plans should be prepared for accomplishing each of the necessary changes identified above. It may be useful to organize the plan according to the sample table provided.  Each improvement activity should be listed in the first column.  The remaining columns are used to record the resources needed for the action, the timetable, the processes involved, and a description of how outcomes will be measured. Improvement plans should be grounded in fiscal reality—Academic Affairs is currently allocating approximately $2000 for programs to use in implementing their improvement plans. Programs that do not already have robust assessment programs should propose plans for establishing such systems.

When approved by the Program Assessment Committee, College Dean and the VPAA, the Planning Report becomes the baseline for the academic degree program’s next PEP review.

	Sample Program Planning Report Template



	Improvement Activity
	Resources Needed
	Timetable
	Processes Involved
	Measures of Performance

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


Appendix F.  Core Questions for PEP Survey of Alumnae/i


The _______________ Department is in the midst of a year-long review of its Bachelor's program, with an eye towards assessing its effectiveness and, where appropriate, improving its quality.  Your views of the __________________ courses you took at CSUSM, which are sought in the questions below, will serve as valuable feedback for those faculty members undertaking the review.

1. Academic Experience at CSUSM


a. In what year did you receive your Bachelor's degree?    ________


b. While completing your degree in ______________, how many semesters were you enrolled at CSUSM?        ______


c. Which of the following options did you pursue as part of your BA/BS in ____________________?



Not always relevant




1. 




2. 




3. 




4. 


d. While completing the major, approximately how many ___________________ courses did you take 



at CSUSM?                  Number of Courses Taken: ______


e. I entered CSUSM as 




1. an undergraduate transfer student




2. a first-time freshman




3. other


f. Did you complete an undergraduate minor or second major at CSUSM?




1. Yes, a minor




2. Yes, a second major




3. No



If yes, what was your minor/second major?   ___________________________________________

2. Background


a. What is your sex?     1.  Female     2.  Male


b. Which category best describes your racial and ethnic background?




1. African American




2. American Indian/Native American




3. Asian/Pacific Islander




4. Latino/Hispanic




5. White




6. Other; please specify:

PEP Questionnaire cont'd. - 2


c. In what year were you born?   ______

3. Post-Baccalaureate Educational and Occupational Experience


a. Since leaving CSUSM, have you completed any additional education?      Yes       No (skip to next 









question)


If yes, what degree (or certificate) have you obtained?




Degree: _______________________




Field: _________________________


b. Are you currently enrolled in a post-baccalaureate program?          Yes        No (skip to next question)


If yes, what type of degree program are you enrolled in?




1. A certificate program (e.g., paralegal)




2. A credential program at CSUSM




3. A credential  program elsewhere




4. A master's program




5. Law school




6. Business school (e.g., MBA, MPA)




7. Another professional program (e.g., health professions)





8. A Ph.D. program


c. Are you currently employed?




1. Yes, I have a part-time job




2. Yes, I have a full-time job




3. Yes, I am the primary caregiver for my children and/or parents  (skip to question #3)



4. No, I am not currently employed and have no caregiving responsibilities  (skip to question #3)


If you circled 1 or 2 above, please indicate what type of job you currently have.



Position title: __________________________________________________________



Employer: _____________________________________________________________


4. Many factors influence an individual's choice of a particular college or university.  Why did you choose to attend CSUSM? (Circle all that apply.) 




1. The campus's North County location





2. The modest tuition and fees





3. Recommended by an academic advisor at another institution





4. Recommended by family/friends




5. The reputation of CSUSM




6. The availability of my major




7. Small size of the campus




8. Other; please specify:

PEP Questionnaire cont'd. - 3


5. After spending your first semester on campus, why did you keep returning until you completed your bachelor's degree? (Circle all that apply.)




  1. The modest tuition and fees




  2. The availability of my major




  3. The quality of instruction




  4. The helpfulness of faculty members




  5. I needed to finish my bachelor's degree




  6. The small size of classes




  7. The variety of classes offered in my major




  8. The emphasis on writing in all classes




  9. The nature of the general education requirements




10. Involvement in campus organizations/activities




11. The campus was located close to my home




12. Other; please specify:


6. Why did you select __________________ as your major? (Circle all that apply.)




1. As preparation for a credential program.




2. As preparation for professional school (e.g., law, medicine, etc.)




3. As preparation for graduate study leading to receipt of an MA or Ph.D.




4. To obtain skills or accomplishments useful in the job market




5. Because of the diverse courses/tracks/emphases offered




6. For personal enrichment or enjoyment




7. Other; please specify:


7. Which of the following skills or abilities have proved particularly useful in the years since you received your Bachelors degree?  (Circle all that apply.)




