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Introduction 

The report below not only provides the University with the rankings of academic programs required by 
Senate Policy on Instructional Program Priorities, but also provides a comprehensive look at the development 
of the policy and its implementation in the future. It is important to fully understand all of the details and 
events that led to this policy and process. This report only includes the major documents that were created as 
a result of this effort and their inclusion is intended to help preserve the University's historical memory of this 
effort. 

The report is divided into three sections. The first section provides a brief summary of the policy's 
development and provides some insights on the Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities' 
(SCIPP), hereafter referred to as the Committee, thoughts regarding the policy's general strengths and 
limitations. These overall thoughts are based on the implementation of the policy and resulting program 
rankings. This section also provides the Committee’s sense of a number of positive outcomes that resulted 
from this first cycle of review and rankings.  

The second section reviews the Committee’s process of program evaluation. It provides a summary of the 
timeline and guidelines created and used by the Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities to 
implement the policy. The end of this section provides recommendations for improving implementation of 
future prioritization efforts. 

The first two sections of this document are a collaborative effort and reflect the opinions and assessments of 
the Committee membership. While a complete analysis of the implementation of the policy and its effects on 
program quartile placements was beyond the scope of the Committee membership's goals, Committee 
members have consistently been committed to providing context for the rankings. This commitment has 
extended to the creation of this document providing recommendations for policy revision and improvement. 

Both Sections 1 and 2 contain recommendations which are intended for Faculty Senate consideration. Not all 
of these recommendations were unanimously agreed to by the Committee members. Many comprise variant 
points of view on a specific issue. Rather, all these recommendations are intended to invite discussion and 
debate and to provide issues to consider for future policy revisions. 

Each Committee member completed a survey on the recommendations presented in this report. 
Recommendations that were unanimously supported or received a high level of agreement among committee 
members are noted after the recommendation’s title. The remaining recommendations received mixed levels 
of support—agreement, partial agreement, disagreement, and no opinion. All recommendations received 
majority approval. 

The final section of this report contains the completed work of the Faculty Senate-approved Senate 
Committee on Instructional Program Priorities. It presents the overall quartile and criteria quartile 
assignments of each Sacramento State Academic Program along with information to explain the placement of 
programs into their respective quartiles. This section also attempts to contextualize the limitations of quartile 
placements in the context of the current policy. 

After reading the first two sections and reviewing the Committee’s sense of the policy's limitations, one might 
ask: Do the recommendations for revisions and improvement negate the results of the current 
rankings/quartile placements? Do the limitations of the current instrument make the placements invalid? A 
survey of the Committee revealed that while 2 of the 9 committee members were neutral on these questions, 
the rest agreed or strongly agreed that the results of the quartile placements were valid despite operational 
flaws in the policy. 
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The Committee also believes that the majority of the criteria provide the University with a fair assessment of 
how Sacramento State programs compare with one another.  

Committee members would like to express their appreciation for the support and words of encouragement 
received from faculty and administration colleagues throughout this process. 
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Section 1 Perspectives on the Policy on Instructional Program Priorities 

Introduction 

 In general the Committee believes the implementation prioritization process had several 
benefits beyond its stated purpose. Not only did it give the campus a sense of the variety and 
diversity of the programs, it gave programs the opportunity to demonstrate their strengths to 
campus. Other Committee perceived benefits included: 

 Programs were offered the opportunity to do holistic self-reviews. There is the potential in the 
process to support programs in their long and short term self-study and program improvement 
efforts; 

 Departments were able to utilize a structured way to look at their program offerings and 
offered program chairs a significant method for "checking-in”; 

 Strengthened focus on the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals for undergraduate 
programs; 

 Reinforcement of the University's focus on data-driven assessment and decision-making; 

  Positive responses from external accreditors; 

 In some colleges, the process increased collegial relations as a result of collaborations on 
reports; 

 Great potential for enhancing annual assessment efforts. 

Policy Background1 

In the early fall of 2009 the Faculty Senate was tasked with updating a 1991 policy on instructional priorities 
and resource allocation to come up with additional and/or revised criteria for prioritizing academic programs 
at Sacramento State University. The Faculty Senate approved a task force in the spring of 2010 to review the 
old policy and make recommendations, as appropriate, for revision. 

At the end of the spring of 2010 the Faculty Senate adopted an Academic Values Statement.2 During the next 
academic year, the task force used the Academic Values Statement to develop the new draft policy and 
solicited widespread feedback from the faculty. On May 5, 2011, the "Policy on Instructional Program 
Priorities: Academic Planning, Resource Allocation and Enrollment Management, Amendment of" was adopted 
by the Faculty Senate. During the summer of 2011, Provost Sheley and President Gonzales reviewed the 
adopted policy and suggested revisions. During the 2011 calendar year, the Faculty Senate amended the policy 
to: 

 Adopt changes recommended by the President and Provost; and 

 Clarify the selection process and membership of the committee charged with implementing the policy. 

In February of 2012, one additional amendment to rank programs into four, rather than two, separate 
groupings changed the process of making recommendations for academic prioritization. The Faculty Senate-
approved amendment separated the ranking of programs into undergraduate degree programs (majors), other 
                                                 
1 Refer to Appendix A Policy Development and Revision Timeline 
2 Refer to Appendix B the Histogram of Academic Priorities Survey and Subsequent Academic Values Statement 
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undergraduate programs (e.g., minors/certificates), graduate degree programs, and other graduate programs 
(e.g., credentials/certificates).3 

References used to create the policy included:  

 Sacramento State 1991 Policy on Instructional Program Priorities,  

 the Academic Values Statement passed by the Faculty Senate in 2010,  

 Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services by Robert Dickeson,  

 and the prioritization rankings that have already occurred at other universities (links provided on the 
task force website). 

 

General Committee Thoughts on the Policy's Strengths 

What follows are general, informal comments from the Committee regarding the policy’s strengths: 

Comprehensiveness of the Policy: The policy criteria included all aspects of a program—its curriculum its 
faculty, its costs, and student demand. The policy's general purpose is "on the right track." It has the potential 
to align academic planning at the department level and enrollment management and resource- allocation 
decisions at the College- and University-levels based on commonly reviewed data. 

Program Ranking: The ranking of programs provides the University with an opportunity to provide its 
various stakeholders with a meaningful context for considering issues of quality and effectiveness among 
diverse structures and curricula.  

Weighted Criteria: The policy weighted primary criteria over secondary criteria (60% to 40%). Four criteria 
were identified as primary and eight criteria were identified as secondary. The use of weighted rankings 
reinforced the common core principle agreed to by both the Administration and Faculty—that curricular and 
academic criteria were the most important factors in evaluating the University’s educational programs (Refer 
to strengths and challenges that resulted from this policy characteristic and the recommendations for 
improving weighted rankings in the following topics.) 

Committee Size: The size of the committee was good for organizing regular meetings and establishing 
effective working relationships. 

Committee Structure: The requirement of representatives from each College emphasized the both the 
policy and the Committee’s commitment to diverse perspectives and ensured that all programs were 
sufficiently ‘understood.’ Broad representation also enabled each committee member to have a University-
level view and emphasized that during his or her evaluations and deliberations, Committee members did not 
represent or advocate for a particular college or program. Indeed, Committee members recused themselves 
from participating when programs from their home departments were under review. 

Overall Committee Thoughts on the Policy's Limitations 

What follows are general, informal comments from the Committee regarding policy limitations: 

                                                 
3 Refer to Appendix C for the final policy approved by Faculty Senate. Refer to Appendix E for additional 
feedback provided by individual committee members on the policy. 
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What Constitutes a Program? The policy did not adequately address this question and therefore two 
interpretations emerged. The interpretation and list provided by the Office of Academic Affairs became the 
standard that was used by the Committee. As a result concentrations and minors were considered programs 
and, therefore, required ranking. 

The Two-Stage Ranking Process: While the second stage of review was intended to function as a means 
to clarify and add info, very few programs provided additional helpful materials. 

Quartile Placements: "Strict" quartile placements required Committee members to make decisions at a 
finer level of detail than they thought was legitimate for the purpose of the policy. Programs with no reports 
or no evidence in specific criteria ("no submissions") in the Undergraduate Other and Graduate Other 
groupings made results in these groupings artificial or superficial application. 

Tensions Between Programs As a Result of the Implementation of the Policy: The Committee 
became aware of some tensions among programs due to the implied competitive nature of the result. 

Policy's Vagueness About Implementation: The Faculty Senate and Provost were deeply involved in the 
development of the policy but less so with the specifics of policy implementation (e.g., template development, 
establishment of the reporting time frame, definitions of data/evidence requirements, rating/ranking formulas 
and procedures). This relative lack of attention to process caused after-the-fact concerns about the 
Committee’s procedures and findings. 

Evidence Consistency: While the policy was written to provide programs with flexibility to determine how 
to describe their strengths and weaknesses, these variations resulted in a lack of standardized information by 
which programs could be compared to one another. 

Open-Response Instrument Resulting In Many Examples of Incomplete Evidence: As a result of 
policy’s support for a variety of potential responses, there were several instances where evidence was 
incomplete or provided without a meaningful context. For example, faculty average scores on students’ 
evaluations were used as evidence for rigor without also providing the questions/criteria used in the student 
evaluations and the average trends.  

Rejection of the Open-Response Instrument for Criterion 12: The policy specifies the use of an open-
response instrument and does not address instances where this type of response is unsuitable. This was 
evident in programs’ efforts to provide evidence for criterion 12. 

No Evaluation and Ranking of a Department/College Unit for Particular Efficiency Efforts: The 
policy does not directly address (through ranking) a criterion which explicitly demonstrates the efforts 
departments/college units have made in cost and resource management. Similarly, the policy does not offer a 
measure that would permit departments/College units to demonstrate elements of cohesiveness among its 
program offerings. 

Limitations of Using the Same Criteria for all Program Groupings: The use of the same criteria 
across all degree types (Undergraduate Degree, Undergraduate Other, Graduate Degree, Graduate Other) 
resulted in rankings of criteria of the "other" groups that were not necessarily meaningful to that group. 

Departmental-specific Criteria versus Program-specific Criteria: There are several criteria and 
examples of evidence that would be more valid if considered on a departmental, rather than program, basis. 
The policy, as currently conceived, does not offer the opportunity for reports to clarify the interrelationships 
of programs offered by departments.  
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For some programs, specific elements of a program are inseparable from the administrative structure of the 
department. For example, during an early SCIPP information session several faculty members shared that 
there were cases where it would be fiscally impossible to separate programs within a department. 

Additionally, for example, "general education" resources are often allocated outside of the specific degree 
program.  

Potential Conflict between the Policy's Purpose and the Choice to Rank at the Level of Degree 
Programs: The policy’s stated purpose focuses on informing decisions on academic planning, enrollment 
management, and resource allocations. This purpose, however, is not always clearly tied to individual 
programs—more often faculty, staff, equipment, and other decisions are made at the department-level, 
College unit-level, or College-level. With the policy's purpose in mind, it does not appear to always make 
sense to rank at the program level by degree and concentration since academic planning, along with many 
other kinds of resource allocations are decided at the level of the department/College unit. In addition, many 
of the criteria leaned more toward departmental/college unit type rankings.4 Could a revised policy 
incorporate both? 

Assessment of the Policy and its Results: The policy lacks a formative component—that is, in the current 
policy there is no opportunity for programs to say what they are going to do with what they learned in the 
process or how they might use their findings to strengthen their program’s educational or administrative 
effectiveness. 

Program Enrollment: The current policy does not require programs to identify (potential or actual) issues 
surrounding their sustainability in terms of enrollments and offerings, Simply tracking graduation rates does 
not provide appropriately nuanced information. This appears to be a particularly significant issue for programs 
with very low or very high enrollments. 

 

                                                 
4 "Advising program and Graduation Success" and "Strength of Teaching Performance" are two examples of department/college 
unit type criteria. 
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Recommendations for Additional Feedback 

Recommendation #1 (Faculty Senate): Create and administer a departmental survey to collect 
comments and concerns from the faculty. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

Committee recommends that any revisions to the current policy be informed by the experiences of faculty 
and programs who participated in the first cycle of review. 

Recommendation #2 (Faculty Senate): Create a task force to analyze the departmental survey 
results (Recommendation #1) and the current criteria categories. Charge the task force to 
complete a statistical analysis of the ranking results with regard to recommended criteria 
deletions and separations in general and specific issues of faculty concern. 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee was unable to complete a thorough analysis of the ranking results. The Committee would also 
like to stress the importance of completing an analysis of how Committee recommended changes might affect 
the policy's purpose and results. 

While the Committee provided an initial analysis of the issue of the ranking of interdisciplinary programs in all 
criteria categories in Part III of this report, this recommendation is especially concerned with the issues raised 
by specific program types (such as interdisciplinary programs). The issues are addressed under “Challenges 
Associated With Specific Program Types and Their Applicability to Specific Criteria” in Section 3. 
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Recommendations for Policy Revisions and University Data-Gathering 

Recommendation #3 (Faculty Senate): Revise the policy. Complete this effort during the 2012-
13 academic year. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

The Committee is in strong support of this recommendation. The Committee believes the effort should be 
undertaken while the process and end result are still fresh in the faculty members' minds and to allow 
programs to begin collecting evidence for a future prioritization cycle. 

Recommendation #4 (University Administration): Strengthen University support for future 
prioritization efforts by reconsidering the data that is regularly gathered and distributed to 
departments and programs and the accessibility of that information. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

Very early in the process the Committee noticed datedness, lack of accuracy, and inconsistencies in the data 
that was available to departments and programs. Academic Affairs required that this data be used by programs 
as evidence for various criteria. The Committee believes that the potential consistency provided by 
University-generated data is extremely beneficial to this process but the issues present in the current dataset 
need to be resolved. Solving these issues starts at the level of the University. Especially for programs making 
significant changes during a review cycle, access to the most recent and accurate data is extremely important. 

The Committee also recommends that in the future, the required data be a part of an annual Program Factbook 
or program-based addendum to the Department Factbook so that programs can make adjustments prior to the 
next prioritization effort. 

Recommendation #5 (University Administration): The University should support future 
prioritization efforts by having the Office of Institutional Research generate reports that parallel 
the policy criteria involving costs, enrollment, degrees conferred and graduation success. 
Require up-to-date data. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

The Committee strongly believes that, at a minimum, all the data required by the policy (costs, enrollment, 
degrees conferred and graduation success) be generated by the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) in 
support of the office’s primary mission to "enhance University effectiveness with information and research to 
support planning and budgeting, assessment, accreditation, policy formation, and decision making." 

Recommendation #6 (University Administration): Further define how the rankings will be used. 

Majority Agreement. 

This recommendation focuses on the need for specific, clear, and public, administrative explanations of how 
rankings will be used for decisions relating to academic planning decision-making, enrollment management 
decision-making, and resource allocation. The quartile placements could be associated with general parameters 
of administrative action. 

Recommendation #7 (Faculty Senate): Revise criteria categories to align with specific program 
groupings. 

High Level of Agreement. 
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The Committee recommends that at least some criteria should be specific to each grouping—i.e. criteria 
specific to Undergraduate Degree, Undergraduate Other, Graduate Degree, and Graduate Other. 

Recommendation #8 (Faculty Senate): Revise the majority of criteria category requirements to 
use data and evidence that is quantitative and consistent across all programs. Create more 
narrowly defined criteria. Retain the holistic judgment method used to rank the overall strength 
of a program in each criterion. 

High Level of Agreement. 

The Committee believes that the proportion of data over narrative should be adjusted so that "consistent 
data" is emphasized in any new policy while still allowing for a useful amount of qualitative context and 
description. 

While some programs provided unique data, the majority of the evidence presented in program reports was 
consistent.  That consistency was helpful to the Committee in making its ranking decisions. Inconsistent data 
presentations made the Committee’s task more difficult. 

For example, consistency in presenting “graduation rate" evidence would have been beneficial. While 
undergraduate major degree programs typically referenced median years to graduation data, evidence 
provided by programs in other groups was highly variable—and included information such as degrees 
conferred, retention rate, etc. 

Recommendation #9 (Faculty Senate): Revise the number of criteria categories. Give careful 
attention to the ratio of the number of primary criteria to the number of secondary criteria. 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee recommends retaining the ratio of weighted primary criteria over secondary criteria (60% to 
40%.) The Committee also supports revising the ratio of the number of primary criteria to secondary criteria 
to 3:4. The Committee also recommends that the policy increase the number of primary criteria categories to 
so that programs have a greater chance at higher placements.5 

Recommendation #10 (Faculty Senate): Replace the requirement of individual program reports 
with the requirement of one report submitted by an appropriate department/college unit. The 
single report could be divided into three sections—Section1 department-specific criteria, 
Section 2 Program-specific criteria, Section 3 degree-specific criteria6. 

High Level of Agreement. 

The Committee recommends revising the policy to require a report that has a departmental/College unit 
section. Such a report could be used to evaluate and rank programs at multiple levels. (Refer to Scenario 4 for 
one example of how to implement this recommendation.) 

Recommendation #11 (Faculty Senate): Require a "Front Matter" section that provides a 
general introduction of the program for the purposes of overall context. This information is not 
evaluated or ranked. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

                                                 
5 Refer to earlier topic, “General Committee Thoughts on the Policy's Strengths” for the strengths and “General Committee 
Thoughts on the Policy's Limitations” for challenges that resulted from this policy characteristic. 
6 Please note that having a "Section 3" had a mixed level of agreement. 
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The Committee recommends that reports include a "Front Matter" paragraph or section. Committee 
deliberations would be enhanced by a general introduction to the document that summarizes curriculum, 
program history, development, and alignment with the University’s mission.  

Recommendation #12 (Faculty Senate): Implement any revised policy in stages. Each year 
require specific components of the overall report. Evaluation and ranking would take place in 
the 5th year. 

Majority Agreement. 

This recommendation offers a method for regularizing the review schedule. Reports could provide more detail 
on specific criteria each year. Cyclical evaluations and rankings could happen in the 5th year. Another pattern 
the Faculty Senate could consider would be to focus on different program categories (undergraduate, 
graduate, etc) each year. 

This recommendation had a mixed level of agreement. One viewpoint against the recommendation stated that 
the potential for change might really complicate the feasibility of a 5-year cycle. 

Recommended Changes to the Process Outlined in the Policy 

Recommendation #13 (Faculty Senate): Retain the quartile ranking system. Allow a 10% quartile 
variance when ranking programs within criteria categories. 

Majority Agreement. 

The recommendation proposes that the policy allow flexibility in the placement of programs into quartiles for 
different criteria.7  

Recommendation #14 (Faculty Senate): Retain the quartile ranking system but refine the 
methods to measure each criterion. Add a rating system that includes a 4-column performance 
standard specific to each criterion. 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee proposes adding specific qualitative measures to the generic rating system. Examples could 
include "exceptional, strong, adequate, weak," "high growth, moderate growth, stable, declining," "high, 
medium-high, medium-low, low," "high impact, medium impact, low impact, no impact,” "undeveloped, 
developing, developed."8 

Recommended Changes to Criteria Categories Defined in the Policy 

The general difficulty of ranking using an open-response instrument is the challenge of determining what 
evidence merits "higher scores." Typically this difficulty is overcome using rubrics or general statements of 
"exemplary best practices." In the case of the current effort, the policy used an approach that allowed for "all 
possibilities"9 to guard against the chance that some programs would be unfairly disadvantaged. In keeping with 
the policy's intent, the Committee decided to wait and see what evidence was received and rank accordingly; 
in most cases this system worked. However, this policy approach did cause quandary for the Committee. 
After reading the reports of a number of programs, members questioned the selection of certain criteria 
categories. While members did not dispute the importance of any of the criteria with regard to other 

                                                 
7 Refer to policy limitations for the justification of this recommendation. 
8 This recommendation received mixed reviews with one strong disagreement. 
9 This desire for flexibility was always part of the policy's development. 
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academic value, in some cases, due to the nature of the subject matter of the criterion, difficulties arose in 
determining how to rank the evidence provided. This was particularly true for criteria 5.10  

In addition to questioning the value of certain criteria in the ranking process, many Committee members 
thought that many important elements of an academic program were consolidated into a single criterion.  

Finally, it was often unclear to the Committee why some criteria were required by the Committee charge to 
be ranked in isolation. 

After reading the reports Committee members present the following recommendations for changes to the 
twelve criteria that are a part of the current policy. The current twelve criteria are listed below to provide a 
background for the recommendations: 

Primary Secondary 

Criterion 1 Quality of curriculum, 
instructional personnel, and curriculum 
delivery 

Criterion 5 Program history and development 
status 

Criterion 2 Clearly developed learning 
outcomes 

Criterion 6 Impact, justification and centrality 
to University mission 

Criterion 3 Advising program and graduation 
success 

Criterion 7 External demand for the program 

Criterion 4 Strength of teaching performance Criterion 8 Program size, scope 

 Criterion 9 Internal, non-major demand for 
the program 

 Criterion 10 Quality of program and 
resource utilization 

 Criterion 11 Revenue and other resources 
generated by programs 

 Criterion 12 Costs and other expenses of 
program 

 

Recommendation #15 (Faculty Senate): Remove the following current criteria: 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee recommends that the following criteria be removed from the ranking process. 

 (All groups) Criterion 5: Program history and development status was one of the 
more difficult criteria to rank. Unless a formalized rubric is created, the Committee 
recommends that this criterion be moved to a "Front Matter" section and used to inform the 
evaluation of the other criteria. 

                                                 
10 The SCIPP Chair, a Faculty Senator, was a part of many of the Senate floor discussions of the criteria selection. None of these 
discussions focused on the process of ranking specific criterion. 
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 (All groups) Criterion 6: Impact, justification and centrality to University mission 
was one of the more difficult criteria to rank due to the limited amount of variability in the 
evidence provided by programs. Unless a formalized rubric is created, the Committee 
recommends that this criterion be moved to a "Front Matter" section. 

Recommendation #16 (Faculty Senate): Remove existing evidence examples within a criterion 
as follows: 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee recommends that the following evidence examples be removed or relocated to a "Front 
Matter" section: 

 (All groups except graduate degree) Faculty Qualifications under Criterion 1. To the 
extent of the Committee's knowledge, all faculty members are qualified in the subject matter 
which they were hired to teach. The Committee found it difficult to judge expertise at the level 
of subject matter of a specific course. The recommendation proposes that this information be 
moved to a "Front Matter" section. 

 (All groups) Percentage Instruction by FT faculty under Criterion 2. There was limited 
variability when comparing programs that provided this information. For the few programs 
whose percentages were low, other factors became the distinctive governing determinants of a 
program's ranking for Criterion 2. The recommendation proposes that this information be 
moved to a "Front Matter" section. 

 (All groups) Advising responsibility under Criterion 3. There were typically four responses 
providing evidence for advising responsibilities—all faculty members had responsibility for 
advising, an advising committee oversaw student advising, an advising center had been created, 
or a single coordinator advised students in the program. While Committee members favored 
the first three as stronger examples for providing advising services to students, overall, other 
factors became the distinctive governing determinants of a program's ranking for Criterion 3. 
The Committee recommends that this information be moved to a "Front Matter" section. 

 (All groups except undergraduate other) Roadmap under Criterion 3. There were 
typically three responses when providing evidence for roadmaps—programs presented their 
roadmap,; a roadmap was in development;  or no roadmap exists for the specific program. 
While programs whose reports lacked roadmaps were "disadvantaged" in the ranking of this 
criterion, overall, other factors became the distinctive governing determinants of a program's 
ranking for Criterion 3. The Committee proposes that this information be moved to a "Front 
Matter" section. 

 (All groups) Using Technology for Advising under Criterion 3. There were typically seven 
responses when providing evidence for the use of technology for advising—SacSend, CMS, 
listserves, email, and SacCT, databases, and web sites. A few programs had unique technology-
embedded advising processes. 

 (Undergraduate other) Graduation success and post degree success under Criterion 3. This 
part of the criterion, for the most part, did not seem to apply to the undergraduate other 
group. 

Recommendation #17 (Faculty Senate): Add a new "Faculty productivity in non-teaching areas" 
criterion (originally part of Quality of program and resource utilization). 
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Majority Agreement. 

The Committee recommends the “unbundling" of the types of a program's resources. Instead, the Committee 
recommends that "Faculty productivity in non-teaching areas" be evaluated and ranked separately. 

Recommendation #18 (Faculty Senate): Require retention data and median time to degree data 
to be two components of a graduation success criterion for undergraduate majors. 

Majority Agreement. 

The Committee recommends that all undergraduate major programs submit retention and median time to 
degree data when providing evidence for graduation success. 

Recommendation #19 (Faculty Senate): Eliminate preliminary rankings. 

High Level of Agreement. 

While necessary this first cycle, the Committee found the two-stage process overly complicated the two-stage 
process was intended to help programs to clarify and add more information before a final review and ranking.  
However, very few programs that added information in their May responses improved their ranking in a 
criterion. 

Recommendation #20 (Faculty Senate): Formalize the periods of reference for each criterion. 
Identify when trends data is required.  

High Level of Agreement. 

