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EFFICACY OF CURRENT PROGRAM 
REVIEW MODEL ASSESSED BY ACCJC 

ACCREDITATION REVIEW CRITERIA
SEE APPENDIX FOR TEXT SOURCE



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• Data used for assessment and analysis is disaggregated to reflect 
factors of difference among students, as identified by the 
institution. (I.B.5)


Mostly 

Achieved

• Primarily achieved for instructional outcomes (enrollment 
and completion by cohort) by the college’s datasheets.

• Columbia doesn’t routinely assess SLOs this way because 
those are not reported at an individual student level, but at 
the section level. CCRP could periodically analyze by 
comparing aggregated section demographics to aggregated 
student learning outcomes as a larger review project.

• Program review includes analysis of student achievement data 
(course completions and degree/certificate completions) and 
student learning data (SLO assessment results). (II.A.2)


Mostly

Achieved

• As input, this is achieved by the college’s program review 
datasheets and SLO datasheets.

• Criteria used in program review include relevancy, 
appropriateness, achievement of learning outcomes, currency, 
and planning for the future. (II.A.2)


Mostly 

Achieved

• All of these elements are addressed within our instructional 
review template.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – CRITERIA (INPUT)



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The results of program review are used in institutional 
planning. (II.A.2)


Not Achieved

• The college uses all sorts of results for institutional planning, 
but the program review results specifically are not clearly 
tied to institutional planning.

• Successive program reviews document improvements that 
have resulted from plans or goals developed in prior program 
reviews. (II.A.2)


Not Achieved

• The program review has not been used consistently, and 
does not clearly demonstrate any consistent improvement 
plans or subsequent results.

• The institution reflects on time-to-completion data in program 
review and institutional evaluation, and devises plans to 
improve completion rates. (II.A.6)


Not Achieved

• Particularly in response to things like Student Equity and 
Achievement and AB705, as well as its strategic goals, the 
college does reflect on time-to-completion data and this has 
informed instructional program development, but this 
reflection is not clearly tied to program review.

• The institution uses the results from assessment processes to 
develop and implement plans for improvement. (I.B.7)


Not Achieved

• Although the college actively uses data-informed assessment 
processes, It does not seem like the college has achieved this 
in the context of program review. It has struggled to report 
its SLOs in recent years. Instructional trends (e.g., enrollment 
and completion) are well summarized but do not seem to 
tied directly to improvement in terms of program review.

• The college's resource allocation is driven by program review 
(or other institutional evaluation process). (I.B.6)


Not Achieved

• Columbia College does not have an established resource 
allocation process. Resource requests are included in the 
Program Review template, but are not consistently used and 
do not form the basis for decision-making.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – PLANNING USE (OUTPUT)



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The program review process demonstrates how goals and 
objectives and the data provide information about how well the 
college is achieving its mission. (I.B.5)


Not  Achieved

• This is not achieved because the program review process is 
not consistently used and the results are not clearly tied to 
institutional planning.

• Data assessment and analysis drive college planning to improve 
student learning and student achievement. (I.B.5)


Not Achieved

• This is likely more well addressed in our strategic planning, 
major accreditation reviews, and other institutional 
reflection activities, but it is not achieved through our 
instructional program review process.

• The institution demonstrates that institutional data and 
evidence, including student achievement data, is used for 
program review and improvement. (I.B.6)


Mostly 

Achieved

• This is achieved and demonstrated by the college’s 
systematic practice of generating datasheets to be used for 
program review.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – OUTCOMES



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The institution regularly evaluates its program review 
processes to determine their efficacy. (I.B.7)


Mostly 

Achieved

• A present case-in-point.

• The institution regularly evaluates its resource allocation 
processes to determine their efficacy. (I.B.7)


Not Achieved

• Columbia College does not have a standing participatory 
decision-making making process around resource allocation, 
although this deficit is recognized and processes being 
developed.

• Institutional evaluation reports and program reviews can be 
accessed by constituencies. (I.B.8)


Mostly

Achieved

• Completed program reviews are collected and posted each 
year on the College Research and Planning website.

• The program review process is consistently followed for all 
college programs, regardless of the type of program (collegiate, 
developmental, etc.) and mode of delivery. (II.A.2)


Not Achieved

• The process is not consistently completed by faculty, nor 
does it consistently lend to institutional decision making.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – FEEDBACK



INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – CURRENT TERMINUS MODEL

CCRP Posts Datasheets on Website, as well 
as Completed Form Templates on Website 

when Received from Division Dean

Operational Ecosystem Generates Output 
(Instruction and Student Learning, 

Participatory Governance, etc.)

