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his Essay isintended to provide aframework for thought that i nstitutions can usein designing and implementing

programreviews. Theterm*“program review” hasbeen used in higher education to defineawiderange of effortsto
defineand evaluate educationd programs. Many collegesin the Western Region have asked the A ccrediting Commission
to clarify how it usestheideaof program review in theAccreditation Standards.

What isrequired?

Therecently adopted A ccreditation Standardsthat were provide much information that clarifieswhat the Commis-
sionmeanshby program review, but the requirement that ingtitutionsengagein programreview isalong standing one. The
1996 standards stated that ingtitutionsmust have* clearly defined processesfor establishing and evaluating al educationa
programs’ and toinsure program eval uations areintegrated into overall ingtitutional evaluationsand planning and are
conducted onaregular basis.” (Std. 4.D.1) Institutionsare specifically required by Accreditation Standardsto
“assurethequality and improvement of all instructional coursesand programsofferedinthenameof theinstitution” (Std.
11.A.2) and evaluate al coursesand programsthrough an “ ongoing systematic review of their relevance, appropriateness,
achievement of student learning outcomes, currency, and future needsand plans.” (Std. 11.A.2.€) Whilethereare many
other referencesto program review activitiesinthe standards, thesethree statements give usastarting point for discussing
the purpose and components of agood program review process.

What isprogram review?

Program review ought to bea* 360-degree” review, or areview from all anglesand over time, of the effectivenessof an
“educationa program”. Fundamentaly, program review requiresan ingtitution to ask important questionsabout itself and to
do some good thinking about itsown performance. The quality of questionsasked, and the carewith which answersto
those questionsare sought and then analyzed, determinewhether aprogram review will lead to meaningful information that
can beusedtoimproveingtitutiona effectivenessand student learning. (Whilethisessay discussesthe program review of
educational programs, the principlesused in program review can be used aswell to assessthe effectiveness of other
ingtitutiona effortsthat arenot directly related to student learning.)

By “program” accreditorsmean acertificate or degree program, acoherent educati onal experience such asatutoring or
orientation program, aco-curricular learning program, or even an academic discipline(e.g., thesocia science* program.”).
Institutionsmay differ inwhat they chooseto defineasa* program”, but the program ought to be coherent enough that its
goasand purposes can be defined, and its effectiveness eval uated.

A complete programreview cycleinvolvessevera distinct conceptual steps: apreciseand accurate description of things
asthey exist, evaluation of whether thosethingsare sufficient or appropriate or “ good enough” to satisfy theinstitution’s
pursuit of excellence, planning for needed improvement; implementation of of those plans, and eval uation of the



effectivenessof theactionstakenin achieving thedesired results. Plansfor improvement that result from program review
should beintegrated with or connected to overall institutional plans so that the regular institutional processesfor setting
directionsand timelines, and providing resourcesfor action, support theimplementation of those plansthat result from
those plans. Ultimately, the actionstaken toimprove programs must themsel vesbe eval uated for effectiveness, perhapsas
part of the subsequent program review cycle. Through recurring cyclesof program review, an institution can assessits
progressinimproving effectivenessover time. It can alsoidentify theway inwhich student enrollment, student progress
and student learning are changing over time, providing information important for planning future programmeatic changes.

How should program review beconducted?

Aninstitution can start by examining the stated mission, purpose, or goalsof aprogram, and what aprogramisdoing to
achievethat mission. Some questionsone might ask about the stated mission or purpose of aprogram are:

e Isthemissionor purposeof thisprogram clear aswe have defined it?

e Isthemission or purpose appropriateto our students' needsand our communities’ needs?

« Isthemissionor purpose”current” and relevant to present-day society, the current labor market, or other
contemporary conditionsof the society?

e |Isthemissionor purpose cons stent with the overall mission and godsof our ingtitution?

*  What havewedefined as” student success’ inthisprogram? Isit relevant to the students’ future needswhen
they leavethisingtitution? Isit adefinition that our community sharesor could agreewith?

«  What arethe specific goalsand learning outcomes of thisprogram? Have we designed them carefully? Arewe
certainthearray of learning experienceswe have designed for thisprogram allows participantsto achieve the
goa sand outcomeswe have said we want to achieve?