The Committee requested that programs limit their evidence to a period of reference between "2006-to-
present." This timeframe was not useful for two criteria—Criterion 6: Impact, justification and centrality to 
University mission and Criterion 9: Internal, non-major demand for the program. For these two criteria, 
current evidence seems more meaningful. This recommendation proposes adding distinct periods of reference 
for each criterion to guard against future incongruities. 
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Additional Comments and Questions Regarding Criteria Categories Provided by 
Committee Members 

The following represents additional feedback on criteria revisions by Committee members: 

 Evidence of Graduation Success. There are several questions that the Faculty Senate may wish 
to consider if this criterion remains important to a prioritization policy. How are programs 
whose students are the result of changing majors to track graduation success? Should programs 
with relatively low unit requirements whose students remain to double major or minor in other 
programs be identified? The data provided by the Office of Institutional Research is not provided 
at this level of specificity. Are these issues significant to the prioritization process when using a 
quantitative dataset? 

 Use of Student Evaluations for Evidence. This type of evidence was typically incomplete. If used, 
additional information that provides the evaluation criteria and the yearly average scores per 
criterion (for the period of time referenced) is needed. 

 Number of Learning Outcomes. No limit on the number of learning outcomes. 

 Learning Outcomes and Learning Outcomes Assessment for Undergraduate Minors. Are 
learning outcomes specific to a program minor important? 

 Strength of Teaching Performance. While this is an important criterion that needs to remain,  it 
is problematic to measure and rank using the open-response instrument. Additionally, there was 
little variability in the evidence provided by programs in the areas of "Systematic attention to 
teaching" and "Ongoing assessment of teaching performance." The ranking of these criteria 
became meaningful in the context of multiple measures where meaningful variability occurred.  

 Impact, Justification and Centrality to University Mission. An important criterion that needs to 
remain but it is a criterion that will always be difficult to provide quantitative evidence for. Some 
language improvements might help produce better qualitative evidence in the future for 
example, show how the program continues to meet the University mission. 

 Program Size. The Faculty Senate needs to decide if ranking a program’s current size 
(enrollment, degrees conferred, and FTES) continues to be an important characteristic.  

 Program Size for Undergraduate Minors. How much control do departments have over this? 
Are there cases where completing the general education requirements also complete the 
requirements for minor? 

 Internal, Non-major Demand for the Program. Evaluating program internal demand using general 
education and service courses as evidence was much more valuable than using research 
resources. Instead "other services used by different programs in the home department or in 
other departments" might be a better example of evidence for this criterion. 
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Future Policy Scenarios to Consider 

The following policy scenarios are presented to inform future discussions on revisions to the policy and many 
comprise variant points of view from the Committee. They are presented in no particular order and are based 
on adopting various alternative Committee recommendations: 

Scenario 1:  

Summary: In this scenario there are minor changes to the current policy and its criteria. Overall quartile 
rankings and criteria placements for programs remain. Changes include: 

 The preliminary ranking stage is removed; 

 The open-response instrument is replaced with an instrument that requires specific quantitative 
data. Quantitative data that involve costs, enrollment, degrees conferred and graduation success are 
generated by the Office of Institutional Research; 

 A 10% quartile variance is permitted when ranking programs within criteria categories; 

 All programs are ranked in every criterion. 

Scenario 2: 

Summary: In this scenario there are moderate changes to the current policy and its criteria. Overall quartile 
rankings and criteria placements for programs remain. Changes include: 

 Concentrations are no longer considered separate programs; 

 The preliminary ranking stage is removed; 

 The open-response instrument is replaced with a hybrid instrument that requires both a qualitative 
response and specific quantitative data. The Office of Institutional Research generates quantitative 
data that involve costs, enrollment, degrees conferred and graduation success; 

 Criteria categories are revised for each specific grouping—undergraduate major, undergraduate 
other, graduate, and graduate other; 

 The number of overall criteria is changed to accommodate the 3:4 ratio of the number of primary 
criteria to secondary criteria; 

 A required "Front Matter" section in the report provides a general introduction to the program for 
the purposes of overall contextualization. This information is not evaluated or ranked. 

Scenario 3: 

Summary: In this scenario there are moderate changes to the current policy and its criteria. Overall quartile 
rankings for programs remain. Changes include: 

 The open-response instrument is replaced with a hybrid instrument that requires both a qualitative 
response and specific quantitative data. The Office of Institutional Research generates quantitative 
data that involve costs, enrollment, degrees conferred and graduation success; 

 Criteria categories are revised for each specific grouping—undergraduate major, undergraduate 
other, graduate, and graduate other; 
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 The number of overall criteria is changed to accommodate the 3:4 ratio of the number of primary 
criteria to secondary criteria; 

 Add specific qualitative measures to each criterion.11 

 A required "Front Matter" section in the report provides a general introduction of the program for 
the purposes of overall contextualization. This information is not evaluated or ranked. 

Scenario 4: 

Summary: In this scenario there are major changes to the current policy and its criteria. Overall quartile 
rankings and criteria placements for programs (at the degree and concentration) remain, however, additional 
rankings for department/college unit and the program (all concentrations) are required. Changes include: 

 The preliminary ranking stage is removed; 

 The open-response instrument is replaced with a hybrid instrument that requires both a qualitative 
response and specific quantitative data. The Office of Institutional Research generates quantitative 
data that involve costs, enrollment, degrees conferred and graduation success; 

 Criteria categories are revised for each specific grouping—undergraduate major, undergraduate 
other, graduate, and graduate other; 

 The requirement of individual reports per program is replaced with one report that each 
department/college unit submits. The single report is divided into three sections—Section1 
department-specific criteria, Section 2 program-specific criteria, Section 3 degree-specific criteria; 

 "Front Matter" is required for each section of the report and provides a general introduction for the 
section. This information is not evaluated or ranked; 

 For the first two levels, the number of overall criteria is changed to accommodate the 3:4 ratio of 
the number of primary criteria to secondary criteria. 

In this scenario there are three levels of prioritization ranking: department/college unit level; program level 
(program is defined by discipline not by degree); degree level. Each level of prioritization ranking has unique 
criteria that are relevant to the level. Criteria are weighted into primary and secondary categories at the top 
two levels only. Criteria at the degree level are specific to the degree type (concentration, minor, grad degree, 
certificate, etc.) Rankings at the degree level are separated into 4 groupings. 

Overall Rankings are determined at each level: 

 Department Ranking into Quartiles; 

 Program Ranking into Quartiles (add the department rankings to the overall ranking score of this 
level;) 

 Degree Ranking into Quartiles (add the department and degree rankings to the overall ranking score 
of this level.) 

Scenario Example Report Template12 

                                                 
11 Refer to Recommendation #14. 
12 The criteria shown are only used to illustrate the scenario. 
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Section 1: Department/College Unit. Examples include all degree programs within Biological 
Studies, Ethnic Studies, Communication Studies. 

 “Front Matter” that provides a general introduction of the department or college unit 
for the purposes of overall contextualization. This information is not evaluated or 
ranked. Recommended information: Faculty Qualifications, % Instruction by FT faculty, 
Mission 

 Open  

 Primary Criteria:  

 Assessment of Teaching Performance 
 Advising 

 
 

 Secondary Criteria: 

 Faculty productivity in non-
teaching areas 

 

 Access to and utilization of 
resources 

 Research Grants and Other 
Revenue (separated) 

 Internal, Non-major Demand 
(Service, GE, and other 
services only) 

 Dept/College Unit Costs 
(FTES/WTU) 

 

Section 2: Program Level (program is defined by discipline not by degree). Examples include all 
concentrations within Biological Studies, Ethnic Studies, Communication Studies 

 “Front Matter” that provides a general introduction of the department or college unit 
for the purposes of overall contextualization. This information is not evaluated or 
ranked. Recommended information: all roadmaps, Program history and development 
status, Mission 

 Open  

 Primary Criteria:  

 Curriculum Quality (rigor, contemporary)  Teaching performance 
 Learning Outcomes (unchanged)  proactive advising efforts (separated) 
 Graduation Success (separated)  

 

 Secondary Criteria:  

 Adaptation to Changing 
Demands (separated) 

 Future goals (separated)  Program Costs: FTES 
compared to Degrees 
produced. Instructionally 
related supervisory unit Costs 

 Collaboration across program 
lines (separated) 

 Impact, Justification, 
Centrality to Mission 
(unchanged) 

 

 Program Size (separated)  External Demand 
(unchanged) 
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Section 3: Degree Level 

 “Front Matter” that provides a general introduction of the degree for the purposes of 
overall contextualization. This information is not evaluated or ranked. Recommended 
information:  

 Open  

 Undergraduate Major Criteria: 

 Post Degree Success  Size: Enrollment Trends 
 Degree Costs (Exclusive 

Courses Offered) 
 Degrees Conferred 

 Impact, Justification (degree 
level) 

 

 

 Graduate Degree Criteria: 

 Post Degree Success  Size: Enrollment Trends 
 Degree Costs (Exclusive 

Courses Offered) 
 Degrees Conferred 

 Impact, Justification (degree 
level) 

 

 

 Undergraduate Minor and Certificate Criteria: 

 Impact, Justification (degree 
level) 

 

 Degree Costs (Exclusive 
Courses Offered) 

 

  
 

 Graduate Other Criteria: 

 Post Degree Success  Size: Enrollment Trends  
 Degree Costs (Exclusive 

Courses Offered) 
  

 Impact, Justification (degree 
level) 
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Section Perspectives on the Process of Program Evaluation 
On December 14, 2011 Provost Sheley convened the Committee. The Committee was made up of nine 
members, providing each College with representation. In addition there were two Faculty Senate 
representatives. Refer to cover page of this report for the specific Committee membership. 

Process Requirements that Were a Part of the Policy 

The policy contained several process requirements, both general and specific, that became part of the 
Committee’s responsibilities. They included: 

 Quartile Placements for Criteria. Ranking entailed assigning programs to a quartile for each 
criterion.  

 A Two-stage Ranking Process (Preliminary and Final). The two-stage process provided 
programs with the opportunity to respond to their initial quartile placements within each criterion. 

 Committee Feedback. Each stage required Committee members to provide feedback to programs 
on the reasons for quartile placements. 

Process Decisions Made by the Committee 

Two large process-oriented decisions were left in the hands of the Committee regarding how each program's 
report would be reviewed and the scoring formula used to rank programs. The Committee settled on a 
process that incorporated two phases, consensus ranking and a scoring system that aligned with the quartile 
placement requirement. Details included: 

 A report template with rules that provided a level of consistency to program evidence; 

 Holistic readings of a program report by two individual committee members (Phase 1). Refer to 
Appendix F: Forms used to evaluate and rank programs; 

 Committee member triads to read and rank individual criteria (Phase 2). Because of the significant 
amount of time involved in reading a criterion for every program within a grouping. Committee 
members completed this task on their own, making some initial decisions regarding each program's 
placement. The process then obligated Committee members to discuss and agree on a ranking 
placement at each stage of the policy—preliminary and final. The Committee decided to have three 
members (called 'Committee Triads') discuss and agree on a program's placement rather than using a 
rating method incorporating the average scores of reviewers; 

 The Committee created an overall scoring system where each phase added to a program's "final 
score" in determining its overall quartile placement. A criterion scoring system of 1 through 4 was 
developed;13 

 Initial Committee calibration provided a basis for establishing reliability and recognizing differences in 
perception of each Committee member. 

Fairness and objectivity were emphasized throughout the process.  

 

                                                 
13 Refer to Appendix D: Scoring Formula Used to Determine Overall Quartile Placements of Programs 
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Committee Timeline for Policy Implementation 

Date Timeline 

October, 2011 Senate elects Committee members. 

December 3. 2011 Academic Affairs issues call for Learning Outcomes Report. 

December 14, 2011 Provost convenes Committee. 

December 19, 2011 

Committee sends the timeline, a description of the evaluation process, and the initial 
template used to submit reports to Chairs and Program Directors. 

Note: Committee members may participate in the preparation and/or review of their 
program’s report before its submission. Once the program report is forwarded to 
Academic Affairs, members will recuse themselves from all discussion of their program’s 
report---both during and after the initial prioritization process. 

February 3, 2012 
Academic Affairs receives Learning Outcomes Report from Chairs and Program 
Directors. 

February 2 - February 
14, 2012 

Committee sends the final report template and guidelines to Chairs and Program 
Directors. 

Committee members meet with Chairs and Program Directors at the Provost Chairs 
Meeting. 

 

March 5, 2012 5pm  Program Report due. * 

April 16, 2012 

Preliminary overall quartile placements and each program’s relative standings within each 
criterion are published. 

Committee sends Program Response guidelines and template to Chairs and Program 
Directors. 

Committee members will meet with Chairs and Program Directors. 

May 7, 2012 5pm 

May 14, 2012 5pm 

Undergraduate Program Responses due. 

Graduate Program Responses due. 

June, 2012 
Final Program Prioritization Ranking Recommendations Report is forwarded to the 
President and the Provost and to the Faculty Senate. 

* Criteria 12 was due at a later due date.  
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Summary of the Guidelines sent to Program Chairs and Program Directors  

Preliminary guidelines for the report were sent to Chairs and Program Directors in December of 2011. The 
guidelines maintained the "open-response" format to ensure that programs could respond to the criteria in 
the ways that suit them best.14 

A complete preformatted template was mandated to ensure report consistency. Page lengths for the main 
report and May response were also mandated.  

 The March 5th main report could not exceed 20 pages, with a recommended length of two pages per 
criterion for primary criteria and one page for each secondary criterion.  

 The May response could not exceed eight pages in length. Primary criteria responses could not 
exceed one page each and the response to all of the secondary criteria could not exceed four pages 
total. 

A summary of the main report's guidelines: 

 Delineated an open response format that accepted both quantitative and qualitative evidence. Period 
of reference for report: 2006-07 to present;  

 Emphasized the need for verifiable evidence because of the open response; 

 Allowed for evidence common among multiple programs within a department. However, requested 
that report authors contextualize this departmental evidence;  

 Required that the Department Factbook15 be the primary source for evidence (this was an agreement 
between the Provost and the Committee). A statement in the report guidelines addressed potential 
difficulties with using the Department Factbook: " The Committee realizes that there may be cases where 
the Factbook is incorrect or does not reflect the current state of a program. It is therefore essential that 
programs contextualize—to ‘correct’ and/or ‘qualify’ data. The use of secondary sources to help correct and 
qualify evidence is acceptable." 

 Allowed for hyperlinks to provide the information that verified evidence written in the report.  

In addition, a link to an FAQ was provided and updated weekly. The Committee used several communication 
strategies to make sure faculty were fully informed of changes, clarifications, etc. 

With the exception of the new page length requirements, guidelines for the May Response were identical to 
those for the main report. The May response guidelines, however, did provide additional guidance on the 
meaning of program contextualization. 

  

                                                 
14 The full guidelines document can be found in Appendix E. 
15 The Committee and Academic Affairs decided not to prescribe which data in the Department Factbook was to be used. 
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In the majority of reports, "program-specific" evidence was not provided. Instead reports used department-
specific and College-specific evidence for the majority of criteria. After the preliminary review of reports, the 
Committee decided to communicate the level of importance of each category for program-specific 
contextualization in a table (refer to Table 2). The Committee determined that categories 2, 5, 8, and 12 
required program-specific contextualization. 

Table 2:  

 

 

Overall Committee Thoughts Regarding the Committee Process of Evaluating Programs 

What follows are general, informal comments from the Committee regarding process details: 

Too Many Hands in the Pot: In general, the involvement of the Provost and the Faculty Senate in decisions 
made during the implementation of the policy overly complicated the process. The Committee was perturbed 
at the separate learning outcomes documents that the Provost incorporated into the report requirements. It 
was a burden on the faculty to write these reports. It was a burden for the Committee to review reports that 
were not related to the policy requirements.16 The Committee was also disturbed by events in the Faculty 
Senate that facilitated an atmosphere that questioned process details in the absence of any findings.  

The Cumulative Effect of the Multiple Limitations: Taken together, the open-response instrument 
required by the policy, the quartile placements required by the policy, and the actual data available to the 
programs added another layer of difficulty to the process. This was evident in the feedback17 from faculty 
members at Committee-led open-forum meetings. 

Committee members agreed with the many of the faculty concerns regarding these limitations but believe they 
were successful in overcoming these limitations through their reviewing and ranking methods. The Committee 
has made a number of recommendations this report to mitigate these adverse effects. 

                                                 
16 The learning outcome reports were inconsistent with other length requirements as determined by the Committee. 
17 Faculty members expressed concern about the data several times during the process. 
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Committee Size and Ranking Method: The number of Committee members (9) afforded a convenient 
and straightforward way to create smaller reviewing groups.  These triads worked well for ranking criteria. It 
was not only easy to schedule meetings to complete each criterion ranking, the triad’s intimate size reinforced 
the obligation and desire  to discuss and agree on a program's placement rather than using a rating method 
incorporating the average scores of reviewers. This process augmented the Committee’s efforts toward 
fairness and objectivity. 

Arrangement of Responsibilities and the Ranking Method: The Committee Triads and the individual 
efforts of each Committee member combined to provide a very complete picture of each program and 
criterion. Having each Committee member responsible for parts of Phase I and parts of Phase II provided each 
committee member with a sense of what a full report was like for each program grouping prior to ranking 
specific criteria. 

With the exception of the Committee Chair, no Committee member had knowledge of the Phase I reviews or 
Phase II rankings outside of their assigned triads. 

Committee Dynamics: The Committee membership worked very well together.  

Timeframe for Reviewing Reports: While the period of time given to review program reports was too 
aggressive for all members of the Committee, it also created a focused environment that emphasized the 
comparative characteristics of the process. 

Review and Ranking Methods Used: The combination of the review method (Phase I) and ranking method 
(Phase II) guaranteed a minimum of 4 eyes on each criterion of each report. This provided an additional 
mechanism for identifying and addressing discrepancies in program rankings.18  

In retrospect, Phase I ended up being most beneficial at the Preliminary Ranking stage. While the Committee 
retains its belief in the importance of maintaining this kind of holistic review, the method used was unsuitable 
for a two-stage process. 

Scoring Method and Formula: The simplicity of the scoring formula eliminated potential pitfalls common 
to rating systems that use point ranges beyond 4. In this method the "point value" assigned to each program 
criterion corresponded with its quartile placement—1 point for the bottom quartile, 4 points for the top 
quartile.  

                                                 
18 Preliminary and Final Rankings were analyzed by the Chair for “score discrepancies” across program groupings. In most cases 
"score discrepancies" were a result of fewer programs in the undergraduate other and graduate other groupings. In other cases 
evidence in the program reports differed. 
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Recommended Changes for Future Policy Implementation 

Recommendation #21 (Faculty Senate and Administration): Implement program prioritization 
in three years to incorporate any policy and implementation revisions and to allow programs 
assigned to lower quartiles to demonstrate improvement. Future prioritizations would return 
to a five-year cycle. 

Majority Agreement. 

The recommendation is sanctioned by the current policy document (Section V): 

"Subsequent to the completion of the work of the first such Senate Committee on Instructional Program 
Priorities, the question of whether or not to form a new Senate Committee on Instructional Program 
Priorities for these same purposes shall be brought to the Faculty Senate on a periodic basis. Normally, 
this question shall be considered no later than five years after the last such committee completed its 
work and was disbanded, or five years after the question was most recently considered by the Faculty 
Senate, whichever comes later. 

Interested parties may petition the Faculty Senate, via its Executive Committee, to consider the question 
of forming a Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities for the purposes outlined in this policy 
prior to the described five-year period elapsing." 

Recommendation #22 (Faculty Senate): Incorporate ranking procedures and scoring formulas 
into the policy document.  

High Level of Agreement. 

While the Committee has endeavored to be transparent regarding how the overall quartiles were determined, 
this recommendation puts the decisions about the specifics of the policy implementation in the hands of the 
Faculty Senate rather than the Committee.  

Recommendation #23 (Faculty Senate): Formalize how "inapplicable criteria" and inapplicable 
required evidence within a criterion is to be scored. 

Majority Agreement. 

Though Section 1 of the policy, states "all academic programs shall be evaluated"19 and "the same criteria shall 
be used to evaluate each program for prioritization" 20 several faculty disputed the Committee’s interpretation 
of the policy. This recommendation is to clarify and operationalize this element of the implementation process. 

Recommendation #24 (Faculty Senate): Formalize the specific roles and duties of the 
Committee, including restrictions on committee member. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

There were instances in the process where it became unclear whether Faculty Senate approval was needed. 
The Committee believes that a further refinement of the roles and duties of future prioritization committees 
and the restrictions placed on committee members during the process are needed. 

                                                 
19 Section 1 under "Guiding Principles: Inclusiveness". 
20 Section 1 under "Guiding Principles: Consistency". 
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Recommendation #25 (Faculty Senate): Formalize the types of preliminary feedback programs 
can expect. 

High Level of Agreement. 

While the Committee met its charge by providing feedback at both stages of the process, many faculty were 
surprised at the lack of detail in the feedback. The Committee believes that future implementations of the 
policy should codify the type and level of detail for every stage of the prioritization process. 

The Committee believes that the use of the alpha coded list of standardized feedback worked well for the 
preliminary stage. Since individual program feedback was unmanageable, the Committee struggled to provide 
information at the preliminary stage that also remained consistent with the review and ranking process. The 
Committee still believes that the combination of the alpha coded list and the “Characteristics of 1s and 4s” 
accomplished this goal and provided programs with enough information to formulate a meaningful response to 
their rankings.  

Recommendation #26 (Faculty Senate): Formalize penalties for programs that do not conform 
to the policy’s requirements. 

High Level of Agreement. 

There are always going to be individuals that don’t conform. During the implementation of this policy, there 
were minor instances of 20+ page preliminary reports, 8+ page May responses, and a disregard for the stated 
formatting requirements. This recommendation supports the Committee’s efforts to be consistent in its 
evaluations and puts the decision about the treatment of non-conforming reports into the hands of the Faculty 
Senate instead of the Committee, codifying the penalties into policy. 

Recommendation #27 (Faculty Senate): Formalize the timeline for evaluating programs in 
advance of the implementation of a review cycle. 

Unanimous Agreement. 

The Committee recommends formalizing the overall timeline as follows: 

January - August     Faculty prepare reports. 

May    Committee is created. 

August     Committee convenes. 

August - November  Committee undertakes preliminary reading of reports (resulting 
in either simple feedback or Preliminary Rankings.) 

December through February  Programs respond to Committee November response. 

March through May  Committee undertakes final reading and ranking of reports. 
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Additional Comments and Questions Regarding the Process From Committee Members 

The following represents additional feedback regarding process details by Committee members: 

 Committee Size: Triads worked well for ranking criteria, however, quartets might provide even more 
reliability. 

 Committee Chair Responsibilities. The Chair's responsibilities were considerable. They involved: 

a. Organizing the committee meetings and the agenda; 

b. Providing timely updates to the Senate, Department Chairs/Program Directors, and Provost 
through meetings, open forums, and Senate Information Items;  

c. Collecting the questions raised by faculty and coordinating Committee responses; 

d. Collecting the ranking scores from Triads and preparing the results for publishing;  

e. Preparing and publishing the guidelines, template, and Q&A documents; and 

f. Preparing the (voluntary) final report. 

These responsibilities were in addition to the responsibilities of reviewing and ranking consistent with 
other Committee members. Future efforts to compensate the Committee Chair for these additional 
responsibilities should be considered. 
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Section 3 The Evaluation and Assignment of Sacramento State Academic 
Programs to Quartiles 

Introduction 

As per the policy, for each criterion, each program was evaluated and assigned a quartile placement using 
evidence provided in the program's initial report and "May response." Committee members reviewed these 
documents and made informed holistic judgments on the overall strength of a program in each of the 12 areas. 
Evaluations were made with care, based on an analysis of the evidence.  

Following the policy, the cumulative results of each program's twelve criterion scores formed the basis of the 
summative assessment of the program which took the form of an "overall quartile placement" within its 
program type grouping (undergraduate major, undergraduate other, graduate, graduate other.) 

The Committee has consistently attempted to provide context for its findings. The following section is 
intended to frame both the overall rankings and specific criterion quartile placements. 

Issues Potentially Influencing Overall Quartile Placement Results 

Committee members have identified several issues that may have influenced overall quartile placement results. 

The Combination of Using Weighted Criteria, Degree Defined by Concentration and 
Departmental Type Primary Criteria: In general, "doing well" in the primary criteria set a program up 
for placing high in the overall quartile placements. This was due to an intentional element of the policy that 
weighted primary criteria over secondary criteria 60% to 40%. An unexpected dysfunction of this weighting 
was that programs with multiple concentrations came to occupy as many as 9 spots (out of 31 for 
undergraduate major) in a top quartile of a primary criterion, essentially eliminating 8 spots for other 
programs from other departments. The Committee understood that 2 of the 4 primary criteria were, for the 
most part, departmental/College-unit type criteria and might have inflated this issue in the undergraduate 
major and the graduate other groupings. 

Underlying Challenges Associated with Using an Open-response Instrument: Earlier sections of this 
report discussed some of the many challenges associated with using the open-response instrument for this 
type of endeavor. Likewise, several faculty members expressed the difficulty they faced in determining the type 
and level of detail of evidence needed when using an instrument with no standardized response format. In 
reviewing the reports, Committee members found that responses varied in multiple ways, which in some 
cases, made it difficult to make comparisons between programs. Examples included reports where evidence 
was incomplete, reports, which communicated their points ineffectively, and reports that had minimal or no 
evidence. 