CCRP Generates Datasheets that Summarize 
Instructional and Student Learning Outcomes

Informed by Data and Experience, Faculty 
Complete an Annual Template to Reflect on 

Instructional and Student Learning Outcomes, Set 
Goals Towards Achieving New Priorities, and 
Establish Resource Allocation Requirements

Completion of Program Review Template Over 
Time Both Provides Opportunities for Repeat Self-

Reflection and to Demonstrate Continuous 
Improvement

Faculty Give a Program Review Update During In-
Service Presentation Every Four Years

(But this is not necessarily tied to content gathered 
on the form template)

Results are Formally Received and 
Recognized Anywhere in Participatory 

Governance

Results are Used for Planning and Decision-
Making











• Although Columbia College’s 
Instructional Program Review starts 
with the right ingredients, it 
ultimately falters with application 
to planning and decision-making 
(including operational and fiscal).

• The process effectively dead-ends 
with the form template.

• This process places a huge onus on 
faculty to complete a lengthy form 
each year, but it is not clear that 
asking them to take the time to do 
so is effective or beneficial.





INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – CURRENT TERMINUS MODEL

Other Considerations – Using a Form Template Process for Tracking Outcomes

• The bottlenecks and barriers to using program review outcomes demonstrated in the model don’t originate with the form template, but 
in the extent that the outcomes of the form template are applied afterwards.

• In other words, the college could improve the existing process by focusing on removing these bottlenecks and barriers without also 
replacing the form template process.

• On the other hand, there are several good reasons why removing instead of improving the form template from the process might also be 
beneficial towards attaining a more effective program review implementation.

• Inferred from numerous conversations in the IEC, and the college’s history of not gathering fully and consistently completed reviews 
from instructional departments using the template, the annual form process doesn’t seem appealing to users, and perhaps 
especially so if the outcomes are not effectively used or if usage or can be attained in other ways.

• With more certainty, CCRP does not assess the process as effective for driving data-driven insights into planning. In the context of 
program review, it would prefer to be doing more analysis and reporting towards these ends rather than managing an extra form-
process that does not help to achieve them.

• Emphasis on the form as the embodiment of program review, across numerous conversations, has led to improvements in the form,
but not increased application of its content. One reason could be that the form content is not what is needed for decision-making, 
or for goal-setting related to resource allocation, and so becomes extra work rather than an effective process.



REVISED PROGRAM REVIEW MODEL 
AND PREDICTED EFFICACY ASSESSED 
BY ACCJC ACCREDITATION REVIEW 

CRITERIA
SEE APPENDIX FOR TEXT SOURCE



• In this model, CCRP assumes much more 
reporting responsibility, freeing faculty to 
contribute to program review through 
instruction and participatory governance.

• Governance groups would need to commit to 
using the materials in their decision-making, and 
establishing rules of the road for using the data 
that can be evidenced in meeting minutes.

• This process, or its points of output, could also 
be cited as evidence for maintaining an effective 
process of instructional program review under 
the college’s Maintain Institutional Stability
strategic goal.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – PROPOSED INTEGRATED-
FRAMEWORK MODEL

CCRP Posts Datasheets, Reports, and 
Summaries on Website

Operational Ecosystem Generates Output 
(Instruction and Student Learning, 

Participatory Governance, etc.)

CCRP Generates Datasheets that Summarize 
Instructional and Student Learning Outcomes

They become a standardized reference for participatory 
governance and operations. This does not mean they have to be 
the only data considered. The strategy is establishing a chain of 

evidence that program review data was routinely used in 
decision-making, which can be demonstrated by meeting minutes.

Results are Formally Received and 
Recognized Anywhere in Participatory 

Governance
Likely the IEC, possibly also formally received in 
Academic Senate, Curriculum Committee, and 

pending resource allocation group.

Datasheets are Routinely Used for Planning 
and Decision-Making in Committees and 

Councils

Instruction Office and CCRP Track Meeting Minutes 
for Use of Datasheets for Decision-Making About 

Instruction and Student Learning Outcomes

CCRP Releases Periodic Analyses and Reports to 
Inform Decision Making

These might be ad hoc analyses (e.g., in response to a 
conversation in IEC), but should also include annual bulleted briefs 

summarizing trends in decision making (based on accumulated 
minutes) and more comprehensive retrospectives every few years 

(e.g., in conjunction with strategic planning).

Goal Setting Becomes a Function of Participatory 
Decision-Making Around Resource Allocation

Resource requests should be submitted with statements of intent 
(development goals), how meeting that intent will be 

demonstrated (measurement), and how fulfilling the intent will 
support the college’s mission and goals. On the review side, these 
requests should also trigger a review of the datasheets (minutes).

Faculty Continue to Do a Program Review 
Update During In-Service Presentation 

Every Four Years. 
This preserves critical opportunities for periodic 

reflection and self-assessment.



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• Data used for assessment and analysis is disaggregated to reflect 
factors of difference among students, as identified by the 
institution. (I.B.5)


Mostly 

Achieved

• Primarily achieved for instructional outcomes (enrollment and completion by 
cohort) by the college’s datasheets.

• Columbia doesn’t routinely assess SLOs this way because those are not 
reported at an individual student level, but at the section level. CCRP could 
periodically analyze by comparing aggregated section demographics to 
aggregated student learning outcomes as a larger review project.