* Whatisthearray of educationa servicesused to meet the stated mission of the program? How arethose
servicesoffered? What arethe class schedul e, the kind of learning environment and pedagogy, the array of
support services, and the marketing or promotion used to offer thisprogram? Arethese appropriateto the
program’smission and purpose?

After defining and examining program purpose or mission and the array of educational services used to achievethat
mission, the next step isto examineresults, or program effectiveness. AsPeter Ewell*has pointed out, effectivenesshas
two components. An effective programisonethat achievesitsgoals, but thenotion of efficiency isalsoinherentintheidea
of effectiveness. Hence, an effective program al so usesitsresources as efficiently as possible—it doesn’t waste them.
Some questionsone might ask about program effectivenessinclude:

«  Whoarethestudentsenrolling inthisprogram? What aretheir goals—what do they want to dowith the
knowledge gained from thisprogram? What aretheir needs, including any specia needs (scheduling, support
services, etc.) that thisprogram or the college should addressin order to assure student success? Arewe
adequately addressing those needs?

* How wadll arestudents progressing through the program? What information do we have on their retention,
course completion, persistence, and movement and success beyond college (e.g., graduation, transfer, job
placement, etc.)? Isthat student progress*” good enough” intheinstitution’sjudgment? I n the students’ judg-
ment? Inthepublic’sjudgment? What can wedo to improve student progress?

* Arestudentslearningal thelearning outcomeswe' ve set for thisprogram? Inwhich areasarethey learning
moreor |ess? |sthisamount of learning “good enough” intheingtitution’sjudgment? Inthe students’ judgment?
Inthe public’sjudgment? What can wedo to improvelearning?

» Doesthisprogram have sufficient resources (human, physica, technological, time) to promote student progress
and student learning? Doesthis program need additional or different resourcesto better accomplishitsmission?

» Isthisprogramusingitsresourcesefficiently? Areclassessufficiently full? Doesthe program have sufficient
enrollmentsor student interest to keep running?



Here' swhereaningtitution should consider advice given by external groups. Ask such questionsas:

» Didweconsder changesmade by thelast accreditation team? By external program reviews conducted on our
behaf?By program or ingtitutiona advisory committees?
» Didweconsider recommendationswe madeto oursalvesinour last salf study?(planning agenda)

After evauating program effectiveness, the next step isto devel op and implement good plansto make needed improve-
mentsinaprogram. Theinstitution should consider thefollowing questions:

* What changes do we need to make theimprovementswe’ veidentified for thisprogram? What resourcesare
needed to makeimprovements? I sthere any required sequence of change? Do we need to do certain
things before others? What are thetimelineswe need to set for making these programmatic changes?

*  What short and long term plans doestheinstitution need to maketo implement changes? Do theseplans
requiretheinvolvement or assistance of other college programsor operations? How do werecord these plans
and keep themin our view so that we act on them? What individual or group should beresponsiblefor

follow-up?

* How cantheplansnecessary to improve program beincorporated into theingtitution’sregular planning and
resource all ocation process so that the plans can be funded and implemented?

A last conceptual stage of any program review involves evaluating theimpact of the changesthat have been madetothe
program. At some point, whether itisafter implementation of any stage of program change, or a thetimeof anext regularly
scheduled review, theingtitution needsto specifically and carefully eval uate whether the changes made haveresultedin
improvementsdesired. Thequestionsaninstitution might ask includethefollowing:

* Didwemakeadll of thechangeswe planned?If wedid not, what weretheimpedi mentsto making those
changes? Do wedtill believethose changeswould lead to improvements?

» How effectivewerethe changesinimproving program effectiveness? Have weimproved student progress
through the program, student learning, or other aspectsof program quality such asefficiency?

*  What havewelearned by looking at theresults of these change effortsthat would inform future attemptsto
changeand improvethisprogram?

Conclusion

Thisarticlehastried to provideaframework for conceptualizing programreview. Thequality of questionsasked, and the
carewith which answersto those questionsare sought and then analyzed, determinewhether aprogram review will lead to
meaningful information that can be used to improveingtitutional effectivenessand student learning. Institutionsseeking
excellence benefit from program reviewsthat are shaped around well- framed questionsthat are of importanceto the
collegeanditsstaff. Ultimately, the shared interest of college staff and accreditorsisin student success.