The Aggressive Timeline Imposed on Programs to Complete Reports: Programs were given nine 
weeks (not counting the Winter Break holiday) to complete the initial 20-page (maximum length) reports.21 
Although drafts of the policy and its criteria received wide review and consultation as far back as the spring of 
2010, programs did not receive the official "green light" to begin their reports until late fall of 2011.22 This 

                                                 
21 The Committee Chair encountered a similarly aggressive deadline in preparing this report. 
22 The Committee Chair cannot speculate on the level of communication that occurs between Department Chairs, Faculty Senators 
and their respective Department/College-unit faculty. However, knowledge of this impending process was apparent at all Senate 
meetings in the spring and fall of 2011. 
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foreshortened timeline had an overall disadvantage of requiring programs to have evidence that would 
normally take years to acquire. All programs, however, were operating under these same conditions. 

 

Issues Potentially Influencing Criterion Quartile Placement Results 

Committee members have identified several issues that may have influenced the quartile placements of some 
programs in specific criteria. 

Reviewing and Ranking a Program through Discrete Parts: Although one report was submitted for 
each program, time constraints (and policy interpretation) only permitted the Committee to use the evidence 
provided under a specific criteria section. Evidence that could be used for multiple criteria had to be repeated 
in every criterion section where is was applicable for it to be "counted." Although the Committee 
communicated this shortcoming in several information sessions in February, Committee members still 
reviewed reports that cited other criteria sections for evidence.23 

Challenges Associated With Ranking Some Criteria. Criterion Quartile Placements that Speak 
Less to the Quality, Development Stage, or Proficiency of the Program: Section 1 broached the 
issue of criteria that were difficult to rank. Triads responsible for reviewing and ranking criteria 5 (Program 
history and development status) and 6 (Impact, justification and centrality to University Mission) in every 
grouping expressed difficulty in assigning qualitative degrees of strength/proficiency to these categories. In 
many cases, the ranking of these criteria depended more on how well the sections were written and not 
necessarily program quality. With regard to "centrality to University Mission," Sacramento State's Mission is 
sufficiently broad and most programs provided sufficient evidence of their alignment to the mission. This made 
it difficult for the Committee to rank programs across the full range of four quartiles. On occasion, evidence in 
this criterion came down to the number of direct alignments to quotes from the mission statement. 

Challenges Associated with Using the Department Factbook as One of the Primary Sources for 
Evidence: The initial argument that for the average major curriculum, program and department are one and 
the same was incorrect. In fact, out of the 124 undergraduate major programs, only 15 programs can be 
identified in this way; out of 62 graduate-degree programs only 18 can be identified this way. Programs with 
multiple concentrations had a difficult time providing the needed contextualization for evidence that 
referenced the Department Factbook.  

The requirement of using the 2011 Department Factbook also resulted in the use of data that was already nearly 
2 years-old. This was problematic when the report requested a 5-year period of evidence. It is also apparent 
that Department Factbook data is not always accurate.  It contains many inconsistencies in the timelines for 
specific sources of data, e.g., and in some instances, actual data that is incorrect. 

Criterion Quartile Placements Showing Weaknesses Due to Economic Realities: The Committee 
realizes that this issue is a sensitive subject. In reality, all programs on this campus have suffered from forced 
course cancellations, budget allocations below program costs, retirements, and inadequate staffing (just to 
name a few). And in this sense, all programs are on an even playing field. However, the Committee speculates 
that there may be a few instances where the combination of the above economic realities along with their 
degree of severity might have unduly disadvantaged programs in this process. 

Challenges Associated With Ranking Programs Using Departmental Evidence: Program reports 
with departmental evidence in Criterion 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, and 12 presented challenges that required Committee 

                                                 
23 Many programs did not want to take up valuable space in repeating evidence throughout multiple criteria sections while others 
did not fully understand how the report would be reviewed. 
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members to make judgments regarding the applicability of department evidence to the specific program. In 
general, significant number of repetitive responses lacked program-specific contextualization. This introduced 
potential "shielding effects" for some programs in some criteria. 

Challenges Associated With Specific Program Types and their Applicability to Specific Criteria: 
The current policy was created with the knowledge that not all criteria would fit every program. 
Nevertheless, the policy still required that all programs be ranked in all criteria. Faculty recognized that every 
program type would be disadvantaged in some way or another by this policy—either in an entire criterion or 
in parts of one. The argument made was that this, therefore, leveled the playing field. 

With regard to Committee opinion, there are mixed sentiments on whether interdisciplinary programs were 
unduly disadvantaged with this policy. Some Committee members have reservations regarding the fairness to 
these programs. This uncertainty was not due to the number of criteria that were "potentially inapplicable" but 
due to the inability of these programs (because of their type) to be placed in the top quartiles of many criteria. 

To further complicate this issue, interdisciplinary programs can actually be sorted into two sub-groups that 
have characteristics that are very different from each other: Fully interdisciplinary Programs (Film, Liberal 
Studies, Social Science) and partial interdisciplinary programs (all the Asian Studies concentrations, Women's 
Studies, Gerontology.) 

Other Committee members disagreed with this opinion, again re-emphasizing that many programs—not just 
those that are interdisciplinary—had these same kinds of barriers. 

They further argued that interdisciplinary programs are still able to be ranked in the top quartiles in most of 
the criteria.  For example, their curricula have all been approved by the Senate and CSU and should be robust 
and up to date including appropriate learning outcomes and assessment strategies.  Their advising programs 
should be comprehensive and include detailed roadmaps and other materials to ensure student success. 

Interdisciplinary programs have additional challenges in preparing and gathering evidence for the report. In 
order to completely address the criteria requires full knowledge of the curriculum, teaching performance, 
faculty scholarship and policies of all of the departments and programs that participate in the program.  

A comprehensive analysis of this issue was impossible because half of the interdisciplinary programs did not 
provide a May response.24 

Besides the interdisciplinary program issue, many of the criteria did not fit the ranking of minors, credential,  
and certificate programs. 

 
  

                                                 
24 Several May Responses took the form of a paragraph that requested exemption from the criterion. 
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Statistics 

 

Number of Ranked Sacramento State Academic Programs 

 123 programs are undergraduate majors degree programs 

 88 programs are undergraduate minors, certificates, and credential programs 

 62 programs are graduate degree majors 

 38 programs fall in the graduate certificate/credential programs 

 

Percentage of Programs Submitting a Report for Academic Ranking 

 Undergraduate Degree: 100% 

 Undergraduate Other: 82% 

 Graduate Degree: 100% 

 Graduate Other: 89% 

 

Percentage of Programs Submitting a Response to the Preliminary Quartile Placements 

 Undergraduate Degree: 90% 

 Undergraduate Other: 53%25 

 Graduate Degree: 73% 

 Graduate Other: 26%26 

 

  

                                                 
25 Original report "no submissions" is included in this percentage. 
26 Original report "no submissions" is included in this percentage. 
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Final Quartile Assignments 
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Final Quartile Assignments 

"The process of making recommendations for academic prioritization shall result in four separate groupings—undergraduate degree programs (majors), 
other undergraduate programs (e.g., minors/certificates), graduate degree programs, and other graduate programs (e.g., credentials/certificates)—into 
quartiles based upon the criteria described in Section III (for undergraduate programs) and Section IV (for graduate programs)."27 

Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Programs 
Includes all undergraduate degree (majors) programs.  

Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Programs 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf 
Studies 

 Art (Art Education) 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration 

(Finance) 
 Business Administration 

(General Management) 
 Business Administration 

(International Bus.) 
 Business Administration 

(Marketing) 
 Business Administration 

(MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration 

 Art (Art History) 
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care 

and Education) 
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-

Credential) 
 CHDV (Integrated Subject 

Matter) 
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings) 
 Child Development 
 Comm Studies (Public 

Relations) 
 Communication Studies 
 Computer Engineering 
 Construction Management 
 Earth Science 
 Electrical and Electronic 

Engineering 
 English 
 Environmental Studies BA 
 Environmental Studies BS 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano 

Studies) 

 Anthropology 
 Art (Art Studio) 
 Athletic Training 
 Dance 
 Economics 
 FACS (Family Studies) 
 Geography (GISA) 
 Geography (Human 

Geography) 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning) 
 Geography (Physical 

Geography) 
 Gerontology 
 Government 
 Graphic Design 
 Health Science (Community 

Health Education) 
 Health Science (Health Care 

Admin.) 
 Health Science (Occ. Health 

and Safety) 
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science) 

 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical 
Sciences) 

 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 
Biology) 

 Bio. Sciences (Clinical 
Laboratory Science) 

 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, 
Evolution &  Conservation) 

 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology) 
 Biochemistry BA 
 Biological Sciences BA 
 Biological Sciences BS 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS 
 Chemistry (Forensic 

Chemistry) 
 Chemistry BA 
 Chemistry BS 
 Civil Engineering 
 Computer Science 
 Criminal Justice 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and 

Design) 
                                                 
27 Policy Section V Amendment added February 2012. 
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(Operations Manage.) 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.) 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com) 
 Ethnic Studies 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) 
 Ethnic Studies (Education) 
 Family and Consumer Sciences 

Single Subject 
 Film 
 French 
 Government/Journalism 
 Humanities 
 Humanities (Religious Studies) 
 Liberal Studies 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Social Science 

 Ethnic Studies (Native 
American Studies) 

 Ethnic Studies (Pan African 
Studies) 

 Government (International 
Relations) 

 INTD (Interior Design 
Marketing) 

 Journalism 
 Music (Music Education) 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy (LPS) 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. 

Philosophy) 
 Philosophy Honors Program 

(EPL) 
 Photography 
 Physical Science 
 Spanish 
 Women's Studies 

 Kinesiology (PE Blended) 
 Kinesiology (Physical Education) 
 Mathematics 
 Mathematics and Applied 

Computing 
 Music (Instrumental) 
 Music (Jazz Studies) 
 Music (Keyboard) 
 Music (Theory/Composition) 
 Music (Voice) 
 Music BA 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation) 
 Physics BA 
 Sociology 
 Theatre 

 FACS (Nutrition and Food) 
Dietetics 

 Geology BA 
 Geology BS 
 History 
 INTD (Interior Architecture) 
 Mechanical Engineering 
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS 
 Nursing with RN license BS 
 Physics BS 
 Psychology 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy) 
 Recreation Administration 

(RPM) 
 Social Work 
 Speech Path. and Audiology 
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Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Other Programs 
Includes all other undergraduate (e.g., minors/certificates) programs. 

Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Other Programs 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for 

CONMNONEBS  Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Geog. (PrePlanning) 
 Certificate: Geog. Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-

Planning (Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural 

Resource Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management 

Minor 
 Knowledge Management 

Technology Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use 

Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 Anthropology Minor 
 Art Education Minor 
 Art Studio Minor 
 Asian Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Economics 

Education 
 Certificate: Family Life 

Education 
 Chinese Minor 
 Counseling Minor 
 English Minor 
 Film Studies Minor 
 German Minor 
 Government Minor 
 Hellenic Studies Minor 
 Humanities Minor 
 Mathematics Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies 

Minor 
 Music Minor 
 Peace & Conflict Resolution 

Minor 
 Religious Studies Minor 
 Russian Minor 
 Statistics Minor 
 Teacher Education 

 American Sign Language/Deaf 
Studies Minor 

 Asian American Studies Minor 
 Astronomy Minor 
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security 
 Certificate: (TESOL) 
 Certificate: Personal 

Trainer/Strength and 
Conditioning 

 Certificate: Scientific 
Computing and Simulation 

 Certificate: Scientific 
Instrument Development 

 Chemistry Minor 
 Child Development Minor 
 Communication Studies Minor 
 Digital Media Minor 
 French Minor 
 Geology Minor 
 History Minor 
 Italian Minor 
 Kinesiology (Coaching) 
 Native American Studies Minor 
 Physics Minor 
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education 
 TESOL Minor 
 Women's Studies Minor 

 African Studies Minor 
 Biological Sciences Minor 
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis 
 Certificate: Managing Info. on 

the World Wide Web 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies 
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies 

Minor 
 Computer Science Minor 
 Economics Minor 
 Environmental Studies Minor 
 Ethnic Studies Minor 
 Geographic Information 

Systems Minor 
 Geography Minor 
 Gerontology Minor 
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics 
 Integrated Math Minor 
 Japanese Minor 
 Journalism Minor 
 Philosophy Minor 
 Psychology Minor 
 Recreation Administration 

Minor 
 Sociology Minor 
 Spanish Minor 
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Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Graduate Programs 
Includes all graduate degree programs. Please note that there are only 14 programs in the bottom quartile. At the Q3/Q4 quartile boundary, there were 
three programs that shared identical raw scores and therefore were placed in the Q3 quartile. 

Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Graduate Degree Programs 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Language & Literacy MA 
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS 
 Urban Land Dev (MS) 
 Art Studio (MA) 
 Music (Composition) 
 Music (Conducting) 
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) 

MA 
 Educational Technology MA 
 Educ. Leadership: MA 
 Higher Education Leadership 

MA 
 Communication Studies MA 
 Music (Education) 
 Music (History & Literature) 
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS 

 Anthropology (MA) 
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS 
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS 
 Biological Sciences MA 
 Computer Engineering MS 
 Counseling (Career) MS 
 Counseling (School)  MS 
 Curriculum & Instruct MA 
 Educ. (School Psych) MA 
 English (Creative Writing) MA 
 Kinesiology Sport Performance 
 Multicultural Education MA 
 Music (Performance) 
 School Psych. (Educ Spec) 
 Spanish MA 
 Special Education MA 

 Biological Sciences MS 
 Business (Finance) MBA 
 Business Admin. (MBA) 
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA 
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA 
 Civil Engineering MS 
 Criminal Justice MS 
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS 
 English (Composition) MA 
 English (Literature) MA 
 English (TESL) MA 
 Government MA 
 Kinesiology Exercise Science 
 Recreation Administration MS 
 Social Work MSW 
 Sociology MA 

 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS 
 Chemistry MS 
 Computer Sci. (Soft. Eng.) MS 
 Computer Science MS 
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS 
 Economics MA 
 History MA 
 Mathematics MA 
 Mechanical Engineering MS 
 Nursing with RN License MS 
 Physical Therapy MPT 
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.) 
 Psychology MA 
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA 
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. 

Path) 
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Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Graduate Other Programs 
Includes all other graduate (e.g., credentials/certificates) programs. 

Final Overall Quartile Placements for the Graduate Other Programs 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Collaborative 

Governance(Cert) 
 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 School Psychology Credential 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 TESOL (Cert) 

 Computer 
Networks&Comm(Cert) 

 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Teaching Composition 
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Final Quartile Placements for Each Criteria within Each Grouping 

"Program assignment to a given quartile shall be explained through reference to the quality and sufficiency of the data presented by the 
department housing the program"28 

This section provides the quartile placements for programs in each criterion along with descriptions of each quartile's common attributes. Though not 
exhaustive, these descriptions are intended to show how a program measures with regard to specific academic characteristics. This picture, of course, is 
imperfect. Similar to any evaluative process, the type and nature of the instrument will always have an effect on evaluation results. In this case, the 
evaluation of programs for these criteria relied heavily on the clarity and detail of evidence provided. Regardless, there are several criteria where there was 
significant variation in the quality of evidence, and therefore, those quartile placements provide a good "picture" of the strength or proficiency of a program. 
Quartile placements in other criteria simply describe the nature and development of the program and do not necessarily imply any type of weakness in the 
program itself. 

These descriptions are Not Rubrics! Think of the analogy where you are placing a set of student essays into four piles. Each of the piles is associated 
with a qualitative measure—exemplary, strong, fair, needs a lot of work. After completing the sorting process you look for evidence of common attributes 
and/or characteristics and create paragraphs to describe these commonalities.  

The paragraphs that follow each table were created after the triad completed their ranking. Common attributes and evidence examples were then 
assembled into paragraph form. 

Key to Alpha Code  

S  Strength Phase I. Program report provided positive information illuminating criterion under review 

  

                                                 
28 Section 1 under "Guiding Principles: Transparency". 
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Final Criteria Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Program Grouping 

Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 1 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art (Art History)  
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship)  S 
 Business Administration (Finance) S 
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  S 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.)  S 
 Business Administration (Marketing)

  S 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.)  S 
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Child Development  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Economics  
 English  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject  
 Film  
 French  
 Government/Journalism  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 Liberal Studies  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Photography  
 Physical Science  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Art (Art Education)  
 Asian Studies  
 Asian Studies (Chinese)  
 Asian Studies (Japanese)  
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian)  
 Biological Sciences BA  S 
 Business Administration (Accountancy)

  S 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) S 
 Business Administration (MIS)  S 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations) S 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Communication Studies  S 
 Computer Engineering  
 Earth Science  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) S 
 History  
 Journalism  
 Music (Instrumental)  S 
 Music (Jazz Studies)  S 
 Music (Keyboard)  S 
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  S 
 Music (Voice)  S 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Psychology  
 Spanish  
 Women's Studies  

 Athletic Training  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Lab Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  S 
 Biochemistry BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BS  S 
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Construction Management  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Geography (GISA)  S 
 Geography (Human Geography) S 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  S 
 Geography (Physical Geography) S 
 Geology BA  S 
 Government (Intern. Relations)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing) S 
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Music BA  S 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Recreation Administration (Recreation 

Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Social Science  
 Sociology  

 Anthropology  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  S 
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  S 
 Chemistry BS  S 
 Computer Science  S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Dance  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  S 
 Geology BS  S 
 Gerontology  
 Government  
 Graphic Design  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse)  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  S 
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Philosophy (Honors)  S 
 Philosophy (LPS)  
 Physics BS  
 Social Work  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  S 
 Theatre  S 
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Criterion 1 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty qualifications, 
and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of varying types of evidence for contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor and use of technology placed these 
programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed 
in this quartile.  

Compelling evidence of a contemporary curriculum included: 

 Verifiable evidence of recently revised curriculum that incorporates contemporary issues or contemporary societal issues shown in coursework descriptions; 

 Verifiable evidence of strong community relationships tied to the curriculum; 

 Detailed evidence of how the discipline (by its very nature) is contemporary.  

Typical compelling evidence of curricular rigor included: 

 National Accreditation; 

 Evidence of higher-than-average student performance on national examinations; 

 Internship or capstone requirements; 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for at least two of the areas (contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor or use of technology) 
placed these programs in the second strongest quartile. In some cases, program's whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas 
were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A Report that lacked verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum OR curricular rigor placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's performance in the areas contemporary curriculum, 
curricular rigor, faculty qualifications, or use of technology. Lack of verifiable and compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum and curricular rigor 
placed these programs in the weakest quartile. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 2 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Art (Art Education) 
 Art (Art History) 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education) 
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential) 
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter) 
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings) 
 Child Development 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Construction Management 
 Earth Science 
 English 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) 
 Ethnic Studies (Education) 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Film 
 Government/Journalism 
 Liberal Studies 
 Music (Music Education) 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy (LPS) 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy) 
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation) 

 Anthropology  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy)  
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship)  
 Business Administration (Finance)  
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.)  
 Business Administration (Marketing)

  
 Business Administration (MH&OB)  
 Business Administration (MIS)  
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.)  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations) S 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  S 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  S 
 Communication Studies  S 
 Ethnic Studies  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 History  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Journalism  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Photography  
 Social Science  
 Women's Studies  

 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Biological Sciences BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BS  S 
 Computer Engineering  S 
 Dance  
 Environmental Studies BA  S 
 Environmental Studies BS  S 
 FACS (Family Studies)  S 
 French  
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Graphic Design  S 
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Physical Science  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Theatre  S 

 Athletic Training  S 
 Biochemistry BA  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  S 
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  S 
 Chemistry BS  S 
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Computer Science  S 
 Criminal Justice  S 
 Economics  S 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  S 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  S 
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  S 
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Gerontology  
 Government  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  S 
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  S 
 Nursing with RN license BS  S 
 Psychology  S 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Social Work  S 
 Sociology  
 Spanish  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  S 
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Criterion 2 Clearly developed learning outcomes: Undergraduate 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. In addition, these reports showed multiple examples of curricular change as a result of program-
level and/or learning outcome assessment practices. 

Programs in this strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program. Clearly stated justifications for reasons why outcomes are the same for multiple 
programs in the department were accepted; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use; 

 Evidence that the program has made curricular adjustments using the results of assessment efforts; 

Typical compelling evidence of direct and indirect program-level strategies included: 

 Analysis of senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship and fieldwork supervisor surveys; 

 Evaluation and analysis of student work samplings beyond the course (multiple raters); 

 Evaluation and analysis of portfolios of student work (multiple raters); 

 Analysis of student performance on standardized national exams; 

 Analysis of student performance on departmentally standardized pre and post exams. 

Typical compelling evidence that demonstrated the monitoring of learning outcomes: 

 Questions on senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship supervisor that directly aligned with the program's learning outcomes;  

 The use of common rubrics and/or student portfolios across several classes; 

 Questions on standardized national exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes; 

 Questions on pre and post exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. However, the reports provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the 
analysis of assessment efforts. In addition, indication of the measurement of at least one learning outcome and indication of plans for using multiple assessments 
strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes placed these programs in the second strongest quartile.  

Programs in this second strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 



 

Page | 42  

 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use. 

In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of plans for using multiple assessments strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes. 
Generally, these reports indicated that programs were still in the developmental stage with regard to assessment efforts and provided little-to-no evidence of curricular 
decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to 
programs placed in the top two quartiles. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile showed attributes in multiple areas of the following: 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve program-level assessment strategies or provided no clear 
indication of program-level assessment strategies; 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve of strategies for monitoring their learning outcomes or 
provided no clear indication of learning outcome assessment beyond a course-level approach; 

 Provided no clear indication of plans to use multiple measures for monitoring learning outcomes; 

 Provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts 

In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 3 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Anthropology  
 Art (Art Education)  
 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Asian Studies  
 Asian Studies (Chinese)  
 Asian Studies (Japanese)  
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian)  
 Athletic Training  
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Earth Science  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American)  
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject  
 French  
 Government/Journalism  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Liberal Studies  
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse)  
 Philosophy (LPS)  
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Physical Science  
 Sociology  

 Biochemistry BA  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS  
 Child Development  
 Dance  
 Film  
 Geography (GISA)  S 
 Geography (Human Geography) S 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  S 
 Geography (Physical Geography) S 
 Geology BA  S 
 Geology BS  S 
 Gerontology  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Philosophy (Honors)  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Spanish  
 Theatre  
 Women's Studies  

 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy)  S 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship)  S 
 Business Administration (Finance) S 
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  S 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.)  S 
 Business Administration (Marketing)

  S 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) S 
 Business Administration (MIS)  S 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.)  S 
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Communication Studies  
 Computer Engineering  S 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  
 Government  S 
 Government (International Relations)

  S 
 Journalism  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Social Science  

 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Computer Science  S 
 Construction Management  S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Economics  
 English  
 Environmental Studies BA  S 
 Environmental Studies BS  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  S 
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Graphic Design  
 History  S 
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Photography  
 Psychology  
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Social Work  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  
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Criterion 3 Advising program and graduation success: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included multiple proactive advising measures as well 
as evidence of post degree success specific to minors. In addition, the use of advising handbooks, websites, and/or roadmaps that provide information specific to minors 
placed these programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas were 
also placed in this quartile.  

Typical evidence provided for proactive advising measures included: 

 A very detailed sequential program roadmap and/or advising handbook section specific to minors; 

 Evidence of clear advising roles and responsibilities for minors; 

 Evidence of technology use such as SacCT, SacVault, listserves,  to aid in advising efforts; 

 Grad rate (median years to degree) is consistently below college or university or grad rate (median years to degree) consistent improvement is evidenced for the 
period of reference for the report. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for post degree success included: 

 Specific cases of individual success in the field; 

 Post-degree employment data drawn from alumni surveys; 

 Examples of employment. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile also demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan along with mandatory advising sessions 
beyond Orientation. In some cases, program whose reports demonstrated considerable significant evidence of post degree success were also placed in this quartile. In 
some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for weaker evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

Programs were placed in this quartile for a variety of reasons: 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile due to the absence of a full description of a formal advising plan;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for general assertions used as evidence;  

In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, or use of technology. Lack of verifiable and compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum and curriculum rigor placed these programs in the 
weakest quartile. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 4 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Asian Studies  
 Asian Studies (Chinese)  
 Asian Studies (Japanese)  
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian)  
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy)  
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship)  
 Business Administration (Finance)  
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.)  
 Business Administration (Marketing)

  
 Business Administration (MH&OB)  
 Business Administration (MIS)  
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.)  
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Computer Engineering  
 Construction Management  
 Economics  
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject  
 Film  
 French  
 Gerontology  
 Government/Journalism  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Liberal Studies  
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse)  
 Photography  
 Social Science  
 Spanish  

 Anthropology  
 Art (Art Education)  
 Art (Art History)  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Communication Studies  
 Computer Science  S 
 Dance  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  
 English  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Government  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 Graphic Design  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 Journalism  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Mechanical Engineering  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Theatre  
 Women's Studies  

 . Art (Art Studio)  
 Athletic Training  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biochemistry BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  S 
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry) S 
 Chemistry BA  S 
 Chemistry BS  S 
 Child Development  
 Earth Science  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  S 
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 Philosophy (Honors)  S 
 Philosophy (LPS)  S 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Phil)  S 
 Sociology  

 Civil Engineering  S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  S 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 History  S 
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Music (Instrumental)  S 
 Music (Jazz Studies)  S 
 Music (Keyboard)  S 
 Music (Music Education)  S 
 Music (Music Manage.)  S 
 Music (Theory/Composition)  S 
 Music (Voice)  S 
 Music BA  S 
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) S 
 Physical Science  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Psychology  S 
 Social Work  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  
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Criterion 4 Strength of teaching performance: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Expectations and philosophies for teaching quality were thoroughly articulated in an identified department or program document, e.g., self-study/program review, RTP 
policy. The teaching statement, while aspirational in nature, also detailed specific expectations for faculty teaching performance as it related to teaching quality. The 
statements are clearly contextualized to the aims of the program’s discipline. Programs rated in the top quartile assess teaching performance frequently and use multiple 
measures.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Program statements regarding teaching quality were represented in the criterion response by brief quotes from departmental documents or policies; 

 Teaching performance is evaluated in every course every semester, regardless of the faculty member’s rank or Full-time/Part-time status; 

 Summaries of student ratings are fully reported and are in the mid-4 range and higher; 

 Multiple assessment measures are based on a variety of strategies, especially including mandated classroom observations by peers or committees; 

 Procedures for attending to and ameliorating problematic teaching performance are set forth in departmental documents, such as faculty handbooks or RTP 
policy. 