1. Problem solving (mathematical) skills




2. Analytical/critical thinking skills




3. Oral communication skills




4. Writing skills




5. Computer literacy




6. Ability to work as part of a team




7. Ability to deal with ethnic & cultural diversity


  8. Which, if any, of the above skills or abilities do you wish you had developed more extensively through additional coursework at CSUSM?     Note the appropriate numbers: _____________________________________
PEP Questionnaire cont'd. - 4


  9. Overall, how would you rate the CSUSM baccalaureate program in _____________________?




5. Excellent




4. Very good




3. Good




2. Fair




1. Poor


10. Looking back, how would you rate the following features of the ________________________major?

Unable to



Excellent
Very Good
Good
Fair
Poor
Judge

Quality of instruction
5
4
3
2
1
6


Laboratory activities
5
4
3
2
1
6


Frequency with which courses 


offered
5
4
3
2
1
6


Variety of courses offered
5
4
3
2
1
6


Faculty accessibility
5
4
3
2
1
6


Faculty advising
5
4
3
2
1
6


Available library materials
5
4
3
2
1
6


Available electronic resources
5
4
3
2
1
6


11. Please use the space below for any comments you think would be helpful to the faculty members evaluating the__________________________ major.  We are particularly interested in what you consider the program's greatest strengths and the areas needing improvement.

� Approved by the CSUSM Academic Senate, 5/3/2000.





�According to Board of Trustees policy (Agenda Item 1, September 11-12, 1990, Committee on Educational Policy report on Student Outcomes Assessment in the California State University), “The only legitimate purpose of assessing student outcomes is to improve teaching, learning, and academic advising at the individual, course, program, and/or institutional level.”


� The dates of scheduled PEPs/Program Reviews can be found in the CSUSM Academic Master Plan, which is submitted to the Chancellor’s Office every January, and presented to the Board of Trustees in March.


� This requirement will apply to academic degree programs conducting their PEP reviews in AY 2001-02 and later.


� A sample alumnae/i survey is attached as Appendix F.


� Note that, according to Board of Trustees policy (Agenda Item 1, September 11-12, 1990, Committee on Educational Policy report on Student Outcomes Assessment in the California State University), “The faculty of each department or program should have ways of evaluating student attainment in the major that go beyond the evidence provided by course grades.”


� Except when the degree program is a “College-wide” program, e.g., M.A. in Education, B.S. in Business Administration, and the M.B.A.


� Except when the degree program is a “College-wide” program, e.g., M.A. in Education, B.S. in Business Administration, and the M.B.A.


� Except when the degree program is a “College-wide” program, e.g., M.A. in Education, B.S. in Business Administration, and the M.B.A.


� The PEP materials are routed to these additional readers primarily for dissemination of planning information.  Responses from these additional readers are welcome, but not required.


� Note that, according to Board of Trustees policy (Agenda Item 1, September 11-12, 1990, Committee on Educational Policy report on Student Outcomes Assessment in the California State University), “The faculty of each department or program should have ways of evaluating student attainment in the major that go beyond the evidence provided by course grades.”


� According to the November 1997 Academic Senate of the California State University report on Baccalaureate Education in the California State University, “CSU baccalaureate education provides graduates with the knowledge, skills, and social perspective necessary to succeed in their chosen careers or in advanced study.”


� From Agenda Item 1, September 11-12, 1990, Committee on Educational Policy report on Student Outcomes Assessment in the California State University:  “Each academic department should utilize information about how well students are meeting overarching goals … to advise students at key points in the major.”  


� From the CSUSM Vision Statement:  “In its teaching and student services, CSUSM will combine the academic strengths of a large university with the close personal interactions characteristic of smaller institutions.”


� From the CSUSM Mission Statement:  “Students work closely with a faculty of active scholars and artists whose commitment to sustained excellence in teaching, research, and community partnership enhance student learning.”


� From the CSUSM Mission Statement:  “California State University San Marcos focuses on the student as an active participant in the learning process.”


� From the CSUSM Mission Statement:  “The university offers rigorous undergraduate and graduate programs distinguished by … innovative curricula.”  From the CSUSM Vision Statement:  “California State University San Marcos will become … known for … improving learning through creative uses of technology.”


� From the CSUSM Mission Statement:  “The university offers rigorous undergraduate and graduate programs distinguished by … innovative curricula.”


� When the Board of Trustees amended Title 5 Regulations on September 19, 2000 to reduce the minimum total units required for a bachelor's degree from 124 to 120 semester units, the Trustees requested that the CSU put in place a process to review all programs to determine whether unit requirements could reasonably be reduced.
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