Thoughtful questions can only be answered with relevant and good information or data. The next edition of

Accreditation Notes will include an article on good data.

1 Accreditation and Sudent Learning Outcomes: A Proposed Point of Departure by Peter T. Ewell; A CHEA
Occasional Paper, September, 2001.



January Commission Actiong/Institutions

Reaffirmed Accr editation
Collegeof the Canyons
CraftonHillsCollege
CuestaCollege
Long Beach City College
PasadenaCity College
SanBernardinoValley College
SantaBarbaraCity College

SantaRosaJunior College
Accepted Midterm Report

City College of San Francisco
College of the Redwoods
ColumbiaCollege
DeAnzaCollege

Defense Language | nstitute
Foothill College

Fresno City College

Guam Community College
LakeTahoe Community College
LosAngeesHarbor College
Modesto Junior College

Mt. San Jacinto College

Queen of theHoly Rosary College
Reedley College

ShastaCollege
Accepted Focused Midterm Report

Feather River College
Hawaii Tokai International College
YubaCollege
Accepted Focused Midterm Report & Visit
Barstow College
Heald College
LosAngeles Southwest College
Santiago Canyon College
Solano Community College
West LosAngeles College

Accepted | nterim Report
Coastline Community College
Collegeof the Sequoias
LosAngelesMission College
Marymount College
MTI College of Businessand Technology
Riversde Community College
CanadaCollege
Collegeof San Mateo
SkylineCollege
Hawaii Community College
Leeward Community College

Accepted | nterim Report with Visit
Copper Mountain College
Don Bosco Technical Institute
Imperial Valey College
LosAngelesCounty College
of NursingandAllied Health
LosAngelesValey College
Maui Community College
Western Career College
Windward Community College
Accepted ProgressReport
Oxnard College
Collegeof Micronesa-FSM
Accepted ProgressReport & Visit
Hartnell College
Special Report not Accepted
Kern Community CollegeDistrict
PerdtaCommunity CollegeDistrict
Placed on Warning
American SamoaCommunity College
Kaua Community College
Placed on Probation
Collegeof theMarshall Ilands
ProgressReport not Accepted
AntelopeValley College

A ccepted Substantive Change Report
American River College: approval for Sacramento
Regional Public Safety Center and Ethan Way Center
CosumnesRiver College: approval to separate Folsom
L ake College Center; approval to offer certificate
programsat Rancho Cordova Center
College of Oceaneering: approval to open campusin
San Diego
CypressCollege: approval to rel ocate culinary arts
program
Heald College: approval to consolidate SantaRosa
campus
Sacramento City College: approval for West
Sacramento Center
Western Career College: approved purchaseby US
Education Corporation
West Valley College: approval to offer on-line certificate
inAdministrative Management
Note: The Substantive Change Committee of the Com-
mission meetsregularly to assess Substantive Change
Reports. Ingtitutions cons dering substantive changesare
encouraged to contact Commission steff if they have
guestionsabout changes.




Commission Policy Actions

Adoption
Commission Membership and A ppoi ntment Procedure
Revision of thispolicy had been circulated to member insti-
tutions and was adopted by the Commission asa second
reading. Content changesfrom current policy include:

e announcement of anticipated vacanciesat
the January mesting;

 notification of vacanciesto member
ingtitutionsand other interested parties;

» processforfilling of vacanciesoccurring
after the mesting of the Selection Com-
mitteeand beforewinter Commission
mesting.

Thispolicy will now be used in appointmentsto the Com-
mission. Thepoalicy will bedistributed to member indtitutions
and posted on the Commission’sweb site.

Policy and Procedures on Public Disclosure

Thispolicy had been adopted in 1999 and required editing
to bringitinaccord with other Commission policiesaswell
aschangesintheHigher EducationAct. Revisonof thispalicy
had been circulated to member ingtitutions and was adopted
by the Commission asasecond reading. Changesto this
policy are primarily reinforcing statements on the
Commission’s expectationsthat team membersmaintain
confidentiality and that the Commission retaintheright to
ded with publicinquiriesabout aningitution which hasbeen
warned, placed on probation, or issued a Show Cause or-
der. Thispolicy isnow in effect and will be distributed to
member institutions and posted on the Commission’sweb
gte.