 Post tenure review was current. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile included teaching statements and information about multiple assessment measures, but failed to convey a full picture of the 
program’s expectations and teaching quality. Responses in this quartile also tended to be general and not specifically tailored to the program’s discipline nor as clearly 
tied to the program or University mission as programs in the top quartile. Reports receiving this quartile assignment stated that course evaluations and other assessment 
measures are conducted regularly. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but were comparatively less strong 
than those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 Course evaluation data were reported but were not as strong as those provided by programs in the top quartile; 

 Additionally, course syllabi and other course materials were described; however, these reports were less likely to include mandatory classroom observations; 

 Systematic attention to problems with teaching performance were described in the criterion response but were not reflected in departmental documents or 
policies. 

2 Score 

Programs placed in this quartile tended to provide only minimal, vague or general statements regarding teaching quality, assessment of teaching and/or addressing 
problems with teaching performance. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to 
those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 
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 Teaching statements were brief and not tied to departmental documents or policies; 

 Assessment of teaching performance complied with, but did not exceed, University RTP policy;  

 Multiple measures were not described as mandatory or were infrequently collected;  

 Assessment of teaching performance was primarily descriptive and without compelling evidence to support claims made in the narrative;  

 Plans for assessing teaching performance were described but not yet implemented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Multiple areas of the following reasons: 

 Program statements regarding teaching quality are absent from the criterion response or are very minimally represented;  

 Assessment of teaching performance is very minimally addressed, largely descriptive in nature and not supported by evidence; 

 Little or no mention of departmental RTP policies regarding teaching are provided;  

 Multiple teaching measures are not consistently collected or are described only vaguely;  

 Procedures for addressing problems with teaching performance are lacking, or programs claim that no such problems occur.  

Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to those programs. 

  



 

Page | 48  

 

Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 5 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Computer Engineering 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Government 
 Government (International Relations) 
 Government/Journalism 
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety) 
 Humanities 
 Humanities (Religious Studies) 
 Music (Instrumental) 
 Music (Jazz Studies) 
 Music (Keyboard) 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Music (Theory/Composition) 
 Music (Voice) 
 Music BA 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy (LPS) 
 Physical Science 

 Athletic Training  
 Biological Sciences BA  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Dance  
 English  S 
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American)  
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 Film  
 French  S 
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 History  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Social Science  
 Social Work  
 Sociology  
 Spanish  
 Theatre  S 
 Women's Studies  

 Art (Art Education)  
 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Asian Studies (Chinese)  
 Asian Studies (Japanese)  
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian)  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  S 
 Biochemistry BA  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Child Development  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Communication Studies  
 Computer Science  S 
 Construction Management  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  S 
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Journalism  
 Liberal Studies  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) S 
 Photography  
 Psychology  S 

 Anthropology  S 
 Asian Studies  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS  
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 Economics  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 FACS (Family Studies)  S 
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  S 
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Gerontology  
 Graphic Design  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  S 
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  S 
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  S 
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Criterion 5 Program history and development status: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated a clear and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of program – 
including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly 
developed future plans. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects were placed in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports 
demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized history of the program included: 

 The year of the program’s commencement; 

 A narrative description of why there was an original need for the program; 

 A narrative description of changes in the program over the course of its history; 

 A narrative description of the distinctions between this program and the department’s other programs. 

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized size of the program included: 

 Enrollment trends over the past few years; 

 A statement of whether the program is young, developing, or mature; 

 A narrative description of why the program is its size, including factors impacting trends over time. 

 Typical compelling evidence of adapting to changes and needs included: 

 Specific examples of changes in the program; 

 A narrative of the context of changes (e.g. changes in the discipline, societal expectations related to the field, budgetary or enrollment changes impacting 
changes). 

Typical compelling evidence of clearly developed future plans included: 

 A narrative description of clear future plans for the program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clarity and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of 
program – including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described 
clearly developed future plans. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for history and purpose of the program; size of program – including enrollment trends and 
whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly developed future plans placed the 
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program in this quartile. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In 
other cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no narrative related to the program’s history and purpose, size, adaptation to change, or future plans. Other 
programs in this quartile presented no examples in those areas or presented unclear or contradictory information. Programs that addressed the undergraduate program 
rather than the graduate program were placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 6 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Business Administration (Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Environmental Studies BA 
 Environmental Studies BS 
 Ethnic Studies 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Education) 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies) 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Government/Journalism 
 Graphic Design 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy) 
 Physical Science 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation) 
 Social Science 
 Women's Studies 

 Anthropology  
 Athletic Training  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Communication Studies  
 Computer Engineering S 
 Construction Management  
 Earth Science  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

 S 
 Film  
 French  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse)  
 Philosophy (LPS)  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Speech Path. and Audiology S 

 Art (Art Education)  
 Biochemistry BA  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education) S 
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

 S 
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter) S 
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings) S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS S 
 Child Development S 
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Gerontology  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 History S 
 Journalism  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Liberal Studies  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Photography  
 Physics BA  
 Psychology S 
 Sociology  
 Spanish  

 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 Civil Engineering S 
 Computer Science S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Dance  
 Economics  
 English S 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 FACS (Family Studies) S 
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Government S 
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Mechanical Engineering S 
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS S 
 Nursing with RN license BS S 
 Physics BS  
 Recreation Administration (Recreation 

Therapy) S 
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Social Work  
 Theatre S 
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Criterion 6 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Reports of programs in this top quartile thoroughly summarized how their program fulfilled multiple specific aspects of the University’s mission. Evidence and details 
were provided to justify the program’s centrality to the University’s mission. These programs made a strong case regarding their impact, uniqueness and distinctiveness 
within the campus and within the region.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Quotes from departmental mission statements showing evidence of alignment with the University mission 

 Program serves a vital regional function by supplying specialized and skilled graduates greatly needed in the local labor force 

 Program has a strong social justice component that clearly serves a broad societal function 

 Program represents a cutting edge discipline that advances artistic, social, scientific and/or technological progress within the region 

3 Score 

Programs in this next strongest quartile were slightly less thorough in showing their alignment with the University’s mission or they embodied a more limited range of 
the mission. These reports demonstrated centrality or uniqueness within the campus or region, but did not have strengths in multiple areas of the criterion that apply 
both on and off campus. 

2 Score 

Programs assigned to this quartile most often provided general, vague or limited statements regarding the University’s mission statement. Descriptions of program 
centrality, justification and uniqueness were not as compelling as programs in the higher quartiles. Claims of centrality and uniqueness may have been strongly made but 
were not backed by program specifics. In many cases, the tangible impact of the program was not clear. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Reports of programs assigned to the bottom quartile were quite sparse and vague in addressing the University mission statement and failed to provide program specifics as 
evidence. The specific impact of the program on the region or society was not clearly made or was evaluated as weaker than programs in the higher quartiles. Programs 
that gave no response to this criterion were also placed in the bottom quartile. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 7 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations) 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.) 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com) 
 Communication Studies 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 French 
 Government (International Relations) 
 Government/Journalism 
 Liberal Studies 
 Mathematics 
 Mathematics and Applied Computing 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy (LPS) 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy) 
 Social Science 

 Computer Engineering  S 
 Construction Management  S 
 English  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American)  
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 Film  
 Gerontology  
 Government  S 
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 Journalism  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Physical Science  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Sociology  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  
 Women's Studies  

 Anthropology  S 
 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Child Development  
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Computer Science  S 
 Dance  
 Economics  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 FACS (Family Studies)  S 
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  S 
 Geography (GISA)  S 
 Geography (Human Geography) S 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  S 
 Geography (Physical Geography) S 
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Graphic Design  S 
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Photography  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Spanish  
 Theatre  

 Art (Art Education)  
 Athletic Training  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Biochemistry BA  
 Biological Sciences BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BS  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS  
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 History  S 
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  S 
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse)  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  S 
 Nursing with RN license BS  S 
 Psychology  S 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  S 
 Recreation Administration (RPM) S 
 Social Work  S 
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Criterion 7 External demand for the program: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile thoroughly and completely addressed multiple aspects of external demand for the programs, including multiple substantial 
community engagement activities, multiple examples of demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation 
success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects of external demand were placed in the 
strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of community engagement included: 

 A description of activities that connect students with the off-campus community as part of their program; 

 A detailed description of the program’s substantial, long-term relationships with community partners. 

Typical compelling evidence of demand for faculty expertise or program resources included: 

 A listing of faculty involvement in community organizations or boards; 

 A listing of faculty interviews given to the press; 

 A listing or description of the program’s resources, such as space or equipment, that are typically used by community organizations. 

Typical compelling evidence of student demand through enrollment included: 

 A table or chart illustrating enrollment trends over several years. 

 Typical compelling evidence of student post-graduation success included: 

 A listing of companies or organizations that hired program graduates, including numbers of grads hired per company; 

 A listing of students who have gone on to grad school, with specific grad schools named; 

 Statistics on employers’ need for graduates of this program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's community engagement activities, demand for 
faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. 
Programs placed in this second strongest quartile often had less substantial community engagement programs or fewer examples of demand for faculty expertise or 
program resources or student post-graduation success. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above 
areas were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for community engagement, demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student 
enrollment data, or student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
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programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no descriptions of the program’s performance in community engagement activities, demand for faculty 
expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. In some 
cases, examples given by programs placed in this quartile were not related to external demand for program. Programs with no response to this criterion or no report 
submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 8 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Athletic Training 
 Dance 
 Earth Science 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Education) 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies) 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 French 
 Geography (GISA) 
 Geology BA 
 Gerontology 
 Government/Journalism 
 Humanities 
 Humanities (Religious Studies) 
 Kinesiology (Physical Education) 
 Mathematics and Applied Computing 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Physical Science 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation) 
 Physics BA 
 Physics BS 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  
Conservation)  

 Business Administration 
(Entrepreneurship)  

 Business Administration (International 
Bus.)  

 Business Administration (MH&OB)  
 Business Administration (MIS)  
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.)  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter) S 
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  S 
 Chemistry BA  
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Computer Engineering  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Ethnic Studies  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 Film  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geology BS  
 Liberal Studies  S 
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Philosophy (LPS)  
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Social Science  
 Women's Studies  

 Art (Art Education)  
 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  S 
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  S 
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry) S 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Computer Science  
 Construction Management  
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Government  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 Graphic Design  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Journalism  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Mathematics  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Photography  
 Spanish  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  
 Theatre  

 Anthropology  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Biochemistry BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy)  
 Business Administration (Finance)  
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  
 Business Administration (Marketing)

  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  S 
 Chemistry BS  S 
 Child Development  S 
 Civil Engineering  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Communication Studies  
 Criminal Justice  
 Economics  
 English  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 History  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Psychology  S 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Social Work  
 Sociology  
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Criterion 8 Program size, scope: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile presented clear evidence of a steady or growing number of degrees.  The size of the program was contextualized with respect to national, state 
or system programs.  The breadth of course offerings was explained and contextualized with faculty expertise. Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was 
clearly displayed and explained.  Clear evidence of internal demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented with contextual explanation.  
Evidence included FTE demand for GE and service courses, annual demand for services provided by faculty and students, and anticipated future demands. 

 Verifiable evidence of number of students served in major 

 Verifiable evidence of number of students served in service & GE courses 

 Class size contextualized 

 Verifiable evidence of service from program 

 Faculty expertise contextualized  

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented evidence of a steady or growing demand.  Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was presented.  Evidence of internal 
demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented.  Evidence included FTE demand for GE and service courses. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented departmental data and lacked program specific data.  Programs in this quartile serve relatively few major students and had little 
contextualization of the size except to assert the program is growing or will be in demand.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Some 
evidence of internal demand for courses was presented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence regarding program size.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Assertion of internal 
demand for courses was made. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 9 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art (Art Education) 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Civil Engineering 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.) 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com) 
 Computer Engineering 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Film 
 Government/Journalism 
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education) 
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.) 
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety) 
 Liberal Studies 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Social Science 
 Speech Path. and Audiology 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Art (Art Studio)  
 Athletic Training  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Construction Management  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) S 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 French  
 Gerontology  
 Graphic Design  
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Journalism  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Mechanical Engineering  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Photography  
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  

 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Biological Sciences BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BS  S 
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry) S 
 Child Development  
 Communication Studies  
 Dance  
 Environmental Studies BA  S 
 Environmental Studies BS  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  S 
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  S 
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Philosophy (Honors)  S 
 Philosophy (LPS)  S 
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) S 
 Physical Science  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  

 Anthropology S 
 Art (Art History)  
 Biochemistry BA S 
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS  
 Computer Science S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 Economics S 
 English S 
 Ethnic Studies S 
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Government S 
 History S 
 Humanities S 
 Mathematics  
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

 S 
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Psychology S 
 Recreation Administration (RPM) S 
 Social Work S 
 Sociology S 
 Spanish  
 Theatre  
 Women's Studies S 
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Criterion 9 Internal, non-major demand for the program: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Program reports in the top quartile demonstrated very strong internal demand for the program through evidence of strong & steady demand for service courses and GE 
courses. These programs had multiple GE and service courses and reported substantial FTES resulting from the demand. In most cases, service courses served several 
departments and not just different programs within the same department. Research resources developed by the program or department were utilized by other 
programs and departments. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 50% or more of program FTES was generated by GE and/or service courses; 

 Multiple GE courses producing large FTES; 

 Service courses utilized by 10 or more departments or programs representing various disciplines; 

 Extensive research equipment and laboratories were used by outside programs. 

3 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated moderately strong internal demand for the program through some service and GE courses. These programs had several 
GE and service courses and reported moderate amounts of FTES resulting from the demand. Service courses served a few other programs within the department or in 
other departments. Moderate research resources were utilized by other programs and departments. 

2 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated some internal demand for the program through a few service and/or GE courses that generated small amounts of FTES. In 
many cases, FTES was not reported. Often, programs had either a few service or GE courses, but rarely both. Programs assigned this quartile rarely reported internal 
demand for their program’s research resources. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Program reports in this quartile provided no response to the criterion or described little to no internal demand for the program’s resources. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 10 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations) 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.) 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com) 
 Communication Studies 
 Computer Engineering 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Government/Journalism 
 Graphic Design 
 INTD (Interior Architecture) 
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing) 
 Journalism 
 Music (Instrumental) 
 Music (Jazz Studies) 
 Music (Keyboard) 
 Music (Music Education) 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Music (Theory/Composition) 
 Music (Voice) 
 Music BA 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 

 Asian Studies (Chinese)  
 Asian Studies (Japanese)  
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian)  
 Construction Management  
 Dance  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Ethnic Studies  
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American)  
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  
 Film  
 Geography (GISA)  
 Geography (Human Geography)  
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  
 Geography (Physical Geography)  
 Humanities  
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  
 Liberal Studies  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Philosophy (Honors)  
 Philosophy (LPS)  
 Social Science  
 Speech Path. and Audiology  
 Women's Studies  

 Art (Art Education)  
 Asian Studies  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Civil Engineering S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 English  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 FACS (Family Studies) S 
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Gerontology  
 Government  
 Government (International Relations)

  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Mechanical Engineering S 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL)  
 Physical Science  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Social Work  
 Sociology S 
 Spanish  
 Theatre  

 Anthropology S 
 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Athletic Training  
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biochemistry BA  
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Chemistry BA  
 Chemistry BS  
 Child Development  
 Computer Science S 
 Economics S 
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 French  
 History  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Photography S 
 Psychology S 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
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Criterion 10 Quality of program and resource utilization: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence that its faculty are actively engaged professionally in both scholarly or creative 
activities and in service to the university and community. Scholarship was broadly defined to include both traditional scholarship and research definitions as well as the 
scholarship of teaching.  Programs ranked in this quartile additionally presented evidence of collaborative activities and or sharing of resources with other programs or 
with appropriate community programs. Programs in this quartile often presented evidence regarding how it proactively facilitated existing university student access to 
the program as well as through external recruitment activities.  Programs in the top quartile showed significant evidence of faculty and program activity in most if not all 
of these areas. 

Typical evidence of faculty scholarship / creative activities included: 

 Publication citations with faculty authors; 

 Professional presentation citations from faculty; 

 Creative productions, performances, or exhibits; 

 Other unique formats of scholarship or creative activity dissemination of faculty work; 

 Grant submissions for support of scholarship and creative activities; 

 Faculty university, professional, and community awards for scholarship, teaching, and creative activities. 

 

Typical evidence of faculty service activities included: 

 Summaries of faculty committee and other types of university service activities; 

 Summaries of faculty community service activities as related to the program or university mission; 

 Descriptions of faculty awards of public recognition of university and or community service activities; 

 Typical evidence of resource sharing included: 

 Descriptions of how a program’s unique resources (examples: equipment, space, collections, faculty expertise) were effectively shared to benefit other 
programs or the community. 

 Typical evidence of a program’s efforts to facilitate student access to the program included: 

 A description of internal and external recruitment efforts; 

 A description of community based programs that educate current and potential students and the community to opportunities available through the program; 

 A description of faculty activities that encourage student access to the program’s resources and opportunities; 

 A description of student club or professional affiliate activities associated with the program; 

 A description of resources provided by to program that foster student success within the program and post-graduation. 
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3 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile showed significant evidence of faculty activity in scholarship/creative activities and service activities either within the 
university or within the community. Typically less evidence was provided for these activities compared to programs ranking in the top quartile.  Similarly, a reduced level 
of resource sharing and programs to facilitate student access were provided compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile provided minimal evidence or unverifiable evidence (incomplete detail) in the evaluated areas compared to the top two 
quartiles.  At times programs ranked in this quartile provided evidence for a smaller percentage of its faculty compared to the top two quartiles. In some cases, 
programs were placed in this quartile because reports provided evidence for only one of the evaluated areas within this criterion ( as an example: evidence of some 
service activities, but little scholarly or creative activity).  

 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs placed in this quartile were characterized by the absence of a response or responded minimally to the criterion. 

 

  



 

Page | 63  

 

Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 11 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy) 
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship) 
 Business Administration (Finance) 
 Business Administration (General 

Management) 
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 Comm Studies (Public Relations) 
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media) 
 Comm. Studies (Org Com) 
 Communication Studies 
 Environmental Studies BA 
 Environmental Studies BS 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 Film 
 French 
 Government/Journalism 
 Graphic Design 
 Humanities 
 Humanities (Religious Studies) 
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing) 
 Journalism 
 Liberal Studies 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Social Science 
 Spanish 
 Women's Studies 

 Art (Art Education) 
 Art (Art History) 
 Art (Art Studio) 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Athletic Training 
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.) 
 English 
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design) 
 FACS (Family Studies) 
 Geography (GISA) 
 Geography (Human Geography) 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning) 
 Geography (Physical Geography) 
 Gerontology 
 Government (International Relations) 
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education) 
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.) 
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety) 
 INTD (Interior Architecture) 
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science) 
 Kinesiology (PE Blended) 
 Kinesiology (Physical Education) 
 Philosophy (Honors) 
 Philosophy (LPS) 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy) 
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) 
 Photography 
 Speech Path. and Audiology 

 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 
Education)  

 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)
  

 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter)  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Child Development  
 Computer Engineering  S 
 Dance  
 Economics  
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering

  S 
 Ethnic Studies  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) S 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies)  
 Ethnic Studies (Education)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies)  S 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies)

  S 
 Government  
 History  
 Mathematics  
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  
 Music (Instrumental)  S 
 Music (Jazz Studies)  S 
 Music (Keyboard)  S 
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Music Manage.)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  S 
 Nursing with RN license BS  S 
 Sociology  
 Theatre  

 Anthropology  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  S 
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology) S 
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  S 
 Biochemistry BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BA  S 
 Biological Sciences BS  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  S 
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry) S 
 Chemistry BA  S 
 Chemistry BS  S 
 Civil Engineering  S 
 Computer Science  S 
 Construction Management  S 
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Geology BA  
 Geology BS  
 Mechanical Engineering  S 
 Physical Science  
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Psychology  S 
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM) S 
 Social Work  S 
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Criterion 11 Revenue and other resources generated by programs: Undergraduate  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile clearly presented comprehensive budgetary information including enrollment based funds, evidence of funds developed by a significant portion 
of the program faculty from external sources including grants, contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services.  Context was 
provided including evidence of sustained potential for external revenue.   

Program reports showed: 

 A high level of faculty grants, contracts, donation activity in sizable amounts generated by multiple faculty; 

 A high level of revenue from other services/sources; 

 A high level of evidence of revenue generating relationships with outside institutions. 

3 Score  

Programs in this quartile presented information including enrollment based funds, moderate levels of funds developed by faculty from external sources including grants, 
contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented information on enrollment based funding and had little or no additional external funding. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence on funding. 
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Undergraduate Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 12 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art (Art Education) 
 Asian Studies 
 Asian Studies (Chinese) 
 Asian Studies (Japanese) 
 Asian Studies (S. and SE. Asian) 
 Business Administration (Marketing) 
 Business Administration (MH&OB) 
 Business Administration (MIS) 
 Business Administration (Operations 

Manage.) 
 CHDV (Integrated Subject Matter) 
 Computer Engineering 
 Computer Science 
 Construction Management 
 Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
 Ethnic Studies (Asian American) 
 Ethnic Studies (Chicano Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Education) 
 Ethnic Studies (Native American 

Studies) 
 Ethnic Studies (Pan African Studies) 
 Family and Consumer Sciences Single 

Subject 
 French 
 Gerontology 
 Government (International Relations) 
 Government/Journalism 
 Liberal Studies 
 Music (Music Manage.) 
 Nursing (Licensed Voc. Nurse) 
 Social Science 
 Social Work 
 Speech Path. and Audiology 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies
  

 Art (Art History)  
 Art (Art Studio)  
 Athletic Training  
 Business Administration 

(Accountancy)  
 Business Administration 

(Entrepreneurship)  
 Business Administration (Finance)  
 Business Administration (General 

Management)  
 Business Administration (International 

Bus.)  
 CHDV (Early Develop., Care and 

Education)  
 CHDV (Elementary Pre-Credential)

  
 CHDV (Social and Community 

Settings)  
 Chemistry BA  
 Civil Engineering  
 Ethnic Studies  
 FACS (Family Studies)  
 FACS (Nutrition and Food) Dietetics

  
 Government  
 Health Science (Health Care Admin.)

