Comparison of Current and Revised Program Review Procedures 

	OLD VERSION
	NEW VERSION

	There was no policy as such, document outlined philosophy and procedure. 
	The new policy with separate guidelines providing procedure and specific instructions. 


	While student learning outcomes were part of the items to be addressed during program reviews there was no specific reporting of assessment. 
	Accreditation bodies and the CSU have placed increasing focus on assessment of student learning and reporting. Therefore, assessment reports are incorporated into the program review. 



	Repeated every 5 years
	Assessment is on going. Program review cycle is 5 or 7 years.



	Comprehensive review. Department addresses 9 topics, one of which is student learning outcomes. Others are design of degree program, student readiness, graduates, advising, enrollments, pedagogy and instruction, resources, and extracurricular activities. 
	Content of review begins with reflection on achieving educational objectives (SLO’s)  on student learning outcomes by examining annual assessment data, followed by a section on developing and allocating resources and concluding with the selection of not more than two additional themes/special interests.


	Data Notebook required departmental action
	Data Notebook contents identified by department, located by IPA and OPAA Faculty Fellow and provided to the department.


	Lack of guidance on structure of narrative.
	Includes instructions for report structure and content. Also a model outline is provided (sections VI and VII).


	PAC and External Reviewer roles unclear
	Clarifies roles of PAC, External Reviewers, and others (sections III).


	Little or no specific funding or support.
	Support from Learning Outcomes Assessment Fellow on PSLOs and from OPAA Faculty Fellow on data notebook development. Provides resources for faculty conducting annual assessment and self study. 


	Usually one External Reviewer
	Provides for 2 External Reviewers, whenever possible. Includes specific information on selection, visit, and expectations. 


	Planning report required
	Part of narrative includes discussing future goals. 


	Few specifics on masters programs
	Graduate programs included throughout. 


	Senate receives end of year report.
	Senate office receives end-of-year report. 

	Includes mention of system for ad-hoc committee to review viability of program
	Includes recommendations for program continuation comprised of 3 levels of recommendations.


	Planning report has only mention of MOU but specifics were vague. The program review report became “baseline” for next PEP.

	Includes final meeting and MOU for future goals/developmental plan (section III).
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