First Reading

Policy on CommissionActionson Ingtitutions

Thispolicy consolidatesand clarifiesthe many statements
the Commission hasabout actionsoninditutionsintoasingle
policy. Thepolicy coversactionsoningtitutionsapplying for
candidacy or extension of candidacy and actionsoninstitu-
tionsthat are applicantsfor initia accreditation. The policy
also coversthose actionsthat reaffirm accreditation—with-
out conditions, with arequest for aFocused Midterm Re-
port (with or without avisit), and with arequest for aProgress
Report (with or without avisit).In addition the policy covers
procedural actionsaswell as sanctionsand termination of
accreditation.

sanctionsincludeissuing aWarning, imposing Probation,
and requiring Show Cause. Ingtitutionsmay remain on
sanction for acumulativetota of no morethantwo years.

If concernsare not resolved within thisperiod, the Com-
missionwill takeactionto terminate accreditation.

Thepolicy will becirculated to member ingtitutionsin
spring 2003 for comment beforefina action by the
Commission at itsJune 2003 mesting.

U.S. Department of Education Authorization
t its meeting of December 3, 2002 the National
Advisory Committeeon Institutional Quality and
Integrity votedto grant afull five-year authorization, with no
conditions, tothe ACCJC. The committee had reviewed the
Commission’sapplication devel oped by ACCJIC staff led
by Associate Director Gari Browning. Theapplicationtakes
theform of asalf study of how the Commission meetsUS
Department of Education criteriaand coversevery aspect
of theACCJC sactivities. Executive Director BarbaraBeno
reportsthat thefive-year authorization isthemaximuma-
lowable and that A CCJC wasthe only Commission under

review that recelved thisauthorization with no conditions.

Council for Higher Education Accreditation
Recognition (CHEA)
saresault of thehearingsheld by the Council for Higher
EducationAccreditation Committee on Recognition
inlate November, theACCJIC will receiveafull fiveyear
recognition from CHEA. The committee applauded the
ACCJIC'seffortsin devel oping standardsthat requireinsti-
tutionsto devel op and measure student |earning outcomes.
Aswiththe US Department of Education application, Com-
mission staff, under the direction of Associate Director Gari
Browning, prepared lengthy and detailed materiadl sasevi-
denceof itsactivities. CHEA isanationa organization that
coordinatesaccreditation activity inthe United States. CHEA
represents morethan 3,000 collegesand universitiesand 60
nationd, regiona, and speciaized accreditors.

ACCJC and the US General Accounting Office

Congressional Committee chaired by Senator Smith
from New Hampshireiscurrently investigating the
degreetowhich accreditorsreview the quality of distance
learning programsand can providequality assuranceon such
programs. On behaf of the committeethe US General Ac-
counting Office (GAO) iscallectinginformationfromal re-
giond accreditors. TheACCJC recently mailedinformation
and documentsto the GA O, detailing how member institu-
tionsuse Commission standards and policiesto assessdis-
tancelearning programsand how they report activitiesto
the Commission. GAO gtaff visited the Commissioninthe
Marchto collect information on policiesand practicesre-
garding distancelearning.



Review of 2001-2002 Annual Reports

The Commission requires member ingtitutionsto submit
anAnnud Report which containsinformation onanum-
ber of issuesincluding potential substantive changes, fisca
hedlth, distancelearning, and student loan default rates. Al-
waysat the heart of theannual report areissuesthat require
substantive changereports. Inrecent years, thereport has
also required information on courses offered through dis-
tancelearning. A number of collegeshaverequested anin-
teractive version of the annual report be available on our
websiteto easereporting. Wewill be considering that pos-
sibility aswe update our web capabilities. To date, 138 of
the 140 member collegeshavefiled reportsfor 2001-02.

Offeringsat new |locations Twenty collegesreported having
new sitesor campuses at which students can complete at
least 50% of the creditsfor adegree or certificate program.
These programsareworking their way through the substan-
tive change process.