  
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (Physical Education)  
 Music (Instrumental)  
 Music (Jazz Studies)  
 Music (Keyboard)  
 Music (Music Education)  
 Music (Theory/Composition)  
 Music (Voice)  
 Music BA  
 Nursing with RN license BS  
 Photography  
 Women's Studies  

 Anthropology  
 Bio. Sciences (Cell & Molecular 

Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Clinical Laboratory 

Science)  
 Bio. Sciences (Ecology, Evolution &  

Conservation)  
 Bio. Sciences (Forensic Biology)  
 Bio. Sciences (Microbiology)  
 Biological Sciences BA  
 Biological Sciences BS  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) BS  
 Chemistry BS  
 Child Development  
 Comm Studies (Public Relations)  
 Comm. Studies (Digital Media)  
 Comm. Studies (Mass Comm.)  
 Comm. Studies (Org Com)  
 Communication Studies  
 Dance  
 English  
 Environmental Studies BA  
 FACS (Apparel Marketing and Design)

  
 Film  
 Health Science (Community Health 

Education)  
 Health Science (Occ. Health and 

Safety)  
 Journalism  
 Kinesiology (PE Blended)  
 Mechanical Engineering  
 Nursing Pre-licensure BS  
 Physical Science  
 Psychology  
 Spanish  
 Theatre  

 Bio. Sciences (Biomedical Sciences)  
 Biochemistry BA  
 Chemistry (Forensic Chemistry)  
 Criminal Justice  
 Earth Science  
 Economics  S 
 Environmental Studies BS  
 Geography (GISA)  S 
 Geography (Human Geography) S 
 Geography (Metropolitan Area 

Planning)  S 
 Geography (Physical Geography) S 
 Geology BA  S 
 Geology BS  S 
 Graphic Design  
 History  S 
 Humanities  S 
 Humanities (Religious Studies)  S 
 INTD (Interior Architecture)  
 INTD (Interior Design Marketing)  
 Mathematics  S 
 Mathematics and Applied Computing

  S 
 Philosophy (Honors)  S 
 Philosophy (LPS)  S 
 Philosophy Honors (Gen. Philosophy)

  S 
 Philosophy Honors Program (EPL) S 
 Physics (Teacher Preparation)  
 Physics BA  
 Physics BS  
 Recreation Administration 

(Recreation Therapy)  
 Recreation Administration (RPM)  
 Sociology  S 
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Criterion 12 Costs and other expenses of program: Undergraduate 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile typically demonstrate clear and compelling evidence of having low costs, and/or a highly efficient use of WTUs in delivering the 
program’s curriculum. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for significant reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery and operating expenses contributed to the 
placement of these programs in the strongest quartile. Programs that did not demonstrate all these characteristics were included in this quartile if they were especially 
strong in the remaining characteristics.  Typical compelling evidence provided for low cost; for efficient use of WTU’s; and for reductions in the cost of curriculum 
delivery included: 

 A high FTES/WTU ratio; 

 A large degree of overlap of courses between the program and others in the same department; 

 Use of larger class sizes for program courses when reports indicated pedagogical feasibility; 

 Efficiency in course scheduling; 

 Reduced program O/E; 

 Supervisory units as faculty overload. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrate some evidence of low costs, efficient use of WTUs, and evidence for some reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery 
and operating expenses.  Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble top quartile programs if the other characteristics were weaker. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated no evidence of low costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had little evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 3 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated evidence of high costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had no evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 2 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 
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Final Criteria Quartile Placements for the Undergraduate Other Program Grouping 
 

Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 1 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor  
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor  
 Business Administration Minor  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning)

  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning)  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning)  
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management  
 Creative Writing Minor  
 Criminal Justice Minor  
 Dance Minor  
 Engineering Minor  
 Forensic Investigation Minor  
 Human Resources Management Minor

  
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor  
 Labor Studies Minor  
 Marketing Minor  
 Military Studies Minor  
 Musical Theatre Minor  
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs 

Minor  
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor  
 Theatre Arts Minor  

 Anthropology Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Child Development Minor  
 Chinese Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 English Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Music Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 TESOL Minor  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Art Studio Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 German Minor  
 History Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics  S 
 Italian Minor  
 Journalism Minor  S 
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  S 
 Women's Studies Minor  S 

 African Studies Minor  
 Art Education Minor  
 Astronomy Minor  
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  S 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Digital Media Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  S 
 Ethnic Studies Minor  S 
 French Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  S 
 Geography Minor  S 
 Gerontology Minor  S 
 Government Minor  S 
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Japanese Minor  S 
 Philosophy Minor  S 
 Physics Minor  
 Spanish Minor  S 
 Teacher Education  S 
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Criterion 1 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty qualifications, 
and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of varying types of evidence for contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor and use of technology placed these 
programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed 
in this quartile.  

Compelling evidence of a contemporary curriculum included: 

 Verifiable evidence of recently revised curriculum that incorporates contemporary issues or contemporary societal issues shown in coursework descriptions; 

 Verifiable evidence of strong community relationships tied to the curriculum; 

 Detailed evidence of how the discipline (by its very nature) is contemporary. Evidence of a project-based curriculum. 

Typical compelling evidence of curricular rigor included: 

 National Accreditation; 

 Evidence of higher-than-average student performance on national examinations; 

 Internship or capstone requirements; 

 Substantial writing requirements. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for at least two of the areas (contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor or use of technology) 
placed these programs in the second strongest quartile. In some cases, program's whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas 
were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A Report that lacked verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum OR curricular rigor placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's performance in the areas contemporary curriculum, curricular 
rigor, faculty qualifications, or use of technology. Lack of verifiable and compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum and curricular rigor placed these 
programs in the weakest quartile. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 2 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor  
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor  
 Business Administration Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning)

  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning)  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning)  
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management  
 Creative Writing Minor  
 Criminal Justice Minor  
 Dance Minor  
 Engineering Minor  
 Forensic Investigation Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Human Resources Management   
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor  
 Labor Studies Minor  
 Marketing Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Military Studies Minor  
 Musical Theatre Minor  
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs 

Minor  
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 Theatre Arts Minor  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Anthropology Minor  
 Art Education Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Chinese Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 English Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 German Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 History Minor  
 Integrated Math Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Music Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 African Studies Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Child Development Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  S 
 Geology Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  S 

 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  S 
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Economics Minor  
 French Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  S 
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics  
 Japanese Minor  S 
 Psychology Minor  S 
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  
 Teacher Education  
 TESOL Minor  
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Criterion 2 Clearly developed learning outcomes: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. In some cases reports that showed multiple examples of curricular change as a result of 
department-level, program-level and/or learning outcome assessment practices were also placed in this quartile.  

Programs in this strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program. Clearly stated justifications for reasons why outcomes are the same for multiple 
programs in the department were accepted; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use; 

 Evidence that the program has made curricular adjustments using the results of assessment efforts; 

Typical compelling evidence of direct and indirect program-level strategies included: 

 Analysis of senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship and fieldwork supervisor surveys; 

 Evaluation and analysis of student work samplings beyond the course (multiple raters); 

 Evaluation and analysis of portfolios of student work (multiple raters); 

 Analysis of student performance on standardized national exams; 

 Analysis of student performance on departmentally standardized pre and post exams. 

Typical compelling evidence that demonstrated the monitoring of learning outcomes: 

 Questions on senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship supervisor that directly aligned with the program's learning outcomes;  

 The use of common rubrics and/or student portfolios across several classes; 

 Questions on standardized national exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes; 

 Questions on pre and post exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. However, the reports provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the 
analysis of assessment efforts. In addition, indication of the measurement of at least one learning outcome and indication of plans for using multiple assessments 
strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes placed these programs in the second strongest quartile.  

Programs in this second strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 
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 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use. 

In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of plans for using multiple assessments strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes. 
Generally, these reports indicated that programs were still in the developmental stage with regard to assessment efforts and provided little-to-no evidence of curricular 
decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to 
programs placed in the top two quartiles. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile showed attributes in multiple areas of the following: 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve program-level assessment strategies or provided no clear 
indication of program-level assessment strategies; 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve of strategies for monitoring their learning outcomes or 
provided no clear indication of learning outcome assessment beyond a course-level approach; 

 Provided no clear indication of plans to use multiple measures for monitoring learning outcomes; 

 Provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 3 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 Anthropology Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Chinese Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 English Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 French Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Music Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 Teacher Education  

 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor  
 Child Development Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 German Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 History Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 

Minor  S 
 Art Education Minor  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  S 
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  S 
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Economics Minor  S 
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Italian Minor  
 Japanese Minor  S 
 Journalism Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Psychology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  S 
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  S 
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Criterion 3 Advising program and graduation success: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included multiple proactive advising measures as well 
as evidence of post degree success specific to minors. In addition, the use of advising handbooks, websites, and/or roadmaps that provide information specific to minors 
placed these programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas were 
also placed in this quartile.  

Typical evidence provided for proactive advising measures included: 

 A very detailed sequential program roadmap and/or advising handbook section specific to minors; 

 Evidence of clear advising roles and responsibilities for minors; 

 Evidence of technology use such as SacCT, SacVault, listserves, to aid in advising efforts. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for post degree success included: 

 Specific cases of individual success in the field; 

 Post-degree employment data drawn from alumni surveys; 

 Examples of employment. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile also demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan along with mandatory advising sessions 
beyond Orientation. In some cases, program whose reports demonstrated considerable significant evidence of post degree success were also placed in this quartile. In 
some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for weaker evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

Programs were placed in this quartile for a variety of reasons: 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile due to the absence of a full description of a formal advising plan;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for general assertions used as evidence;  

In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile did not submit a report or did not provide any evidence for this criterion. 

 

. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 4 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Anthropology Minor  
 Art Education Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Child Development Minor  
 Chinese Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 French Minor  
 German Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Japanese Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Music Minor  S 
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Spanish Minor  
 Teacher Education  

 Asian American Studies Minor  S 
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  S 
 Chemistry Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 English Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 History Minor  S 
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Sociology Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  S 
 TESOL Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  S 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Ethnic Studies Minor  S 
 Humanities Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Journalism Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  S 
 Physics Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  S 
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Criterion 4 Strength of teaching performance: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Expectations and philosophies for teaching quality were thoroughly articulated in an identified department or program document, e.g., self-study/program review, RTP 
policy. The teaching statement, while aspirational in nature, also detailed specific expectations for faculty teaching performance as it related to teaching quality and the 
University mission. The statements are clearly contextualized to the aims of the program’s discipline. Programs rated in the top quartile assess teaching performance 
frequently and use multiple measures.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Departmental RTP policies hold teaching to be a high percentage of the total evaluation;  

 Teaching performance is evaluated in every course every semester, regardless of the faculty member’s rank or Full-time/Part-time status; 

 Summaries of student ratings are fully reported and are in the mid-4 range and higher; 

 Multiple assessment measures are based on a variety of strategies, especially including mandated classroom observations by peers or committees; 

 Procedures for attending to and ameliorating problematic teaching performance are set forth in departmental documents, such as faculty handbooks or RTP 
policy. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile included teaching statements and information about multiple assessment measures, but failed to convey a full picture of the 
program’s expectations and assessment strategies regarding instruction. Responses in this quartile also tended to be general and not specifically tailored to the program’s 
discipline nor as clearly tied to teaching quality or the University mission as programs in the top quartile. Reports receiving this quartile assignment stated that course 
evaluations and other assessment measures are conducted regularly. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but 
were comparatively less strong than those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 Program statements regarding teaching quality were represented in the criterion response by brief quotes from departmental documents or policies; 

 Course evaluation data were reported but were not as strong as those provided by programs in the top quartile; 

 Additionally, course syllabi and other course materials were described; however, these reports were less likely to include mandatory classroom observations; 

 Systematic attention to problems with teaching performance were described in the criterion response but were not reflected in departmental documents or 
policies. 

2 Score 

Programs placed in this quartile tended to provide only minimal, vague or general statements regarding teaching quality, assessment of teaching and/or addressing 
problems with teaching performance. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to 
those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 
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 Teaching statements were brief and not tied to departmental documents or policies; 

 Assessment of teaching performance complied with, but did not exceed, University RTP policy;  

 Multiple measures were not described as mandatory or were infrequently collected;  

 Assessment of teaching performance was primarily descriptive and without compelling evidence to support claims made in the narrative;  

 Plans for assessing teaching performance were described but not yet implemented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Multiple areas of the following reasons: 

 Program statements regarding teaching quality are absent from the criterion response or are very minimally represented;  

 Assessment of teaching performance is very minimally addressed, largely descriptive in nature and not supported by evidence; 

 Little or no mention of departmental RTP policies regarding teaching are provided;  

 Multiple teaching measures are not consistently collected or are described only vaguely;  

 Procedures for addressing problems with teaching performance are lacking, or programs claim that no such problems occur.  

Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to those programs. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 5 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Art Studio Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs 

Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor 

 Biological Sciences Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Economics Education 
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security 
 Certificate: Family Life Education 
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development 
 Chemistry Minor 
 Chinese Minor 
 Computer Science Minor 
 Economics Minor 
 English Minor 
 Film Studies Minor 
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor 
 German Minor 
 Hellenic Studies Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor 
 Philosophy Minor 
 Religious Studies Minor 
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education 
 Teacher Education 

 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Asian Studies Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Government Minor  
 History Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Integrated Math Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Music Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Psychology Minor  S 
 Russian Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Art Education Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  S 
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Child Development Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 French Minor  S 
 Gerontology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics  
 Japanese Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  S 
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Criterion 5 Program history and development status: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated a clear and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of program – 
including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly 
developed future plans. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects were placed in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports 
demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized history of the program included: 

 The year of the program’s commencement; 

 A narrative description of why there was an original need for the program; 

 A narrative description of changes in the program over the course of its history; 

 A narrative description of the distinctions between this program and the department’s other programs. 

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized size of the program included: 

 Enrollment trends over the past few years; 

 A statement of whether the program is young, developing, or mature; 

 A narrative description of why the program is its size, including factors impacting trends over time. 

 Typical compelling evidence of adapting to changes and needs included: 

 Specific examples of changes in the program; 

 A narrative of the context of changes (e.g. changes in the discipline, societal expectations related to the field, budgetary or enrollment changes impacting 
changes). 

Typical compelling evidence of clearly developed future plans included: 

 A narrative description of clear future plans for the program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clarity and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of 
program – including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described 
clearly developed future plans. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for history and purpose of the program; size of program – including enrollment trends and 
whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly developed future plans placed the 
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program in this quartile. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In 
other cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no narrative related to the program’s history and purpose, size, adaptation to change, or future plans. Other 
programs in this quartile presented no examples in those areas or presented unclear or contradictory information. Programs that addressed the undergraduate program 
rather than the graduate program were placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 6 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art Education Minor  
 Art History Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor  
 Business Administration Minor  
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning)

  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning)  
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning)  
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management  
 Creative Writing Minor  
 Criminal Justice Minor  
 Dance Minor  
 Engineering Minor  
 Forensic Investigation Minor  
 Human Resources Management Minor

  
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor  
 Labor Studies Minor  
 Marketing Minor  
 Military Studies Minor  
 Musical Theatre Minor  
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor

  
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor

  
 Theatre Arts Minor  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  S 

 Astronomy Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Chemistry Minor  
 English Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 French Minor  
 History Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  
 Teacher Education  

 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  S 
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Counseling Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  S 
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  S 
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Italian Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Music Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 TESOL Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  S 
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  S 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Child Development Minor  
 Chinese Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 German Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  S 
 Japanese Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  S 
 Psychology Minor  S 
 Spanish Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  
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Criterion 6 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Reports of programs in this top quartile thoroughly summarized how their program fulfilled multiple specific aspects of the University’s mission. Evidence and details 
were provided to justify the program’s centrality to the University’s mission. These programs made a strong case regarding their impact, uniqueness and distinctiveness 
within the campus and within the region.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Quotes from departmental mission statements showing evidence of alignment with the University mission 

 Program serves a vital regional function by supplying specialized and skilled graduates greatly needed in the local labor force 

 Program has a strong social justice component that clearly serves a broad societal function 

 Program represents a cutting edge discipline that advances artistic, social, scientific and/or technological progress within the region 

3 Score 

Programs in this next strongest quartile were slightly less thorough in showing their alignment with the University’s mission or they embodied a more limited range of 
the mission. These reports demonstrated centrality or uniqueness within the campus or region, but did not have strengths in multiple areas of the criterion that apply 
both on and off campus. 

2 Score 

Programs assigned to this quartile most often provided general, vague or limited statements regarding the University’s mission statement. Descriptions of program 
centrality, justification and uniqueness were not as compelling as programs in the higher quartiles. Claims of centrality and uniqueness may have been strongly made but 
were not backed by program specifics. In many cases, the tangible impact of the program was not clear. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Reports of programs assigned to the bottom quartile were quite sparse and vague in addressing the University mission statement and failed to provide program specifics as 
evidence. The specific impact of the program on the region or society was not clearly made or was evaluated as weaker than programs in the higher quartiles. Programs 
that gave no response to this criterion were also placed in the bottom quartile. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 7 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art Education Minor 
 Art History Minor 
 Art Studio Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs 

Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor 
 Teacher Education 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 English Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 German Minor  
 History Minor  S 
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Mathematics Minor  
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor

  
 Music Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Statistics Minor  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Astronomy Minor  
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chinese Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  S 
 Film Studies Minor  
 French Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  S 
 Humanities Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Asian American Studies Minor  S 
 Asian Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  S 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  S 
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  S 
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Child Development Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Japanese Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  S 
 Psychology Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  S 
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  
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Criterion 7 External demand for the program: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile thoroughly and completely addressed multiple aspects of external demand for the programs, including multiple substantial 
community engagement activities, multiple examples of demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation 
success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects of external demand were placed in the 
strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of community engagement included: 

 A description of activities that connect students with the off-campus community as part of their program; 

 A detailed description of the program’s substantial, long-term relationships with community partners. 

Typical compelling evidence of demand for faculty expertise or program resources included: 

 A listing of faculty involvement in community organizations or boards; 

 A listing of faculty interviews given to the press; 

 A listing or description of the program’s resources, such as space or equipment, that are typically used by community organizations. 

Typical compelling evidence of student demand through enrollment included: 

 A table or chart illustrating enrollment trends over several years. 

 Typical compelling evidence of student post-graduation success included: 

 A listing of companies or organizations that hired program graduates, including numbers of grads hired per company; 

 A listing of students who have gone on to grad school, with specific grad schools named; 

 Statistics on employers’ need for graduates of this program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's community engagement activities, demand for 
faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. 
Programs placed in this second strongest quartile often had less substantial community engagement programs or fewer examples of demand for faculty expertise or 
program resources or student post-graduation success. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above 
areas were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for community engagement, demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student 
enrollment data, or student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
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programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no descriptions of the program’s performance in community engagement activities, demand for faculty 
expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. In some 
cases, examples given by programs placed in this quartile were not related to external demand for program. Programs with no response to this criterion or no report 
submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 8 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security 
 Certificate: Family Life Education 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Chinese Minor 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 English Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Hellenic Studies Minor 
 History Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Music Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs 

Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance 

Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 Art Education Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  S 
 Asian Studies Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 French Minor  
 German Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  
 Teacher Education  

 African Studies Minor  
 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer 

Forensics  
 Italian Minor  
 Japanese Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Child Development Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  S 
 Spanish Minor  S 
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Criterion 8 Program size, scope: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile presented clear evidence of a steady or growing number of minors/certificates awarded.  The size of the program was contextualized with 
respect to national, state or system programs.  The breadth of course offerings was explained and contextualized with faculty expertise. Evidence of the FTES generated 
by the program was clearly displayed and explained.  Clear evidence of internal demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented with 
contextual explanation.  Evidence included FTE demand, annual demand for services provided by faculty and students, and anticipated future demands. 

 Verifiable evidence of number of students served in program; 

 Verifiable evidence of number of other programs served; 

 Class size contextualized; 

 Verifiable evidence of service from program; 

 Faculty expertise contextualized.  

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented evidence of a steady or growing demand.  Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was presented.  Evidence of internal 
demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented.  Evidence included FTE demand for courses and increased variety of majors pursuing 
the program. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented departmental data and lacked program specific data.  Programs in this quartile serve relatively few students and had little 
contextualization of the size except to assert the program is growing or will be in demand.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Some 
evidence of internal demand for courses was presented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence regarding program size.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Assertion of internal 
demand for courses was made. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 9 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security 
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis 
 Certificate: Family Life Education 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Film Studies Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Hellenic Studies Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Music Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 African Studies Minor 
 Asian American Studies Minor 
 Asian Studies Minor 
 Certificate: Economics Education 
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web 
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning 
 Chinese Minor 
 Counseling Minor 
 English Minor 
 Government Minor 
 Italian Minor 
 Japanese Minor 
 Physics Minor 
 Russian Minor 
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education 
 Teacher Education 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Art Education Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Astronomy Minor  
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Child Development Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  S 
 French Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 German Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Philosophy Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  S 

 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  S 
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 History Minor  S 
 Humanities Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Psychology Minor  S 
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Sociology Minor  S 
 Spanish Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
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Criterion 9 Internal, non-major demand for the program: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Program reports in the top quartile demonstrated very strong demand for the program through service courses and GE courses. These programs had multiple GE and 
service courses and reported substantial FTES resulting from the demand. In most cases, service courses served several departments and not just different programs 
within the same department. Research resources developed by the program or department were utilized by other programs and departments. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 50% or more of program FTES was generated by GE and/or service courses; 

 Multiple GE courses producing large FTES; 

 Service courses utilized by 10 or more departments or programs representing various disciplines; 

 Extensive research equipment and laboratories were used by outside programs. 

3 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated moderately strong internal demand for the program through some service and GE courses. These programs had several 
GE and service courses and reported moderate amounts of FTES resulting from the demand. Service courses served a few other programs within the department or in 
other departments. Moderate research resources were utilized by other programs and departments. 

2 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated some internal demand for the program through a few service and/or GE courses that generated small amounts of FTES. In 
many cases, FTES was not reported. Often, programs had either a few service or GE courses, but rarely both. Programs assigned this quartile rarely reported internal 
demand for their program’s research resources. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Program reports in this quartile provided no response to the criterion or described little to no internal demand for the program’s resources. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 10 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art History Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 California Studies Minor 
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security 
 Certificate: Family Life Education 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Digital Media Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 English Minor 
 Film Studies Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Art Education Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  S 
 Certificate: Pan African Studies S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Chinese Minor  
 Communication Studies Minor  
 German Minor  
 Italian Minor  S 
 Japanese Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor S 
 Philosophy Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Ethnic Studies Minor  S 
 French Minor  S 
 Gerontology Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 History Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Music Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  S 

 Astronomy Minor  
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Economics Education  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Child Development Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Counseling Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Mathematics Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Recreation Administration Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  
 Teacher Education  
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Criterion 10 Quality of program and resource utilization: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence that its faculty are actively engaged professionally in both scholarly or creative 
activities and in service to the university and community. Scholarship was broadly defined to include both traditional scholarship and research definitions as well as the 
scholarship of teaching.  Programs ranked in this quartile additionally presented evidence of collaborative activities and or sharing of resources with other programs or 
with appropriate community programs. Programs in this quartile often presented evidence regarding how it proactively facilitated existing university student access to 
the program as well as through external recruitment activities.  Programs in the top quartile showed significant evidence of faculty and program activity in most if not all 
of these areas. 

Typical evidence of faculty scholarship / creative activities included: 

 Publication citations with faculty authors; 

 Professional presentation citations from faculty; 

 Creative productions, performances, or exhibits; 

 Other unique formats of scholarship or creative activity dissemination of faculty work; 

 Grant submissions for support of scholarship and creative activities; 

 Faculty university, professional, and community awards for scholarship, teaching, and creative activities. 

 

Typical evidence of faculty service activities included: 

 Summaries of faculty committee and other types of university service activities; 

 Summaries of faculty community service activities as related to the program or university mission; 

 Descriptions of faculty awards of public recognition of university and or community service activities; 

Typical evidence of resource sharing included: 

 Descriptions of how a program’s unique resources (examples: equipment, space, collections, faculty expertise) were effectively shared to benefit other 
programs or the community. 

 Typical evidence of a program’s efforts to facilitate student access to the program included: 

 A description of internal and external recruitment efforts; 

 A description of community based programs that educate current and potential students and the community to opportunities available through the program; 

 A description of faculty activities that encourage student access to the program’s resources and opportunities; 

 A description of student club or professional affiliate activities associated with the program; 

 A description of resources provided by to program that foster student success within the program and post-graduation. 
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3 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile showed significant evidence of faculty activity in scholarship/creative activities and service activities either within the 
university or within the community. Typically less evidence was provided for these activities compared to programs ranking in the top quartile.  Similarly, a reduced level 
of resource sharing and programs to facilitate student access were provided compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile provided minimal evidence or unverifiable evidence (incomplete detail) in the evaluated areas compared to the top two 
quartiles.  At times programs ranked in this quartile provided evidence for a smaller percentage of its faculty compared to the top two quartiles. In some cases, 
programs were placed in this quartile because reports provided evidence for only one of the evaluated areas within this criterion ( as an example: evidence of some 
service activities, but little scholarly or creative activity).  

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs placed in this quartile were characterized by the absence of a response or responded minimally to the criterion. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 11 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art Education Minor 
 Art History Minor 
 Art Studio Minor 
 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  

Minor 
 Business Administration Minor 
 Certificate: Economics Education 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Dance Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Musical Theatre Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Recreation Administration Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Teacher Education 
 Theatre Arts Minor 

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Asian Studies Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate: Family Life Education  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Chinese Minor  
 English Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 French Minor  
 German Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 Russian Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 Asian American Studies Minor  S 
 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation  
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor S 
 Communication Studies Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 Digital Media Minor  
 Economics Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 History Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Music Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Philosophy Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Spanish Minor  
 TESOL Minor  

 African Studies Minor  S 
 Anthropology Minor  S 
 Astronomy Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Chemistry Minor  
 Child Development Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  S 
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor  
 Geography Minor  
 Geology Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Integrated Math Minor  S 
 Japanese Minor  
 Mathematics Minor  
 Physics Minor  
 Sociology Minor  
 Statistics Minor  
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Criterion 11 Revenue and other resources generated by programs: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile clearly presented comprehensive budgetary information including enrollment based funds, evidence of funds developed by a significant portion 
of the program faculty from external sources including grants, contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services.  Context was 
provided including evidence of sustained potential for external revenue.   

Program reports showed: 

 A high level of faculty grants, contracts, donation activity in sizable amounts generated by multiple faculty; 

 A high level of revenue from other services/sources; 

 A high level of evidence of revenue generating relationships with outside institutions. 