• Program review includes analysis of student achievement data 
(course completions and degree/certificate completions) and 
student learning data (SLO assessment results). (II.A.2)


Mostly

Achieved

• As input, this is achieved by the college’s program review datasheets and SLO 
datasheets.

• Criteria used in program review include relevancy, 
appropriateness, achievement of learning outcomes, currency, 
and planning for the future. (II.A.2)


Mostly 

Achieved

• Participatory governance activities, including around resource allocation, 
which are attuned to the college’s mission and goals, use program review and 
SLO datasheets in their decision-making, as evidenced in meeting minutes.

• Goal setting (“planning for the future”) is a function of resource allocation 
requesting and review.

• CCRP provides analytic and interpretational feedback to contextualize 
outcomes in terms of an integrated process.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – CRITERIA (INPUT) 
PROPOSED INTEGRATED-FRAMEWORK MODEL



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The results of program review are used in institutional 
planning. (II.A.2)


Mostly 

Achieved

• As a matter of course through participatory governance.

• Successive program reviews document improvements that 
have resulted from plans or goals developed in prior program 
reviews. (II.A.2)


Mostly 

Achieved

• Program review in this model is an ongoing process of planning activity, 
evidenced by datasheets, meeting minutes, and summary reporting 
from CCRP that serves as a foundation to demonstrate successive 
improvement. Resource allocation activities, including goal setting and 
attainment reporting, are also critical to demonstrating this criteria.

• The institution reflects on time-to-completion data in program 
review and institutional evaluation, and devises plans to 
improve completion rates. (II.A.6)


Mostly 

Achieved

• Time to completion is assessed in the program review datasheets. 
Planning to improve completion rates is demonstrated through 
participatory governance decision-making on the subject, and strategic 
planning.

• The institution uses the results from assessment processes to 
develop and implement plans for improvement. (I.B.7)


Mostly 

Achieved

• As a matter of course through participatory governance.

• The college's resource allocation is driven by program review 
(or other institutional evaluation process). (I.B.6)


Mostly 

Achieved

• As a matter of course through participatory governance.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – PLANNING USE (OUTPUT) 
PROPOSED INTEGRATED-FRAMEWORK MODEL



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The program review process demonstrates how goals and 
objectives and the data provide information about how well the 
college is achieving its mission. (I.B.5)


Mostly  

Achieved

• As a matter of course through participatory governance.
• CCRP provides increased interpretive reporting to demonstrate 

outcomes and connections over time.

• Data assessment and analysis drive college planning to improve 
student learning and student achievement. (I.B.5)


Mostly 

Achieved

• As a matter of course through participatory governance.
• CCRP provides increased interpretive reporting to demonstrate 

outcomes and connections over time.

• The institution demonstrates that institutional data and 
evidence, including student achievement data, is used for 
program review and improvement. (I.B.6)


Mostly 

Achieved

• This is achieved and demonstrated by the college’s systematic practice 
of generating datasheets to be used for program review.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – OUTCOMES 
PROPOSED INTEGRATED-FRAMEWORK MODEL



Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection

• The institution regularly evaluates its program review 
processes to determine their efficacy. (I.B.7)


Mostly 

Achieved

• A present case-in-point.

• The institution regularly evaluates its resource allocation 
processes to determine their efficacy. (I.B.7)


Mostly 

Achieved

• A good place to start examining this might be by designing an 
implementation plan as part of the strategic plan.

• Institutional evaluation reports and program reviews can be 
accessed by constituencies. (I.B.8)


Mostly

Achieved

• Meeting minutes are publicly available.
• Program review datasheets are publicly available.
• CCRP provides increased program review reporting to demonstrate 

outcomes and connections over time.

• The program review process is consistently followed for all 
college programs, regardless of the type of program (collegiate, 
developmental, etc.) and mode of delivery. (II.A.2)


Mostly 

Achieved

• As routine activity.

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – FEEDBACK 
PROPOSED INTEGRATED-FRAMEWORK MODEL



APPENDIX – ACCREDITATION 
STANDARDS TEXT SOURCE



















Review Criteria Disposition Evidence/Reflection
• The college has established and uses program review processes 

that incorporate systematic, ongoing evaluation of programs 
and services using data on student learning and student 
achievement. These processes support programmatic 
improvement, implementation of modifications, and 
evaluation of the changes for continuous quality improvement. 
(I.B.5)

• Institutional planning integrates program review, resource 
allocation, strategic and operational plans, and other elements. 
(I.B.9)

• The program review process is consistently followed for all 
college programs, regardless of the type of program (collegiate, 
developmental, etc.). (II.A.16)

• The criteria used in program review include relevancy, 
appropriateness, and achievement of student learning 
outcomes, currency, and planning for the future. (II.A.16)

INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW – REDUNDANT CRITERIA (NOT 
ANALYZED)
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