New programs The Commission doesnot require approva
of individua program changeswithinacomprehensiveingti-
tution unlessthe change representsasignificant departure
from current offerings, but collegesare asked to report pro-
gram additionsand deletionsintheannual report. Seventy-
two collegesreported having added programs, up from sixty-
four last year. Theoverwheming mgority of additionsonce
again were concentrated in computer-rel ated degreesand
certificates, many focusing ongraphicand digital art. Busi-
nessdegreesand certificatesarea so proliferating, with sev-
erd collegesoffering specidizationsininternational business.

Other areasrecel ving noticeabl e attention include environ-
mental studies, biotechnology, culinary arts, human services,
dlied hedth, and physicdl fitness. Teaching-related programs
arealso appearing at several colleges. Other moreunusua
programsoffered for thefirst timeat somecollegesaresub-
stance abuse, viticulture, gerontol ogy, and casino manage-
ment.

Digancelearning programs Eighteen collegesreported having
degreeor certificate programsinwhich 50% or more of the
creditsrequired areavailablethrough distancemodes. This
year 110 collegesreported offering two-way internet courses,
compared to 98 for last year and 92 the year before. En-
rollment in distancelearning courses shows steady increase
over thelast threeyears.

Programs offered abroad for non-USnationals Four
collegeshave started new programsfor non-US nationals,

down sharply from last year when 24 of the one hundred
collegesreporting described new programsfor non-U.S.
nationa students.

Fiscal issues Most colleges, 120 of 138, reported operat-
ing surplusesfor the 2000-01fiscal year. Fifty-eight col-
legesreported audit exceptions, most involving procedural
problemsrather than materia issuesof noncompliance.

Financia aid participation and student |oan default Of the
138 colleges submitting annual reports, 130 or 94% are
participantsinfederd financia aid programs, representing a
significant increasein participation from afew yearsago.
The student |oan default ratesfor our ingtitutions continued
todrop. Only 2 collegesreported student |oan default rates
that exceeded 20%, and one of those collegeshad only one
student inloan payback, yieldingamideadingly inflated de-
fault rate of 100%.

New Commissioner Seated

sreported in the June edition of Accreditation Notes,

the Commission acted to gppoint anew Commissioner
asapublic member. Dr. Carter Doran was seated at the
January meeting. Dr. Dor an, who beginsathree-year term,
hasalong history of community involvement, including board
service and volunteer work. A retired community college
educator, Dr. Doran served asAss stant Superintendent/Vice
President of Instruction and Student Servicesat College of
the Canyonsand Vice Chancellor of AcademicAffairsfor
the Rancho Santiago Community CollegeDistrict. Hehas
also taught speech and dramaat Mt. San Antonio College.

Dr. Doran’saccreditation experienceincludes serviceasan
accreditation liaison officer for both College of the Canyons
and the Rancho Santiago Community College District and
participation in sitevisitsto seven public and private two-
year colleges. Heserved aschair onthreeof thosevisitsand
will bechairing ateamin March. Dr. Doran has served as
editor for therevised ACCJC standards. Dr. Doranisares-
dent of city of Upland.

Commission Positionsto be Available

he term of current Commission Public Member

Chuck Ayalawill end June 30, 2003 and Public Mem-
ber James Cunningham hasresigned. Assuch, therewill be
two positions open for public memberswhosetermswill
beginon July 1, 2003. Inaddition, Commissioner Michael
Widener, Professor of History at Compton Collegeisretir-
ing. In accordance with Commission process, applications
for these positions (two membersof thepublicand a



faculty member) will bereviewedinApril 2003 by aSelec-
tion Committee. Applicationswill be accepted beginningin
late February; gpplicationformsareavailablefromthe Com-
missonoffice

Per ACCJC By-laws, the Commission Selection Commit-
teeconsstsof seven members, including at least two admin-
istrators, two faculty members, and two representatives of
the publicinterest. Three of these membersare appointed
by the Commission Chair, two from the Commission and
onefromthe privateinstitutionsit accreditswith oneto be
designated as chair of the committee. One member isap-
pointed by the Pacific Postsecondary Education Council.
TheAcademic Senatefor the CaliforniaCommunity Col-
leges, theCdiforniaChief Executive Officers, theCdifornia
Community College Trustees, and the Hawaii Community
CollegeAcademic Senate Chairs appoint whatever addi-
tiond faculty, administrative, and representatives of the pub-
licarerequired to compl ete the composition of the commit-
tee. The Executive Director servesasnonvoting secretary
tothecommittee.