3 Score  

Programs in this quartile presented information including enrollment based funds, moderate levels of funds developed by faculty from external sources including grants, 
contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented information on enrollment based funding and had little or no additional external funding. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence on funding. 
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Undergraduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 12 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Business Admin. for CONMNONEBS  
Minor 

 Business Administration Minor 
 Certificate: Family Life Education 
 Certificate: Geography (Pre-Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Metropolitan Planning) 
 Certificate: Geography Pre-Planning 

(Resource Planning) 
 Certificate: Issues in Natural Resource 

Management 
 Certificate: Scientific Instrument 

Development 
 Creative Writing Minor 
 Criminal Justice Minor 
 Engineering Minor 
 Forensic Investigation Minor 
 Human Resources Management Minor 
 Knowledge Management Technology 

Minor 
 Labor Studies Minor 
 Marketing Minor 
 Middle East & Islamic Studies Minor 
 Military Studies Minor 
 Real Estate and Land Use Affairs Minor 
 Risk Management and Insurance Minor 
 Teacher Education 

 African Studies Minor  
 Art Education Minor  
 Art History Minor  
 Art Studio Minor  
 Asian American Studies Minor  
 Asian Studies Minor  
 California Studies Minor  
 Certificate:  Info. Assurance and 

Security  
 Certificate: Behavior Analysis  
 Certificate: Managing Info. on the 

World Wide Web  
 Certificate: Personal Trainer/Strength 

and Conditioning  
 Chicana/o Latina/o Studies Minor  
 Child Development Minor  
 Counseling Minor  
 English Minor  
 Ethnic Studies Minor  
 Gerontology Minor  
 Info. Security and Computer Forensics

  
 Kinesiology (Coaching)  
 Music Minor  
 Native American Studies Minor  
 Peace & Conflict Resolution Minor  
 Supplementary Authorization in 

Physical Education  

 American Sign Language/Deaf Studies 
Minor  

 Biological Sciences Minor  
 Certificate: (TESOL)  
 Certificate: Pan African Studies  
 Chinese Minor  
 Computer Science Minor  
 Dance Minor  
 Environmental Studies Minor  
 Film Studies Minor  
 French Minor  
 German Minor  
 Government Minor  
 Hellenic Studies Minor  
 Humanities Minor  
 Italian Minor  
 Journalism Minor  
 Musical Theatre Minor  
 Psychology Minor  
 Religious Studies Minor  
 TESOL Minor  
 Theatre Arts Minor  
 Women's Studies Minor  

 Anthropology Minor S 
 Astronomy Minor S 
 Certificate: Economics Education S 
 Certificate: Scientific Computing and 

Simulation S 
 Chemistry Minor S 
 Communication Studies Minor S 
 Digital Media Minor  
 Economics Minor S 
 Geographic Information Systems 

Minor S 
 Geography Minor S 
 Geology Minor S 
 History Minor S 
 Integrated Math Minor S 
 Japanese Minor S 
 Mathematics Minor S 
 Philosophy Minor S 
 Physics Minor S 
 Recreation Administration Minor S 
 Russian Minor S 
 Sociology Minor S 
 Spanish Minor S 
 Statistics Minor S 
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Criterion 12 Costs and other expenses of program: Undergraduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile typically demonstrate clear and compelling evidence of having low costs, and/or a highly efficient use of WTUs in delivering the 
program’s curriculum. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for significant reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery and operating expenses contributed to the 
placement of these programs in the strongest quartile. Programs that did not demonstrate all these characteristics were included in this quartile if they were especially 
strong in the remaining characteristics. Program reports also showed a large degree of overlap of courses between the program and others in the same department. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrate some evidence of low costs, efficient use of WTUs, and evidence for some reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery 
and operating expenses.  Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble top quartile programs if the other characteristics were weaker. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated no evidence of low costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had little evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 3 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated evidence of high costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had no evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 2 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 
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Final Criteria Quartile Placements for the Graduate Degree Program Grouping 

Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 1 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Behavioral Sci (Gender Eq) MA  
 Bio Sci (Molec&Cell Biology)MS  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ Leadership: MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Recreation Administration MS  
 Sociology MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Biological Sci. (EEC) MS  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory and Research) MA  
 Education (School Psych.) MA PPS  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng. MS  S 
 English (TESL) MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Performance)  
 School Psychology (Educ. Spec) ED  
 Spanish MA  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS   

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Art Studio (MA)  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Economics MA  S 
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 Government MA  
 History MA  S 
 Kinesiology (Exercise Science)  
 Kinesiology (Sport Performance  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Mathematics MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 Social Work MSW  
 Special Education MA   

 Biological Sci. (Stem Cell) MA  
 Business (Finance) MBA  S 
 Business Admin. (MBA)  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.)MS S 
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Psychology MA  
 Speech Path & Audi (Spch. Path)  

Criterion 1 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty qualifications, 
and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of varying types of evidence for contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor and use of technology placed these 
programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed 
in this quartile.  

Compelling evidence of a contemporary curriculum included: 

 Verifiable evidence of recently revised curriculum that incorporates contemporary issues or contemporary societal issues shown in coursework descriptions; 

 Verifiable evidence of rotating special topic courses; 

 Detailed evidence of how the discipline (by its very nature) is contemporary. Evidence of a project-based curriculum; 

 Internship or field experience requirements; 

Typical compelling evidence of curricular rigor included: 
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 Formal application processes that include multiple components; 

 External accreditation; 

 Evidence of higher-than-average student performance on national examinations; 

 Internship, field experience, and/or one-to-one faculty-student ratio teaching experiences; 

 Comprehensive exam, thesis or oral defense requirements; 

 Multiple research methodology coursework requirements. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for at least two of the areas (contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor or use of technology) 
placed these programs in the second strongest quartile. In some cases, program's whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas 
were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum OR curricular rigor placed the program in this quartile. In some 
cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed 
in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's performance in the areas contemporary curriculum, curricular 
rigor, faculty qualifications, or use of technology. Lack of verifiable and compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum and curricular rigor placed these 
programs in the weakest quartile. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 2 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Government MA  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 Recreation Administration MS  

 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Economics MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 Higher Education Leadership MA S 
 History MA  
 Sociology MA  
 Spanish MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA S 
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Business (Finance) MBA  S 
 Business Admin. (MBA)  S 
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  S 
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  S 
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS S 
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  S 

 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Composition) MA  S 
 English (TESL) MA  
 Mathematics MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  S 
 Psychology MA  S 
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Social Work MSW  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  

Criterion 2 Clearly developed learning outcomes: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. In addition, these reports showed multiple examples of curricular change as a result of program-
level and/or learning outcome assessment practices. 

Programs in this strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program. Clearly stated justifications for reasons why outcomes are the same for multiple 
programs in the department were accepted; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use; 

 Evidence that the program has made curricular adjustments using the results of assessment efforts; 

Typical compelling evidence of direct and indirect program-level strategies included: 

 Analysis of graduating student exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship and fieldwork supervisor surveys; 
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 Evaluation and analysis of student work samplings beyond the course (multiple raters); 

 Evaluation and analysis of portfolios of student work (multiple raters); 

Typical compelling evidence that demonstrated the monitoring of learning outcomes: 

 Questions on exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship supervisor that directly aligned with the program's learning outcomes;  

 The use of common rubrics and/or student portfolios across several classes; 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. However, the reports provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the 
analysis of assessment efforts. In addition, indication of the measurement of at least one learning outcome and indication of plans for using multiple assessments 
strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes placed these programs in the second strongest quartile.  

Programs in this second strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use. 

In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of plans for using multiple assessments strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes. 
Generally, these reports indicated that programs were still in the developmental stage with regard to assessment efforts and provided little-to-no evidence of curricular 
decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to 
programs placed in the top two quartiles. 

 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile showed attributes in multiple areas of the following: 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve program-level assessment strategies or provided no clear 
indication of program-level assessment strategies; 

 Provided evidence that indicate recently completed (or in-process) efforts to develop and/or improve of strategies for monitoring their learning outcomes or 
provided no clear indication of learning outcome assessment beyond a course-level approach; 

 Provided no clear indication of plans to use multiple measures for monitoring learning outcomes; 

 Provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 3 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Government MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Spanish MA  

 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Science MS  
 Counseling (Career) MS  S 
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  S 
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Mathematics MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Social Work MSW  S 
 Special Education MA  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  S 
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  S 
 Computer Engineering MS  S 
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 History MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Recreation Administration MS  

 Anthropology (MA)  S 
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  S 
 Business (Finance) MBA  S 
 Business Admin. (MBA)  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Economics MA  S 
 English (TESL) MA  
 Physical Therapy MPT  S 
 Psychology MA  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  S 
 Sociology MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

Criterion 3 Advising program and graduation success: Graduate Degree  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included multiple proactive advising measures as well 
as evidence of post degree success specific to graduate students. In addition, the use of advising handbooks, websites, and/or roadmaps that provide information specific 
to graduate degrees placed these programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of 
the above areas were also placed in this quartile. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for proactive advising measures included: 

 A very detailed sequential program roadmap and/or graduate advising handbook. 

 Evidence of multiple advising "contact" points; 

 Evidence of technology use such as SacCT, SacVault, listserves, etc. to aid in advising efforts. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for post degree success included: 

 Specific cases of individual success in the field; 
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 Post-degree employment data drawn from alumni surveys; 

 Examples of employment. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile also demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included at least one proactive 
advising measure in place. In some cases, program whose reports demonstrated considerable significant evidence of post degree success were also placed in this quartile. 
In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for weaker evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

Programs were placed in this quartile for a variety of reasons: 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile due to the absence of a full description of a formal advising plan;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for general assertions used as evidence;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, or use of technology. Lack of verifiable and compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum and curriculum rigor placed these programs in the 
weakest quartile. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 4 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Social Work MSW  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Art Studio (MA)  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Economics MA  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Spanish MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 English (Composition) MA  S 
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Sociology MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Civil Engineering MS  S 
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Government MA  
 History MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Mathematics MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Physical Therapy MPT  S 
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Psychology MA  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 Recreation Administration MS  

Criterion 4 Strength of teaching performance: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Expectations and philosophies for teaching quality were thoroughly articulated in an identified department or program document, e.g., self-study/program review, RTP 
policy. The teaching statement, while aspirational in nature, also detailed specific expectations for faculty teaching performance as it related to teaching quality and the 
University mission. The statements are clearly contextualized to the aims of the program’s discipline. Programs rated in the top quartile assess teaching performance 
frequently and use multiple measures.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Departmental RTP policies hold teaching to be a high percentage of the total evaluation;  

 Teaching performance is evaluated in every course every semester, regardless of the faculty member’s rank or Full-time/Part-time status; 

 Summaries of student ratings are fully reported and are in the mid-4 range and higher;  

 Multiple assessment measures are based on a variety of strategies, especially including mandated classroom observations by peers or committees; 

 Procedures for attending to and ameliorating problematic teaching performance are set forth in departmental documents, such as faculty handbooks or RTP 
policy. 
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3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile included teaching statements and information about multiple assessment measures, but failed to convey a full picture of the 
program’s expectations and assessment strategies regarding instruction. Responses in this quartile also tended to be general and not specifically tailored to the program’s 
discipline nor as clearly tied to teaching quality and the University mission as programs in the top quartile. Reports receiving this quartile assignment stated that course 
evaluations and other assessment measures are conducted regularly. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but 
were comparatively less strong than those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

• Program statements regarding teaching quality were represented in the criterion response by brief quotes from departmental documents or policies; 

• Course evaluation data were reported but were not as strong as those provided by programs in the top quartile; 

• Additionally, course syllabi and other course materials were described; however, these reports were less likely to include mandatory classroom observations; 

• Systematic attention to problems with teaching performance were described in the criterion response but were not reflected in departmental documents or 
policies. 

2 Score 

Programs placed in this quartile tended to provide only minimal, vague or general statements regarding teaching quality, assessment of teaching and/or addressing 
problems with teaching performance. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to 
those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 Teaching statements were brief and not tied to departmental documents or policies; 

 Assessment of teaching performance complied with, but did not exceed, University RTP policy;  

 Multiple measures were not described as mandatory or were infrequently collected;  

 Assessment of teaching performance was primarily descriptive and without compelling evidence to support claims made in the narrative;  

 Plans for assessing teaching performance were described but not yet implemented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Multiple areas of the following reasons: 

 Program statements regarding teaching quality are absent from the criterion response or are very minimally represented;  

 Assessment of teaching performance is very minimally addressed, largely descriptive in nature and not supported by evidence;   

 Little or no mention of departmental RTP policies regarding teaching are provided;  

 Multiple teaching measures are not consistently collected or are described only vaguely;  

 Procedures for addressing problems with teaching performance are lacking, or programs claim that no such problems occur.  

Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to those programs. 



 

Page | 104  

 

 

Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 5 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Music (Performance)  

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS  
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Special Education MA  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  S 
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  S 
 Biological Sciences MS  S 
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Psychology MA  
 Recreation Administration MS  
 Sociology MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Economics MA  S 
 Educ. Leadership: MA  S 
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  S 
 English (TESL) MA  
 Government MA  
 History MA  S 
 Mathematics MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Nursing with RN License MS  S 
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  S 
 Social Work MSW  S 
 Spanish MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path) S 

Criterion 5 Program history and development status: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated a clear and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of program – 
including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly 
developed future plans. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects were placed in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports 
demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized history of the program included: 

 The year of the program’s commencement; 

 A narrative description of why there was an original need for the program; 

 A narrative description of changes in the program over the course of its history; 

 A narrative description of the distinctions between this program and the department’s other programs. 

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized size of the program included: 

 Enrollment trends over the past few years; 
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 A statement of whether the program is young, developing, or mature; 

 A narrative description of why the program is its size, including factors impacting trends over time. 

 Typical compelling evidence of adapting to changes and needs included: 

 Specific examples of changes in the program; 

 A narrative of the context of changes (e.g. changes in the discipline, societal expectations related to the field, budgetary or enrollment changes impacting 
changes). 

Typical compelling evidence of clearly developed future plans included: 

A narrative description of clear future plans for the program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clarity and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of 
program – including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described 
clearly developed future plans. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for history and purpose of the program; size of program – including enrollment trends and 
whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly developed future plans placed the 
program in this quartile. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In 
other cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no narrative related to the program’s history and purpose, size, adaptation to change, or future plans. Other 
programs in this quartile presented no examples in those areas or presented unclear or contradictory information. Programs that addressed the undergraduate program 
rather than the graduate program were placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 6 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Art Studio (MA)  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS  
 Computer Science MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 History MA  S 
 Mechanical Engineering MS  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Performance)  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Sociology MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  S 
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  S 
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  S 
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Economics MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Physical Therapy MPT  

 Biological Sciences MA  S 
 Biological Sciences MS  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Government MA  S 
 Mathematics MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  S 
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  S 
 Psychology MA  S 
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  S 
 Recreation Administration MS  
 Social Work MSW  
 Spanish MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

Criterion 6 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Reports of programs in this top quartile thoroughly summarized how their program fulfilled multiple specific aspects of the University’s mission. Evidence and details 
were provided to justify the program’s centrality to the University’s mission. These programs made a strong case regarding their impact, uniqueness and distinctiveness 
within the campus and within the region.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Quotes from departmental mission statements showing evidence of alignment with the University mission 

 Program serves a vital regional function by supplying specialized and skilled graduates greatly needed in the local labor force 

 Program has a strong social justice component that clearly serves a broad societal function 

 Program represents a cutting edge discipline that advances artistic, social, scientific and/or technological progress within the region 

3 Score 

Programs in this next strongest quartile were slightly less thorough in showing their alignment with the University’s mission or they embodied a more limited range of 
the mission. These reports demonstrated centrality or uniqueness within the campus or region, but did not have strengths in multiple areas of the criterion that apply 
both on and off campus. 
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2 Score 

Programs assigned to this quartile most often provided general, vague or limited statements regarding the University’s mission statement. Descriptions of program 
centrality, justification and uniqueness were not as compelling as programs in the higher quartiles. Claims of centrality and uniqueness may have been strongly made but 
were not backed by program specifics. In many cases, the tangible impact of the program was not clear. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Reports of programs assigned to the bottom quartile were quite sparse and vague in addressing the University mission statement and failed to provide program specifics as 
evidence. The specific impact of the program on the region or society was not clearly made or was evaluated as weaker than programs in the higher quartiles. Programs 
that gave no response to this criterion were also placed in the bottom quartile. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 7 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Art Studio (MA)  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  S 
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  S 
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  
 Recreation Administration MS  
 Special Education MA  

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA S 
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Business (Finance) MBA  S 
 Business Admin. (MBA)  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  S 
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Government MA  
 History MA  S 
 Mathematics MA  
 Social Work MSW  

 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Civil Engineering MS  S 
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Economics MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  S 
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  S 
 Psychology MA  S 
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  S 
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Sociology MA  
 Spanish MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  

Criterion 7 External demand for the program: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile thoroughly and completely addressed multiple aspects of external demand for the programs, including multiple substantial 
community engagement activities, multiple examples of demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation 
success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects of external demand were placed in the 
strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of community engagement included: 

 A description of activities that connect students with the off-campus community as part of their program; 

 A detailed description of the program’s substantial, long-term relationships with community partners. 

Typical compelling evidence of demand for faculty expertise or program resources included: 

 A listing of faculty involvement in community organizations or boards; 

 A listing of faculty interviews given to the press; 

 A listing or description of the program’s resources, such as space or equipment, that are typically used by community organizations. 

Typical compelling evidence of student demand through enrollment included: 
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 A table or chart illustrating enrollment trends over several years. 

 Typical compelling evidence of student post-graduation success included: 

 A listing of companies or organizations that hired program graduates, including numbers of grads hired per company; 

 A listing of students who have gone on to grad school, with specific grad schools named; 

 Statistics on employers’ need for graduates of this program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's community engagement activities, demand for 
faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. 
Programs placed in this second strongest quartile often had less substantial community engagement programs or fewer examples of demand for faculty expertise or 
program resources or student post-graduation success. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above 
areas were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for community engagement, demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student 
enrollment data, or student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of program in this quartile provided limited or no descriptions of the program’s performance in community engagement activities, demand for faculty 
expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. In some 
cases, examples given by programs placed in this quartile were not related to external demand for program. Programs with no response to this criterion or no report 
submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 8 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Recreation Administration MS  
 Sociology MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Music (Performance)  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Economics MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Government MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Mathematics MA  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Psychology MA  
 Social Work MSW  

 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS  
 Computer Science MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 English (TESL) MA  
 History MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Spanish MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

Criterion 8 Program size, scope: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile presented clear evidence of a steady or growing number of degrees.  The size of the program was contextualized with respect to national, state 
or system programs.  The breadth of course offerings was explained and contextualized with faculty expertise. Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was 
clearly displayed and explained.  Clear evidence of internal demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented with contextual explanation.  
Evidence included FTE demand for GE and service courses, annual demand for services provided by faculty and students, and anticipated future demands. 

 Verifiable evidence of number of students served in major; 

 Verifiable evidence of number of students served in service & GE courses; 

 Class size contextualized; 

 Verifiable evidence of service from program; 

 Faculty expertise contextualized. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented evidence of a steady or growing demand.  Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was presented.  Evidence of internal 
demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented.  Evidence included FTE demand for GE and service courses. 
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2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented departmental data and lacked program specific data.  Programs in this quartile serve relatively few students and had little 
contextualization of the size except to assert the program is growing or will be in demand.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Some 
evidence of internal demand for courses was presented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence regarding program size.  FTES generated by service and GE courses sustain the program.  Assertion of internal 
demand for courses was made. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 9 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Computer Science MS  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Art Studio (MA)  
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Government MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Mathematics MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  
 Music (Performance)  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Psychology MA  
 Social Work MSW  
 

 Biological Sciences MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 History MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Recreation Administration MS  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Spanish MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Economics MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 Sociology MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  

Criterion 9 Internal, non-major demand for the program: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Program reports in the top quartile demonstrated very strong internal demand for the program through service courses and GE courses. These programs had multiple 
GE and service courses and reported substantial FTES resulting from the demand. In most cases, service courses served several departments and not just different 
programs within the same department. Research resources developed by the program or department were utilized by other programs and departments 

Typical evidence examples: 

 50% or more of program FTES was generated by GE and/or service courses; 

 Multiple GE courses producing large FTES; 

 Service courses utilized by 10 or more departments or programs representing various disciplines; 

 Extensive research equipment and laboratories were used by outside programs. 

3 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated moderately strong internal demand for the program through some service and GE courses. These programs had several 
GE and service courses and reported moderate amounts of FTES resulting from the demand. Service courses served a few other programs within the department or in 
other departments. Moderate research resources were utilized by other programs and departments. 
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2 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated some internal demand for the program through a few service and/or GE courses that generated small amounts of FTES. In 
many cases, FTES was not reported. Often, programs had either a few service or GE courses, but rarely both. Programs assigned this quartile rarely reported internal 
demand for their program’s research resources. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Program reports in this quartile provided no response to the criterion or described little to no internal demand for the program’s resources. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 10 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Anthropology (MA)  
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  
 

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  S 
 Communication Studies MA  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  S 
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Spanish MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path) S 
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  S 
 Civil Engineering MS  S 
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 Government MA  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Mathematics MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Sociology MA  

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  
 Chemistry MS  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Economics MA  S 
 History MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Psychology MA  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  S 
 Recreation Administration MS  S 
 Social Work MSW  

Criterion 10 Quality of program and resource utilization: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence that its faculty are actively engaged professionally in both scholarly or creative 
activities and in service to the university and community. Scholarship was broadly defined to include both traditional scholarship and research definitions as well as the 
scholarship of teaching.  Programs ranked in this quartile additionally presented evidence of collaborative activities and or sharing of resources with other programs or 
with appropriate community programs. Programs in this quartile often presented evidence regarding how it proactively facilitated existing university student access to 
the program as well as through external recruitment activities.  Programs in the top quartile showed significant evidence of faculty and program activity in most if not all 
of these areas. 

Typical evidence of faculty scholarship / creative activities included: 

 Publication citations with faculty authors; 

 Professional presentation citations from faculty; 

 Creative productions, performances, or exhibits; 

 Other unique formats of scholarship or creative activity dissemination of faculty work; 

 Grant submissions for support of scholarship and creative activities; 

 Faculty university, professional, and community awards for scholarship, teaching, and creative activities. 
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Typical evidence of faculty service activities included: 

 Summaries of faculty committee and other types of university service activities; 

 Summaries of faculty community service activities as related to the program or university mission; 

 Descriptions of faculty awards of public recognition of university and or community service activities; 

Typical evidence of resource sharing included: 

 Descriptions of how a program’s unique resources (examples: equipment, space, collections, faculty expertise) were effectively shared to benefit other 
programs or the community. 

 Typical evidence of a program’s efforts to facilitate student access to the program included: 

 A description of internal and external recruitment efforts; 

 A description of community based programs that educate current and potential students and the community to opportunities available through the program; 

 A description of faculty activities that encourage student access to the program’s resources and opportunities; 

 A description of student club or professional affiliate activities associated with the program; 

 A description of resources provided by to program that foster student success within the program and post-graduation. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile showed significant evidence of faculty activity in scholarship/creative activities and service activities either within the 
university or within the community. Typically less evidence was provided for these activities compared to programs ranking in the top quartile.  Similarly, a reduced level 
of resource sharing and programs to facilitate student access were provided compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile provided minimal evidence or unverifiable evidence (incomplete detail) in the evaluated areas compared to the top two 
quartiles.  At times programs ranked in this quartile provided evidence for a smaller percentage of its faculty compared to the top two quartiles. In some cases, 
programs were placed in this quartile because reports provided evidence for only one of the evaluated areas within this criterion ( as an example: evidence of some 
service activities, but little scholarly or creative activity).  

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs placed in this quartile were characterized by the absence of a response or responded minimally to the criterion. 
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Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 11 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (Literature) MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Special Education MA  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Art Studio (MA)  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  S 
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 English (Composition) MA  
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Performance)  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Spanish MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  S 
 Computer Engineering MS  S 
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS S 
 Criminal Justice MS  
 Economics MA  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  S 
 Government MA  
 History MA  
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  
 Mathematics MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  

 Anthropology (MA)  S 
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  S 
 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  S 
 Biological Sciences MS  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Civil Engineering MS  S 
 Computer Science MS  S 
 Mechanical Engineering MS  S 
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  
 Psychology MA  
 Recreation Administration MS  S 
 Social Work MSW  
 Sociology MA  

Criterion 11 Revenue and other resources generated by programs: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile clearly presented comprehensive budgetary information including enrollment based funds, evidence of funds developed by a significant portion 
of the program faculty from external sources including grants, contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services.  Context was 
provided including evidence of sustained potential for external revenue.   

Program reports showed: 

 A high level of faculty grants, contracts, donation activity in sizable amounts generated by multiple faculty; 

 A high level of significant revenue from other services/sources; 

 A high level of evidence of revenue generating relationships with outside institutions. 

