
GUIDELINES FOR PROGRAM REVIEW CONSULTANT’S EVALUATION REPORTS

Independent teams, typically two outside reviewers, make site visits to evaluate programs at California State University, Northridge.  In order that comparisons may be made on as common a basis as possible, the structure and guidelines below are provided for the evaluation reports.  The questions posed in each general subject area are not intended to constrain further coverage or discussion the consultants wish to include.

Since, in most cases, the reviewer’s report will be the major external basis for the final program evaluation, (MOU), it is crucial that it contain as much documentation and specific evidence as possible, and that it be written in as “objective” a manner as possible.

The report should be a description of the existing strengths and weaknesses of the program, and should be concerned with how to improve or develop a given program.  The consultants should not be protective of institutional or professional reputations but should reflect the high standards against which the department (program) is measured.

The report is expected ~ 3 weeks after the reviewers’ visit to California State University, Northridge and should be sent directly to the Program Review Coordinator of the Office of Assessment and Program Review.  The Program Review Coordinator will forward it to the Vice-Provost and the chair/coordinator of the department/program under review.  
Points to be Covered in the Report

Typically, the reviews will address each of these sections and include recommendations and commendations on how the program has/can achieve success on these topics.
I.
Program

1. 
Does this program lead students to a broad, well-integrated knowledge of the discipline?


2. 
Is it realistic in terms of faculty, facilities, financial support, institutional commitment, students and the employment market?

3.
Provide recommendations and commendations on the program.
II.
Program Structure

1. 
Are the requirements (prerequisites, courses) appropriate for a high quality program?  Are they suitable to the program?


2.
Are the career goals of the students sufficiently taken into account?


3.
Is there appropriate advisement and counseling with respect to future employment?


4.
Is the breadth of coverage well provided for by the faculty and other available resources?  Is there sufficient support for this program by related programs at the institution?


5.
Is this program taking into account the way the discipline is moving?


6.
How do the program’s history and plans reflect upon its viability and growth?


7.
What has been the ongoing evaluation of the program over the last five years?  Has it been extensive and critical enough to effect the necessary maintenance of standards or improvement in the standards?


8.
Provide recommendations and commendations on program structure.
III.
Program Financial Support

1.
Is the amount of financial support available, in view of the program’s current role and scope, sufficient to provide for the sustenance of the program at high quality?


2.
How do the amount and kind of support reflect upon others’ perception of its quality and priority within the institution?

3.
Is it likely that adequate financial support will continue to be available to the program from external sources?  This includes the State of California but also foundations, government agencies, etc.  Is the program of sufficient strength and reputation to be able to compete adequately for external funding?


4.
Is College support firmly enough committed for the department (program) to continue at high quality?


5.
Provide recommendations and commendations regarding financial support.
IV.
Faculty


1.
What is the caliber of research and publication?  How important to its field is the work being done?


2.
Is the faculty generally recognized by appointment to honorary bodies, committee-work, editorial service or by other professional recognitions?


3.
Is the faculty’s knowledge and understanding of their areas thorough, up-to-date and broad?  Are they involved in their work and do they project enthusiasm?


4. 
What is the caliber of the teaching?


5.
What is the caliber of advisement?


6.
How do the students rate the faculty as teachers, advisors, and research leaders?


7.
Has the department been successful in its faculty recruitment, retention and professional development goals?


8.
Provide recommendations and commendations regarding faculty.
V.
Students

1.
Is there an adequate supply of qualified students?  Is there enough financial support to attract qualified students in competition with other institutions?


2.
Is the rate of progress of students to their degree satisfactory?  If not, why not?  Is the rate of attrition too great?  Is so, what is its cause?


3.
Do the students interest and interact with each other?


4.
Are students provided with adequate teaching experience (for graduate level only)?  Do their teaching assignments contribute effectively toward their mastery of the field?


5.
Does the record of employment placement and admission to graduate programs correspond to the institutional objectives and type of program?  If not, what are the differences?


6.
What is the level of performance required in courses, honors programs, and graduate as compared to undergraduate courses?  What is the caliber of honors and master’s theses completed during the last five years?


7.
What specific attention is being given to recruiting underserved populations?  What success has there been in this effort?


8.
Provide recommendations and commendations regarding students.
VI.
Facilities and Services

1.
Are the facilities and services generally adequate for the purpose of the program?  If not, what particular inadequacies do you see?  What are the limitations of the library holdings in each sub-discipline?  If graduate work is offered, are the library facilities adequate for offerings and thesis direction? 

2.
Are the library facilities adequate for the future plans of the department (program)?

3.
Provide recommendations and commendations regarding facilities and services.
VII.
Assessment and Strategic Planning
1.
How does the program assessment plan clearly articulate student learning outcomes, assessment tools, procedures for gathering evidence of student learning?


2.
How are assessment results used to improve the program?

3.
How are assessment results used in strategic planning?


4.
Provide recommendations and commendations regarding assessment and planning.
VIII.
Program Improvement and Development

1.
Given the existing strengths and weaknesses of this particular program, what provisions would you suggest for correcting the discrepancies between current objectives and attainments, and the next five year cycle’s objectives and desired attainments?


2.
How can efficiency and effectiveness of the program be increased?


3.
At this stage of the program’s development, which goals should be self-contained and what new ones are preliminary to entering another stage?


4.
Provide recommendations and commendations on program improvement and development.
IX.
General Comments and Suggestions

1.
How is this program rated as compared with other programs in the profession?


2.
Please make any comments regarding aspects of this program not covered in this review which you think should be described.

3.
Provide general recommendations and commendations.
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