Commissionersaregppointed for saggered three-year terms
and arelimited to two three-year termsunlessthe personis
elected an officer for aterm which extendsbeyond asixth
year, inwhich case an additional three-year term may be
served.

Comprehensive Visits 2003-2004

nder current U.S. Department of Education regulations,
ACCJC must provide opportunity for third-party
comment regarding institutional qualifications for
accreditation. Theingtitutionsnoted below arescheduled to
undergo acomprehensivevistinfall 2003 and spring 2004.
Review by the Commission will occur at its January and
June 2004 meetings. Third-party comment on these
institutions should be madeto Executive Director Barbara
A.Benoat 10 Commercial Boulevard, Suite 204, Novato,
CA 94949. For consideration, such comment must be
submitted inwriting, Signed, accompanied by return address
and telephone number, and received no later than fiveweeks
beforethe scheduled Commission meeting.

Fall 2003

AmericanRiver College
CitrusCollege

Collegeof Oceaneering
CosumnesRiver College
Folsom Lake College
NapaValley College
Sacramento City College

Spring 2004

Allan Hancock College, Brooks College, Chaffey
College, Collegeof MicronesaFSM, Collegeof the
Siskiyous, D-Q University, Glendade Community College,
MiraCostaCollege, Monterey PeninsulaCollege,
Palau Community College, SantaMonicaCollege,
West HillsLemoore College*

*Initial Visit

Update from the Pacific
Fol lowing are highlightsfrom the Pecific presented at
the January Commission meeting by Commis-

sioner Susan M oseswho representsthe colleges of the
western Pacific:

American Samoa College
The college haslaunched itsfirst distancelearning courses
aspart of afederadly fundedinitiative caled“ Project 2000.”
Coursesincluded genera education coursesand coursesin
the Samoan language; they were offered to of f-campus stu-
dentsaswedl asstudentsliving ontheouter idandsof Manu’ a

College of Micronesia-FSM
Enrollmentsat the five campuses of the college are up by
3.2% over fdl 2001, collegeofficidsexpect thegrowthtrend
to continue. The collegeisdesigning aB.Ed degreein Edu-
cationaswell asvocational programsinelectronicsandtele-
communications

Northern MarianasCollege
InAugust 2002, Dr. Kenneth E. Wright becamethe college's
third president.

Palau Community College

The college srelationship with the government of Japan has
brought anew languagelab and abuilding to housethe mu-
sical instrumentsdonated by the Japanese. The collegewas
also notified by the USDOE that funding for thecollege's
proposd for aMinority Sciencelmprovement Grant hasbeen
approved. A Talent Search Grant was also approved for

fundng WGU Accredited

OnFeb. 13, 2003, Western Governors University became
thefirst and only university to receiveregiona accreditation
fromfour regiond accreditingcommissionsat thesametime.
ACCJICisamong these Commissions.

WGU'’s competency-based system has met the same edu-
cationd standardsfor performance, integrity, and quality met
by moretraditiona universities. WGU conducted extensive
universty-wideevduationsand prepared multiplesdf-evau-
ation reportsfor acommittee representing each of thefour
regional associations. A team of nationa evaluatorsrepre-
senting each association made on-stevigtstotheuniversity
toreview WGU'’soperations.



ComprehensiveVisits
Spring 2003

Under current U.S. Department of Education
regulations, ACCJC must provide opportunity
for third-party comment regarding institutional
qualificationsfor accreditation. Theinstitutions
noted below are scheduled to undergo a
comprehensivevisitin spring 2003 and areview
by the Commission at its June 2003 meeting.
Third-party comment on these institutions
should be made to Executive Director Barbara
A.Benoat 10 Commercia Boulevard, Suite 204,
Novato, CA 94949. For consideration, such
comment must be submitted in writing, signed,
accompanied by return address and telephone
number, and received no later than five weeks
before the scheduled Commi ssion meeting.

American Academy Dramatic Arts/West

Butte College

Chabot College

College of Alameda

College of the Marshall Islands

East LosAngeles College

Laney College

LasPositas College

LosAngelesCity College

LosAngelesTrade/Technical College

Merritt College

Palomar College

Southwestern College

Taft College

VistaCommunity College
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