3 Score  

Programs in this quartile presented information including enrollment based funds, moderate levels of funds developed by faculty from external sources including grants, 
contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented information on enrollment based funding and had little additional external funding. 
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1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence on funding. 

 

Graduate Degree Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 12 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Behavioral Sci. (Gender Eq.) MA  
 Communication Studies MA  
 Counseling (Career) MS  
 Counseling (School)  MS  
 Counseling: Marriage/Family MS  
 Curriculum & Instruct MA  
 Educ. (School Psych) MA  
 Educational Technology MA  
 Higher Education Leadership MA  
 Language & Literacy MA  
 Multicultural Education MA  
 Physical Therapy MPT  
 School Psych. (Educ Spec)  
 Urban Land Dev (MS)  

 Art Studio (MA)  
 Biological Sci (Marine Sci) MS  
 CHDV (Applied Settings) MA  
 CHDV (Theory/Research) MA  
 Educ. Leadership: MA  
 Music (Composition)  
 Music (Conducting)  
 Music (Education)  
 Music (History & Literature)  
 Music (Performance)  
 Nursing with RN License MS  
 Public Policy & Admin MPPA  
 Social Work MSW  S 
 Special Education MA  
 Speech Path & Audi. (Spch. Path)  
 Voc. Rehab. Counseling MS  

 Biological Sci (Stem Cell) MA  
 Biological Sciences MA  
 Biological Sciences MS  
 Business (Finance) MBA  
 Business Admin. (MBA)  
 Civil Engineering MS  
 Computer Engineering MS  
 Computer Sci. (Software Eng.) MS  
 Computer Science MS  
 Electrical & Electronic Eng MS  
 English (Composition) MA  
 English (Creative Writing) MA  
 English (TESL) MA  
 Mathematics MA  
 Mechanical Engineering MS  
 Sociology MA  

 Anthropology (MA)  S 
 Bio Sci (Mol. & Cell Biol.)MS  S 
 Biological Sci (EEC)MS  S 
 Chemistry (Biochemistry) MS  S 
 Chemistry MS  S 
 Criminal Justice MS  S 
 Economics MA  S 
 English (Literature) MA  S 
 Government MA  S 
 History MA  S 
 Kinesiology Exercise Science  S 
 Kinesiology Sport Performance  S 
 Psych (Industrial & Org Psyc.)  S 
 Psychology MA  S 
 Recreation Administration MS  S 
 Spanish MA  S 

Criterion 12 Costs and other expenses of program: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile typically demonstrate clear and compelling evidence of having low costs, and/or a highly efficient use of WTUs in delivering the 
program’s curriculum. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for significant reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery and operating expenses contributed to the 
placement of these programs in the strongest quartile. Programs that did not demonstrate all these characteristics were included in this quartile if they were especially 
strong in the remaining characteristics.  Typical compelling evidence provided for low cost; for efficient use of WTU’s; and for reductions in the cost of curriculum 
delivery included: 

 A high FTES/WTU ratio; 

 A large degree of overlap of courses between the program and others in the same department; 

 Use of larger class sizes for program courses when reports indicated pedagogical feasibility; 

 Efficiency in course scheduling; 
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 Reduced program O/E; 

 Supervisory units as faculty overload. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrate some evidence of low costs, efficient use of WTUs, and evidence for some reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery 
and operating expenses.  Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble top quartile programs if the other characteristics were weaker. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated no evidence of low costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had little evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 3 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated evidence of high costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had no evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 2 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 
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Final Criteria Quartile Placements for the Graduate Other Program Grouping 
 

Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 1 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Computer Engineering (Cert)  
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert)

  
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred  
 Gerontology Certificate  S 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert  
 PPS Credential Social Work  
 Software Engineering (Cert)  
 Systems Software (Cert)  

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential  
 Computer Architecture (Cert)  
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert)  
 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred  
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG  
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred  
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred  
 Performer's Certificate (Cert)  S 
 School Psychology Credential  
 Teaching Composition  
 TESOL (Cert)  

 Collaborative Governance(Cert)  
 Intelligent Systems (Cert)  S 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm  
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred  
 Single Subject Credential Pgm  

Criterion 1 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery: Graduate Other  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty qualifications, 
and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of varying types of evidence for contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor and use of technology placed these 
programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed 
in this quartile.  

Compelling evidence of a contemporary curriculum included: 

 Verifiable evidence of recently revised curriculum that incorporates contemporary issues or contemporary societal issues shown in coursework descriptions; 

 Detailed evidence of how the discipline (by its very nature) is contemporary; 

 Internship or field experience requirements; 

Typical compelling evidence of curricular rigor included: 

 External accreditation; 
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 Evidence of higher-than-average student performance on national examinations; 

 Internship, field experience, and/or one-to-one faculty-student ratio teaching experiences; 

 Comprehensive exam, thesis or oral defense requirements; 

 Multiple research methodology coursework requirements. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, and use of technology. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for at least two of the areas (contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor or use of technology) 
placed these programs in the second strongest quartile. In some cases, program's whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in one of the above areas 
were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for contemporary curriculum OR curricular rigor placed the program in this quartile. In some 
cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed 
in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 

Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 2 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert)  
 Computer Engineering (Cert)  
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert)

  
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert)  
 Intelligent Systems (Cert)  
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert  
 Performer's Certificate (Cert)  
 Systems Software (Cert)  
 TESOL (Cert)  

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred  
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred S 
 Gerontology Certificate  
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG  
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred  
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred  
 Software Engineering (Cert)  

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential  
 Computer Architecture (Cert)  
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm  
 PPS Credential Social Work  
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred  
 School Psychology Credential  
 Single Subject Credential Pgm  
 Teaching Composition  
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Criterion 2 Clearly developed learning outcomes: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. In some cases reports that showed multiple examples of curricular change as a result of 
department-level, program-level and/or learning outcome assessment practices were also placed in this quartile. 

Programs in this strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 

 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program. Clearly stated justifications for reasons why outcomes are the same for multiple 
programs in the department were accepted; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use; 

 Evidence that the program has made curricular adjustments using the results of assessment efforts; 

Typical compelling evidence of direct and indirect program-level strategies included: 

 Analysis of senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship and fieldwork supervisor surveys; 

 Evaluation and analysis of student work samplings beyond the course (multiple raters); 

 Evaluation and analysis of portfolios of student work (multiple raters); 

 Analysis of student performance on standardized national exams; 

 Analysis of student performance on departmentally standardized pre and post exams. 

Typical compelling evidence that demonstrated the monitoring of learning outcomes: 

 Questions on senior exit surveys, alumni surveys and/or internship supervisor that directly aligned with the program's learning outcomes;  

 The use of common rubrics and/or student portfolios across several classes; 

 Questions on standardized national exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes; 

 Questions on pre and post exams with alignment to the program's learning outcomes. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of a current assessment plan with clear learning outcomes, assessment strategies, and processes by which 
collected data informs curricular decisions at the programmatic level. However, the reports provided little-to-no evidence of curricular decisions resulting from the 
analysis of assessment efforts. In addition, indication of the measurement of at least one learning outcome and indication of plans for using multiple assessments 
strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes placed these programs in the second strongest quartile.  

Programs in this second strongest quartile also presented compelling evidence in multiple areas of the following: 
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 Clearly stated learning outcomes (not goals) that are specific to the program; 

 Evidence of the program's learning outcomes alignment to the University’s Baccalaureate Learning Goals; 

 Evidence of multiple assessments strategies (that include both direct and indirect instruments) in place and in use for program-level assessment; 

 Evidence of multiple assessment strategies for monitoring learning outcomes across several classes in place and in use. 

In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile provided evidence of plans for using multiple assessments strategies of monitoring learning outcomes across several classes. 
Generally, these reports indicated that programs were still in the developmental stage with regard to assessment efforts and provided little-to-no evidence of curricular 
decisions resulting from the analysis of assessment efforts. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for providing less compelling evidence when compared to 
programs placed in the top two quartiles. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 

 

Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 3 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Gerontology Certificate S 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert  
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm  
 Performer's Certificate (Cert)  
 School Psychology Credential  
 Single Subject Credential Pgm  

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential  
 Computer Architecture (Cert)  
 Computer Engineering (Cert)  
 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred S 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred  
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG  
 Intelligent Systems (Cert)  
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred  
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred  
 Software Engineering (Cert)  
 Systems Software (Cert)  
 Teaching Composition  
 TESOL (Cert)  

 Collaborative Governance(Cert)  
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert)

  
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert)  
 PPS Credential Social Work  
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred S 
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Criterion 3 Advising program and graduation success: Graduate Other  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included multiple proactive advising measures as well 
as evidence of post degree success specific to graduate students. In addition, the use of advising handbooks, websites, and/or other measures that provide information 
specific to graduate degrees placed these programs in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in 
one of the above areas were also placed in this quartile. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for proactive advising measures included: 

 A very detailed sequential program roadmap and/or graduate advising handbook. 

 Evidence of multiple advising "contact" points; 

 Evidence of technology use such as SacCT, SacVault, listserves, etc. to aid in advising efforts. 

Typical compelling evidence provided for post degree success included: 

 Specific cases of individual success in the field; 

 Post-degree employment data drawn from alumni surveys; 

 Examples of employment. 

3 Score 

The reports of program in this quartile also demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of a formal advising plan that included at least one proactive 
advising measure in place. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable significant evidence of post degree success were also placed in this 
quartile. In some cases programs were placed in this second strongest quartile for weaker evidence when compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

Programs were placed in this quartile for a variety of reasons: 

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile due to the absence of a full description of a formal advising plan;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for general assertions used as evidence;  

 In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile provided limited or no evidence in two or more areas of the program's contemporary curriculum, curricular rigor, faculty 
qualifications, or use of technology. Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 4 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 School Psychology Credential 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Teaching Composition 
 TESOL (Cert) 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 

Criterion 4 Strength of teaching performance: Graduate Other  

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Expectations and philosophies for teaching quality were thoroughly articulated in an identified department or program document, e.g., self-study/program review, RTP 
policy. The teaching statement, while aspirational in nature, also detailed specific expectations for faculty teaching performance as it related to teaching quality and the 
University mission. The statements are clearly contextualized to the aims of the program’s discipline. Programs rated in the top quartile assess teaching performance 
frequently and use multiple measures.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Departmental RTP policies hold teaching to be a high percentage of the total evaluation;  

 Teaching performance is evaluated in every course every semester, regardless of the faculty member’s rank or Full-time/Part-time status; 

 Summaries of student ratings are fully reported and are in the mid-4 range and higher;  

 Multiple assessment measures are based on a variety of strategies, especially including mandated classroom observations by peers or committees; 

 Procedures for attending to and ameliorating problematic teaching performance are set forth in departmental documents, such as faculty handbooks or RTP 
policy. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile included teaching statements and information about multiple assessment measures, but failed to convey a full picture of the 
program’s expectations and assessment strategies regarding instruction. Responses in this quartile also tended to be general and not specifically tailored to the program’s 
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discipline nor as clearly tied to teaching quality and the University mission as programs in the top quartile. Reports receiving this quartile assignment stated that course 
evaluations and other assessment measures are conducted regularly. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but 
were comparatively less strong than those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

• Program statements regarding teaching quality were represented in the criterion response by brief quotes from departmental documents or policies; 

• Course evaluation data were reported but were not as strong as those provided by programs in the top quartile; 

• Additionally, course syllabi and other course materials were described; however, these reports were less likely to include mandatory classroom observations; 

• Systematic attention to problems with teaching performance were described in the criterion response but were not reflected in departmental documents or 
policies. 

2 Score 

Programs placed in this quartile tended to provide only minimal, vague or general statements regarding teaching quality, assessment of teaching and/or addressing 
problems with teaching performance. Some programs in this quartile possess some qualities of programs in the next highest quartile, but compared less favorably to 
those programs. 

Typical evidence examples: 

 Teaching statements were brief and not tied to departmental documents or policies; 

 Assessment of teaching performance complied with, but did not exceed, University RTP policy;  

 Multiple measures were not described as mandatory or were infrequently collected;  

 Assessment of teaching performance was primarily descriptive and without compelling evidence to support claims made in the narrative;  

 Plans for assessing teaching performance were described but not yet implemented. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 5 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 
 Teaching Composition 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 School Psychology Credential 
 TESOL (Cert) 

Criterion 5 Program history and development status: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated a clear and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of program – 
including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly 
developed future plans. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects were placed in the strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports 
demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized history of the program included: 

 The year of the program’s commencement; 

 A narrative description of why there was an original need for the program; 

 A narrative description of changes in the program over the course of its history; 

 A narrative description of the distinctions between this program and the department’s other programs. 

Typical compelling evidence of clear and contextualized size of the program included: 

 Enrollment trends over the past few years; 

 A statement of whether the program is young, developing, or mature; 

 A narrative description of why the program is its size, including factors impacting trends over time. 
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 Typical compelling evidence of adapting to changes and needs included: 

 Specific examples of changes in the program; 

 A narrative of the context of changes (e.g. changes in the discipline, societal expectations related to the field, budgetary or enrollment changes impacting 
changes). 

Typical compelling evidence of clearly developed future plans included: 

A narrative description of clear future plans for the program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clarity and contextualized narrative of the following: history and purpose of the program; size of 
program – including enrollment trends and whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described 
clearly developed future plans. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for history and purpose of the program; size of program – including enrollment trends and 
whether the program is young, developing, or mature; provided examples of adapting to changes or needs; and described clearly developed future plans placed the 
program in this quartile. In some cases programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In 
other cases programs were placed in this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 6 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 
 Teaching Composition 

 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 School Psychology Credential 
 TESOL (Cert) 

Criterion 6 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission: Graduate Degree 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Reports of programs in this top quartile thoroughly summarized how their program fulfilled multiple specific aspects of the University’s mission. Evidence and details 
were provided to justify the program’s centrality to the University’s mission. These programs made a strong case regarding their impact, uniqueness and distinctiveness 
within the campus and within the region.  

Typical evidence examples: 

 Quotes from departmental mission statements showing evidence of alignment with the University mission 

 Program serves a vital regional function by supplying specialized and skilled graduates greatly needed in the local labor force 

 Program has a strong social justice component that clearly serves a broad societal function 

 Program represents a cutting edge discipline that advances artistic, social, scientific and/or technological progress within the region 

3 Score 

Programs in this next strongest quartile were slightly less thorough in showing their alignment with the University’s mission or they embodied a more limited range of 
the mission. These reports demonstrated centrality or uniqueness within the campus or region, but did not have strengths in multiple areas of the criterion that apply 
both on and off campus. 



 

Page | 129  

 

2 Score 

Programs assigned to this quartile most often provided general, vague or limited statements regarding the University’s mission statement. Descriptions of program 
centrality, justification and uniqueness were not as compelling as programs in the higher quartiles. Claims of centrality and uniqueness may have been strongly made but 
were not backed by program specifics. In many cases, the tangible impact of the program was not clear. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Reports of programs assigned to the bottom quartile were quite sparse and vague in addressing the University mission statement and failed to provide program specifics as 
evidence. The specific impact of the program on the region or society was not clearly made or was evaluated as weaker than programs in the higher quartiles. Programs 
that gave no response to this criterion were also placed in the bottom quartile. 

Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 7 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 
 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 Systems Software (Cert) 
  

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 School Psychology Credential 
 Teaching Composition 
 TESOL (Cert) 

Criterion 7 External demand for the program: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile thoroughly and completely addressed multiple aspects of external demand for the programs, including multiple substantial 
community engagement activities, multiple examples of demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation 
success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. Programs that gave specific examples of these aspects of external demand were placed in the 
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strongest quartile. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in some, but not all, of the above areas were also placed in 
this quartile.  

Typical compelling evidence of community engagement included: 

 A description of activities that connect students with the off-campus community as part of their program; 

 A detailed description of the program’s substantial, long-term relationships with community partners. 

Typical compelling evidence of demand for faculty expertise or program resources included: 

 A listing of faculty involvement in community organizations or boards; 

 A listing of faculty interviews given to the press; 

 A listing or description of the program’s resources, such as space or equipment, that are typically used by community organizations. 

Typical compelling evidence of student demand through enrollment included: 

 A table or chart illustrating enrollment trends over several years. 

 Typical compelling evidence of student post-graduation success included: 

 A listing of companies or organizations that hired program graduates, including numbers of grads hired per company; 

 A listing of students who have gone on to grad school, with specific grad schools named; 

 Statistics on employers’ need for graduates of this program. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated some level of clear and compelling evidence of the program's community engagement activities, demand for 
faculty expertise or program resources, student enrollment data, and student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program. 
Programs placed in this second strongest quartile often had less substantial community engagement programs or fewer examples of demand for faculty expertise or 
program resources or student post-graduation success. In some cases, programs whose reports demonstrated considerable compelling evidence in two of the above 
areas were also placed in this quartile. 

2 Score 

A report that lacked of verifiable and/or compelling examples of evidence for community engagement, demand for faculty expertise or program resources, student 
enrollment data, or student post-graduation success or demonstrated employer need for graduates of this program placed the program in this quartile. In some cases 
programs were placed in this quartile for reports that contained only general assertions used as evidence for the above areas. In other cases programs were placed in 
this quartile for weaker evidence when compared to other programs. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 8 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 TESOL (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 School Psychology Credential 
 Systems Software (Cert) 
 Teaching Composition 

 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 

Criterion 8 Program size, scope: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile presented clear evidence of awarding a steady or growing number of certificates/credentials. The breadth of course offerings was explained and 
contextualized with faculty expertise. Clear evidence of internal demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented with contextual 
explanation. Verifiable evidence of number of students served in the program. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented evidence of a steady or growing demand.  Evidence of the FTES generated by the program was presented.  Evidence of internal 
demand for courses and other services provided by the program was presented. Some evidence of internal demand for courses was presented. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented departmental data and lacked program specific data.  Programs in this quartile serve relatively few students and had little 
contextualization of the size. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 9 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 School Psychology Credential 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Teaching Composition 
 TESOL (Cert) 

Criterion 9 Internal, non-major demand for the program: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Program reports in the top quartile demonstrated some level of internal demand for the program through service courses and GE courses. Research resources 
developed by the program or department were utilized by other programs and departments. 

3 Score 

Program reports in this quartile demonstrated that there were service courses that served a few other programs within the department or in other departments. 
Moderate research resources were utilized by other programs and departments. 

2 Score 

Programs assigned this quartile rarely reported internal demand outside of home department. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 10 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential  
 Computer Architecture (Cert)  
 Computer Engineering (Cert)  
 Computer Networks &  

Comm (Cert)  S 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert)  
 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred  
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred  
 Gerontology Certificate  
 Intelligent Systems (Cert)  S 
 School Psychology Credential  
 Software Engineering (Cert)  
 Systems Software (Cert)  

 Collaborative Governance(Cert)  
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG   S 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred  
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred  
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm  
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred  
 Single Subject Credential Pgm  
 Teaching Composition  
 TESOL (Cert)  

Criterion 10 Quality of program and resource utilization: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of programs in this quartile demonstrated clear and compelling evidence that its faculty are actively engaged professionally in both scholarly or creative 
activities and in service to the university and community. Scholarship was broadly defined to include both traditional scholarship and research definitions as well as the 
scholarship of teaching.  Programs ranked in this quartile additionally presented evidence of collaborative activities and or sharing of resources with other programs or 
with appropriate community programs. Programs in this quartile often presented evidence regarding how it proactively facilitated existing university student access to 
the program as well as through external recruitment activities.  Programs in the top quartile showed significant evidence of faculty and program activity in most if not all 
of these areas. 

Typical evidence of faculty scholarship / creative activities included: 

 Publication citations with faculty authors; 

 Professional presentation citations from faculty; 

 Creative productions, performances, or exhibits; 

 Other unique formats of scholarship or creative activity dissemination of faculty work; 

 Grant submissions for support of scholarship and creative activities; 

 Faculty university, professional, and community awards for scholarship, teaching, and creative activities. 
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Typical evidence of faculty service activities included: 

 Summaries of faculty committee and other types of university service activities; 

 Summaries of faculty community service activities as related to the program or university mission; 

 Descriptions of faculty awards of public recognition of university and or community service activities; 

 Typical evidence of resource sharing included: 

 Descriptions of how a program’s unique resources (examples: equipment, space, collections, faculty expertise) were effectively shared to benefit other 
programs or the community. 

 Typical evidence of a program’s efforts to facilitate student access to the program included: 

 A description of internal and external recruitment efforts; 

 A description of community based programs that educate current and potential students and the community to opportunities available through the program; 

 A description of faculty activities that encourage student access to the program’s resources and opportunities; 

 A description of student club or professional affiliate activities associated with the program; 

 A description of resources provided by to program that foster student success within the program and post-graduation. 

3 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile showed significant evidence of faculty activity in scholarship/creative activities and service activities either within the 
university or within the community. Typically less evidence was provided for these activities compared to programs ranking in the top quartile.  Similarly, a reduced level 
of resource sharing and programs to facilitate student access were provided compared to programs placed in the top quartile. 

2 Score 

The reports of programs ranked in this quartile provided minimal evidence or unverifiable evidence (incomplete detail) in the evaluated areas compared to the top two 
quartiles.  At times programs ranked in this quartile provided evidence for a smaller percentage of its faculty compared to the top two quartiles. In some cases, 
programs were placed in this quartile because reports provided evidence for only one of the evaluated areas within this criterion ( as an example: evidence of some 
service activities, but little scholarly or creative activity).  

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs with no evidence for this criterion or no report submission were also placed in this quartile. 
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Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 11 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 School Psychology Credential 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 TESOL (Cert) 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert)  
 Computer Architecture (Cert)  
 Computer Engineering (Cert)  
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert)

 S 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG S 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert)  
 Performer's Certificate (Cert)  
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred  
 Teaching Composition  

Criterion 11 Revenue and other resources generated by programs: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

Programs in this quartile clearly presented comprehensive budgetary information including enrollment based funds, evidence of funds developed by a significant portion 
of the program faculty from external sources including grants, contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services.  Context was 
provided including evidence of sustained potential for external revenue.   

Program reports showed: 

 A high level of faculty grants, contracts, donation activity in sizable amounts generated by multiple faculty;  

 A high level of revenue from other services/sources; 

 A high level of evidence of revenue generating relationships with outside institutions. 

3 Score  

Programs in this quartile presented information including enrollment based funds, moderate levels of funds developed by faculty from external sources including grants, 
contracts, in-kind donations, development efforts, and revenue from other sources/services. 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile presented information on enrollment based funding and had little or no additional external funding. 
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1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile presented little or no evidence on funding. 

 

Graduate Other Program Grouping: Final Quartile Placements for Criterion 12 

Bottom Quartile   Top Quartile 

 Adapted Phys Educ Credential 
 Engineering Hydraulics (Cert) 
 Foundation Engineering (Cert) 
 Geo-Environmental (Cert) 
 Ground Modification (Cert) 
 Mathematics Education (Cert) 
 Paraprofessional Couns (Cert) 
 Read & Lang Arts Spec Cred 
 School Nurse Credential 
 Structural Engineering (Cert) 
 Transportation Planning (Cert) 
 Transportation/Traffic (Cert) 
 Treatment Systems (Cert) 
 Water Quality (Cert) 
 Water Resources Plan (Cert) 

 Collaborative Governance(Cert) 
 Performer's Certificate (Cert) 
 PPS Credential Social Work 
 Prelim Speech Lang Path Cred 

 Computer Architecture (Cert) 
 Computer Engineering (Cert) 
 Computer Networks&Comm(Cert) 
 Data Mgmt Systems (Cert) 
 Educ Leader Admin Svcs Cred 
 InfoAssurance&Security(CERT)NG 
 Intelligent Systems (Cert) 
 Mixd-Signal CircuitDesign Cert 
 School Psychology Credential 
 Software Engineering (Cert) 
 Systems Software (Cert) 
 TESOL (Cert) 

 Early Childhd Spec Ed Cred 
 Gerontology Certificate 
 Mild/Moderate Educ Spec Cred 
 Mod/Severe Educ Spec Cred 
 Mult Subject Credential Pgm 
 Single Subject Credential Pgm 
 Teaching Composition 

 

 

Criterion 12 Costs and other expenses of program: Graduate Other 

4 Score: Top Quartile (Strongest) 

The reports of program in this quartile typically demonstrate clear and compelling evidence of having low costs, and/or a highly efficient use of WTUs in delivering the 
program’s curriculum. In addition, multiple examples of evidence for significant reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery and operating expenses contributed to the 
placement of these programs in the strongest quartile. Programs that did not demonstrate all these characteristics were included in this quartile if they were especially 
strong in the remaining characteristics. Program reports also showed a large degree of overlap of courses between the program and others in the same department. 

3 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrate some evidence of low costs, efficient use of WTUs, and evidence for some reductions in the cost of curriculum delivery 
and operating expenses.  Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble top quartile programs if the other characteristics were weaker. 



 

Page | 137  

 

2 Score 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated no evidence of low costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had little evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 3 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 

1 Score: Bottom Quartile (Weakest) 

Programs in this quartile typically demonstrated evidence of high costs, did not indicate efficient use of WTUs, and had no evidence for reductions in the cost of 
curriculum delivery and operating expenses. Programs were included in this quartile even if some characteristics resemble quartile 2 programs if the other characteristics 
were weaker. 

 

 

 



 

 

Appendices 



 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Policy Development and Revision Timeline 

Early Fall 2009: Provost requests Faculty Senate to come up with additional criteria for academic priorities 
because original policy is vague.  These must work with in current university policy 

October 2009: Faculty Senate Committee of the Whole discusses Academic Budget Priorities 

February 2010: Faculty Senate approves the creation of a task force to review the old policy on instructional 
priorities and resource allocation, and make recommendations, as appropriate, for revision. 

Task Force Members: 

 Senate Chair Designee: Chris Taylor (Physics and Astronomy) 
 Vice Provost: Mike Lee 
 Academic Policies Committee designee: Candace Gregory-Abbott (History) 
 Curriculum Policies Committee designee: David Lang (Economics) 
 Faculty Policies Committee designee: Sylvester Bowie (Social Work) 
 General Education/Graduation Requirements Policies Committee designee: Edith LeFebvre 

(Communication Studies) 
 Graduate Studies Policies Committee: Kath Pinch (Recreation, Parks and Tourism 

Administration) 
 Department Chairs Representative: Ernie Hills (Music) 
 Academic Affairs Budget Advisory Committee Representative: Will Vizzard (Criminal Justice) 
 Library Faculty Council: Rosaline Van Auker 
 Student Representative: Logan Taxdal 

March 2010: Task force begins meeting on March 10, and meets weekly thereafter. 

April 2010: On April 19 task force produces an outline for a draft of policy to replace the current policy. 
Outline is presented to university and feedback is solicited for two weeks, including website with comment 
features and two town-halls. 

Task force is charged to deliver report to Provost and Faculty Senate by April 30. 

May 2010: Academic Values Statement is adopted by Faculty Senate to inform, as appropriate, future 
discussions of the draft policy statement. 

March 17, 2011: University Policy on Instructional Priorities and Resource Allocation receives first reading at 
the Faculty Senate 

May 5, 2011: University Policy on Instructional Priorities and Resource Allocation is adopted by the Faculty 
Senate 

July 2011: Faculty Senate receives President Gonzales memorandum responding to FS 10-71 “Policy on 
Instructional Program Priorities: Academic Planning, Resource Allocation and Enrollment Management, 
Amendment of”. 

September 29, 2011: Amendment Regarding the Selection Process and Membership of the Committee 
Charged with Making Recommendations for the Academic Planning, Resource Allocation and Enrollment 
Management Ranking in Accordance with the Criteria Specified in the Policy is adopted by the Faculty Senate. 

December 14, 2011: Provost Sheley convenes committee.  



 

 

Appendix B: Histogram of Academic Priorities Survey and Subsequent Academic Values 
Statement 

 

 Histogram of Academic Priorities Survey 

 

 

  

1) Support for courses and programs that directly
support and lead to the baccalaureate or masters
degree in liberal arts, sciences, applied and
professional fields

mean—9.48; median—10
n=44

2) Support for applied and professional programs,
including credentialing in Education

mean—8.52; median—9
n=44
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3) Maintaining current enrollment split between
undergraduate and graduate degree programs

mean—6.05; median—6
n=43

4) Support for existing range of emphases,
concentrations, and major electives within programs

mean—6.50; median—6
n=42
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5) Support for facilities, equipment, and resources
for adequate program function

mean—8.23; median—8
n=44

6) Support for programs determined to be of quality
(whatever criteria are used to define quality)

mean—8.54; median—9
n=39
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7) Support for programs unique to our campus
and/or location

mean—7.19; median—8
n=43

8) Supporting the ability of currently enrolled
students to graduate in a timely fashion

mean—9.00; median—10
n=44
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9) Supporting the ability of currently enrolled
students to graduate if the programs in which they
are enrolled are discontinued or suspended

mean—8.48; median—9
n=44

10) Ensuring that students will be admitted to the
university only if there are sufficient resources to
allow them to graduate

mean—8.45; median—9
n=42
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11) Supporting the ability of students to pursue a
liberal arts education

mean—7.98; median—9
n=44

12) Preventing further increases in faculty teaching
load

mean—8.41; median—9.5
n=44
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19) Support for “true” elective courses

mean—6.30; median—6
n=40

20a) Comparing degree programs considering
quality of programs

mean—8.40; median—9
n=43
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20b) Comparing degree programs considering
ensuring a variety of programs consistent with a
regional comprehensive university

mean—7.72; median—8
n=43

20c) Comparing degree programs considering
whether a program serves a unique function

mean—7.20; median—8
n=41
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20d) Conparing degree programs considering
whether a program responds to the unique
characteristics of our location

mean—6.86; median—7
n=43

20e) Comparing degree programs considering
whether a program provides a specific entry
qualification for a field/profession.

mean—5.81; median—5
n=43
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13) Maintaining expectations of, and supporting,
faculty research

mean—7.41; median—8
n=44

14) Maintaining expectations of, and supporting,
faculty university service

mean—6.84; median—7
n=43
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15) Maintaining expectations of, and supporting,
faculty community service

mean—5.86; median—5
n=44

16) Support for student remediation

mean—6.21; median—5
n=43
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17) Support for minors that do not specifically
support another major

mean—4.63; median—5
n=43

18) Support for certificate programs

mean—5.81; median—5
n=43
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Academic Values Statement adopted May 2010 by Faculty Senate 

In times of budgetary difficulty, allocations of resources must be made in such a way as to preserve the core of 
the University, so that in better fiscal situations new resources can be allocated in ways that best serve the 
mission of the University. These recommendations were synthesized from the Faculty Senate’s survey of 
values conducted December 2009, and are intended as short term recommendations for budget allocations 
within Academic Affairs. A task force will revisit the 1991 budget policy document in order to further codify 
budget priorities within Academic Affairs. 

Service to Students: 

The ability of the University to provide a high quality education to current and future students must not be 
compromised by reallocation of resources.  

With regard to Service to Students, we place high value on: 

 Students graduating in a timely fashion. 

 Promoting access, equity, and diversity in the student body 

Therefore, during times of budgetary difficulty, we support decisions where: 

1.     Regardless of major, priority is given to providing sufficient course offerings for currently 
enrolled  students; 

2.     Regardless of major, priority is given to providing sufficient seats in courses that satisfy University 
graduation requirements for currently enrolled  students; 

3.     Regardless of major, priority is given to courses that are required for graduation; 

4.     Priority is given to managing enrollment so that the FTES is commensurate with the resources available 
to supporting student learning; 

5.   Priority is given to, and emphasis placed on, maintaining the current levels of diversity; 

Resources to Faculty: 

The responsibility of providing instruction to students lies with the faculty. The ability of the faculty to provide 
high quality instruction must not be compromised by reallocation of resources. 

With regard to support for the Faculty, we place high value on: 

 Faculty scholarly and creative activity and the ability of faculty to interact with each of their students in a 
meaningful way. 

Therefore, during times of budgetary difficulty, we support decisions where: 

1. Priority is given to maintaining the current workload of faculty members; 

2. And priority is given to preserving support for the basic levels of faculty scholarly and creative activity, as 
this benefits students directly (through student projects) and indirectly (maintaining faculty currency in 
their fields). 

The University Experience: 

Programs, services and experiences that preserve the University experience are essential. With regard to the 
University Experience, we place high value on: 



 

 

 Baccalaureate and masters degrees and 4-year applied and professional programs. 

 A liberal arts education and a strong, effective G.E. Program. 

 A diversity of course offerings commensurate with our status as a regional, comprehensive university. 

Therefore, during times of budgetary difficulty, we support decisions where: 

1. Priority is given to programs and courses that lead to baccalaureate or masters degrees; 

2. Priority is given to applied and professional programs where entry-level positions require a 4-year or 
higher level of education; 

3. Priority is given to providing an overall diversity of course offerings that support a liberal arts education, 
and a strong, effective G.E. Program. 

4. Priority is given to providing university services, including programs, facilities, and equipment, that support 
the curricular and research needs of the campus. 

 

Administration Responsibility: 

A truly functional system of shared governance will enhance the operations of the University at all levels.  Such 
a system can be sustained in the face of difficult budgetary times. 

 With regard to the University Administration and its role in budget decisions, we place high value on: 

• A consultative, transparent, and informed decision-making process. 

• Bodies and efforts that contribute to consultative, transparent, and informed decision-making, e.g. 
UBAC, AABAC, town halls, e-mail communications from the President. 

• The provision of rationale (i.e. perceived costs and benefits) behind resource allocations, especially 
those that result in major changes to programs, departments, or services. 

• Close consultation, which includes collaborative decision-making, between departments and their 
college deans regarding decisions to temporarily change, reduce or remove course offerings;  

• Close consultation, which includes collaborative decision-making, between departments and their 
college deans regarding decisions to temporarily change, reduce or remove College support services. 

The Quality Issue: 

The University has a set of programs that have developed over time in response to external and internal 
factors.  Although all are worthy parts of the curriculum and the University experience, some prioritization 
must occur even among worthy programs.  To this end a means of evaluating academic quality must be drawn 
up, in order to guide the resource allocation process.  



 

 

Appendix C:  
University Policy on Instructional Priorities and Resource 

Allocation (Final Approved Policy) 
 

  



 
 POLICY ON INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM PRIORITIES:  

ACADEMIC PLANNING, RESOURCE ALLOCATION  
AND ENROLLMENT MANAGEMENT 

 
The following policy proposal was initially prepared by the Task Force on Possible Revisions to 
University Policy on Instructional Priorities and Resource Allocation.  The Task Force was 
created by President Gonzalez after a recommendation from the Faculty Senate (FS 09-86/Flr), 
and the charge of the Task Force was endorsed by the Senate on 2/25/10 (FS 10-17/Ex).  After 
the Task Force concluded its work, the Faculty Senate took action to receive the proposal FS 10-
71/Ex.) and to distribute it to its standing policy committees and to the Senate for review and 
comment.  The Faculty Senate Executive Committee then reviewed the feedback and amended 
the original Task Force proposal. 
 
The policy below mandates assignment of Sacramento State academic programs to quartiles 
reflecting different levels of accomplishment or positioning relative to a number of criteria.  
Quartile placement will inform the Provost’s decisions concerning the allocation of resources 
(e.g., faculty positions, equipment funding) to Colleges in support of their undergraduate, 
graduate, and credential major, minor, and certificate programs.  The program prioritization 
indicated by the quartile placement is not binding upon, but shall be given serious consideration 
by, the Provost in resource-related decisions. 
 
 

Academic Program Prioritization 
 
I. UNIVERSITY-WIDE PLANNING AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION 
  
It is the responsibility of the University to establish which academic programs shall be given 
priority regarding academic-planning, resource-allocation, and enrollment-management.  Such 
decisions shall be made within the structure of established shared-governance principles agreed 
upon by the Faculty Senate and the Administration, after prior consultation with the potentially 
affected Colleges and departments.  The criteria employed to prioritize programs, in the present 
policy via placement within quartiles, shall be determined in an open and transparent manner.  
Judgments concerning quality of attributes and performance within the framework of the criteria 
in question shall rest upon available data (the Office of Institutional Research shall not be 
compelled to produce new or analyze a new extant data for the program prioritization process), 
the quality of which can be assessed.  Using such available data, each academic department shall 
be responsible for describing how its programs promote the mission of the University, exhibit 
quality in multiple respects, and contribute to the desired balance and mix of programs offered 
by the University. 
 
Program prioritization shall be implemented under the following guiding principles: 
 

1. Transparency:  Program assignment to a given quartile shall be explained through 
reference to the quality and sufficiency of the data presented by the department housing 



the program and data otherwise available to and identified by the implementers of the 
prioritization process. 
 

2. Comprehensiveness:  To the extent allowed by available information, programs shall be 
reviewed holistically, in the sense that all aspects of a program will be examined during 
the prioritization process. 

 
3. Consistency:  The same criteria shall be used to evaluate each program for prioritization.  

Data will be considered in the review in two-tiered fashion with greater weight assigned 
to “Primary Criteria” (60% of total “prioritization outcome”) than to “Secondary 
Criteria” (40% of total “prioritization outcome”).  No particular weights will be assigned 
to criteria within “Primary” and “Secondary” criteria sets.  “Prioritization outcomes” will 
be reported for each criteria set and then a combined “prioritization outcome” will be 
reported (weighted appropriately toward “Primary Criteria”).  The combined 
“prioritization outcome” will inform placement into an appropriate quartile. 

 
4. Inclusiveness:  All academic programs shall be evaluated and all faculty and staff 

members shall have the opportunity to provide input into the analysis of their programs. 
 

5. Utilization of Data:  Prioritization of programs shall be based on examination of both 
quantitative and qualitative data provided by the departments housing the programs and 
data otherwise available to and identified by the implementers of the prioritization 
process. 

 
 
II.  DESIRED BALANCE AND MIX OF PRIORITY PROGRAM CATEGORIES 
  
For the purposes of this policy, a program is defined as a unit within Academic Affairs that  
offers degrees (graduate or undergraduate), credentials, minors, or certificates.  Under this 
definition, service units within Academic Affairs are not programs. 
  
General Education (GE) is mandated by Title V and cannot be prioritized as an independent 
program, but components of the GE program housed within departments will be considered 
within the prioritization process. 

  
Graduate programs are an essential part of the mission of the California State University and that 
of the mission of California State University, Sacramento.  As such, a high priority is placed on 
maintaining a mix of graduate programs appropriate to a comprehensive, metropolitan 
university.  To assure continued viability of graduate education at Sacramento State, the 
University shall strive to maintain a minimum degree-seeking graduate enrollment of 10% of the 
annual FTES of the University.  
 
The University also shall strive to maintain a minimum enrollment of 5% of the annual FTES of 
the University in postbaccalaureate credential and related certificate programs, if consistent with 
and justified by demand and by regional need and agency data (e.g., the California Commission 
on Teacher Credentialing).  The proportion of graduate and postbaccalaureate enrollment may be 



increased above these levels, but enrollment shall not exceed the maximum level permitted by 
CSU system mandates.  Consistent with Section III below, second-baccalaureate students shall 
be counted in undergraduate FTES totals.   
  
III.  PRIORITIES WITHIN UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION ACROSS THE UNIVERSITY 
  
The University is committed to offering undergraduate programs leading to a baccalaureate 
degree in selected disciplines.  This includes first and subsequent baccalaureate degrees.  Twelve 
criteria are specified for the purpose of comparing undergraduate programs across the 
University.  The criteria (many adapted from Dickeson, 2010) are broad in nature and have been 
selected to capture as much information as possible about programs, in order to take into account 
the size, scope and nature of each program.  For each criterion, examples of information/data are 
provided to illustrate how programs may choose to respond to the criterion.  Not all of these 
examples will be relevant to every program on the campus and, when not relevant, those 
examples should be ignored by such programs when responding to the criterion.  When 
prioritizing programs within undergraduate education across the University, the following 
criteria shall be used to compare those programs: 
 
Primary Criteria (60%; unprioritized, unweighted within set; precedence over Secondary 
Criteria) 
 

 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery 
Are the program curriculum and faculty qualifications appropriate to breadth, depth and 
level of the discipline?  How does the program use technology? 

o Contemporary curriculum 
o Curriculum rigor 
o Faculty (and staff, where appropriate) qualifications 
o Percent of instruction by full-time faculty 
o Use of technology, as appropriate for discipline 

 Success in adapting technology to pedagogy 
 Student currency in discipline-specific technology 
 Ability to meet future technology demands of discipline 

 
 Clearly developed learning outcomes 

Has the program moved productively to clarify for students enrolled in it what they can 
expect to take away from the program and how that outcome is assessed? Has the 
program made curricular adjustments based on its assessment efforts? 

o Clearly articulated program links to campus baccalaureate learning goals 
o Updated plan that clearly identifies program learning goals, assessment strategies, 

and processes by which data inform program curriculum decisions 
o External assessment and accreditation outcomes, where appropriate 

 
 Advising program and graduation success 

Does the program have a well-articulated advising plan by which to track and facilitate 
student progress to graduation/degree completion?  How well do students do after 
graduation (employment, graduate school, professional licensing and/or certification)? 



o Graduation rate 
o Distribution of advising responsibilities among faculty members 
o Proactive advising contact with students to assure progress to degree 
o Program roadmap to curriculum completion and graduation success 
o Use of technology to supplement and strengthen program advising effort 
o Post-degree success, graduate impact on community, etc… 

 
 Strength of teaching performance 

Is the faculty of the program collectively committed to providing high-quality 
instruction? 

o Clearly articulated program statements regarding quality of teaching 
o Ongoing, meaningful assessment of teaching performance of faculty, post-tenure 
o Multiple measures of teaching performance of full-time and part-time faculty 

members 
o Systematic program attention to problematic individual teaching performance 

 
 
Secondary Criteria (40%, unprioritized, unweighted within set)  

 
 Program history and development status 

What is the context of the program, to inform the subsequent criteria.  Is the program 
young and still building to meet expectations or is it a fully mature program and capable 
of adapting to changing demands?  Has the program considered what lies in its future? 

o Level of program development (e.g. young, growing, mature) 
o Ability of program to adapt to current demands 
o Future goals of program 
  

 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission 
In what ways does the program fulfill the University’s mission?  Is the program unique in 
our region?  Does the program add to the distinctiveness of our campus?  Does the 
program serve a unique demographic or societal function? 

  
 External demand for the program 

How does the program support community engagement with the campus?  What is the 
demand for the program’s resources and expertise?  What are the local trends in 
enrollment?  What is the demand from employers, or from graduate schools? 

  
 Program size, scope 

What is the program’s breadth of curricular coverage?  How many degrees and 
certificates are awarded?  What is the enrollment per program element (major, minor, 
certificate)?  Are the program’s resources and faculty expertise appropriate to support 
and enhance the breadth and depth of university curriculum? 

o Number and types of degrees, concentrations, and certificates awarded 
(relative to campus standards, or national standards, as appropriate) 

o Annual FTES in major, minor, certificate elements of program 
 



 Internal, non-major demand for the program 
What is the demand for the program’s courses from other programs on campus?  Does 
the program produce other services used by different programs in the home department 
or in other departments?  How do the program’s courses fulfill demand for general 
education on campus? 

o Service courses (accompanying  AY FTES) 
o GE courses (accompanying  AY FTES) 
o Research resources 

  
 Quality of program and resource utilization 

How does the program use its resources to carry out its mission?  Are those resources 
used efficiently and effectively?   

o Faculty productivity in non-teaching areas 
 Scholarly and creative activity 
 Service 

o Access to and utilization of resources 
o Collaboration across program lines that improves the quality of programs 

 Working with other Programs  
 Effective sharing of resources 
 Facilitating student access to Programs 

 
 Revenue and other resources generated by program 

What sorts of revenues does the program generate, to be compared with costs.  What are 
the other, non-monetary resources generated (e.g. relationships with outside 
institutions)? 

o Enrollment-based budgetary support from University 
o Research grants, in-kind equipment donations, fundraising 
o Potential revenue (gifts, alumni support) 
o Value of other services and resources provided 

  
 Costs and other expenses of program 

A criterion not to be examined independently from the others, but to provide 
context.  Consider both indirect and direct costs.  What steps has the program taken to 
improve efficiency? What kind of investment is needed to improve the program? 

o Dollars per FTES 
o Dollars per degree produced 
o Dollars per program 

  
IV.  PRIORITIES WITHIN GRADUATE EDUCATION ACROSS THE UNIVERSITY 
  
The University is committed to offering graduate/credential programs leading to the master's, 
doctoral, or terminal degree, or postbaccalaureate credential or certificate in selected disciplines. 
Twelve criteria are specified for the purpose of comparing graduate/credential programs across 
the University.  The criteria (many adapted from Dickeson, 2010) are broad in nature and have 
been selected to capture as much information as possible about programs, in order to take into 
account the size, scope and nature of each program.  For each criterion, examples of 



information/data are provided to illustrate how programs may choose to respond to the criterion.  
Not all of these examples will be relevant to every program on the campus and, when not 
relevant, those examples should be ignored by such programs when responding to the 
criterion.  When prioritizing programs within graduate education across the University, the 
following criteria shall be used to compare those programs: 
 
Primary Criteria (60%; unprioritized, unweighted within set; precedence over Secondary 
Criteria) 
 

 Quality of curriculum, instructional personnel, and curriculum delivery 
Are the program curriculum and faculty qualifications appropriate to breadth, depth and 
level of the discipline?  How does the program use technology? 

o Contemporary curriculum 
o Curriculum rigor 
o Faculty (and staff, where appropriate) qualifications 
o Percent of instruction by full-time faculty 
o Use of technology, as appropriate for discipline 

 Success in adapting technology to pedagogy 
 Student currency in discipline-specific technology 
 Ability to meet future technology demands of discipline 

 
 Clearly developed learning outcomes 

Has the program moved productively to clarify for students enrolled in it what they can 
expect to take away from the program and how that outcome is assessed.  Has the 
program made curricular adjustments based on its assessment efforts? 

o Updated plan that clearly identifies program learning goals, assessment strategies, 
and processes by which data inform program curriculum decisions. 

o External assessment and accreditation outcomes, where appropriate. 
 

 Advising program and graduation success 
Does the program have a well-articulated advising plan by which to track and facilitate 
student progress to degree completion?  How well do students do after degree completion 
(employment, further graduate work, professional licensing and/or certification)? 

o Degree completion rate 
o Distribution of advising responsibilities among faculty members 
o Proactive advising contact with students to assure progress to degree 
o Program roadmap to curriculum completion  
o Use of technology to supplement and strengthen program advising effort 
o Post-degree success, individual’s impact on community, etc… 

 
 Strength of teaching performance 

Is the faculty of the program collectively committed to providing high-quality 
instruction? 

o Clearly articulated program statements regarding quality of teaching 
o Ongoing, meaningful assessment of teaching performance of faculty, post-tenure 



o Multiple measures of teaching performance of full-time and part-time faculty 
members 

o Systematic program attention to problematic individual teaching performance 
 

 
Secondary Criteria (40%, unprioritized, unweighted within set)  

 
 Program history and development status 

What is the context of the program, to inform the subsequent criteria.  Is the program 
young and still building to meet expectations or is it a fully mature program and capable 
of adapting to changing demands?  Has the program considered what lies in its future? 

o Level of program development (e.g. young, growing, mature) 
o Ability of program to adapt to current demands 
o Future goals of program 
  

 Impact, justification and centrality to University mission 
In what ways does the program fulfill the University’s mission?  Is the program unique in 
our region?  Does the program add to the distinctiveness of our campus?  Does the 
program serve a unique demographic or societal function? 

  
 External demand for the program 

How does the program support community engagement with the campus?  What is the 
demand for the program’s resources and expertise?  What are the local trends in 
enrollment?  What is the demand from employers, or from graduate schools? 

  
 Program size, scope 

What is the program’s breadth of curricular coverage?  How many degrees and 
certificates are awarded?  What is the enrollment per program element (major, 
credential, certificate)?  Are the program’s resources and faculty expertise appropriate 
to support and enhance the breadth and depth of university curriculum? 

o Number and types of degrees, concentrations, and certificates awarded 
(relative to campus standards, or national standards, as appropriate) 

o Annual FTES in major, credential, and certificate elements of program 
 

 Internal, non-major demand for the program 
What is the demand for the program’s courses from other programs on campus?  Does 
the program produce other services used by different programs in the home department 
or in other departments?  

o Service courses (accompanying AY FTES) 
o GE courses (accompanying AY FTES) 
o Research resources 

  
 Quality of program and resource utilization 

How does the program use its resources to carry out its mission?  Are those resources 
used efficiently and effectively?   

o Faculty productivity in non-teaching areas 



 Scholarly and Creative Activity  
 Service 

o Access to and utilization of resources 
o Collaboration across program lines that improves the quality of programs. 

 Working with other programs  
 Effective sharing of resources 
 Facilitating student access to programs 

 
 Revenue and other resources generated by program 

What sorts of revenues does the program generate, to be compared with costs.  What are 
the other, non-monetary resources generated (e.g. relationships with outside 
institutions)? 

o Enrollment-based budgetary support from University 
o Research grants, in-kind equipment donations, fundraising 
o Potential revenue (gifts, alumni support) 
o Value of other services and resources provided 

  
 Costs and other expenses of program 

A criterion not to be examined independently from the others, but to provide context.  
Consider both indirect and direct costs.  What steps has the program taken to improve 
efficiency?  What kind of investment is needed to improve the program? 

o Dollars per FTES 
o Dollars per degree produced 
o Dollars per program 

 
V.  IMPLEMENTATION OF THE POLICY 
  
The process of making recommendations for academic prioritization shall result in 
undergraduate and graduate/credential programs (separately) being grouped into quartiles based 
upon the criteria described in Sections III and IV. Such grouping will be done by a new Senate 
committee which may solicit input from the Curriculum Policies Committee and the Graduate 
Studies Policies Committee on the implementation of the criteria prior to initial and/or final 
prioritization of programs. The Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities may, in 
consultation with the Office of Academic Affairs, create guidelines for presenting information 
for all Programs.  Programs may produce additional reports using qualitative and quantitative 
data that address the criteria in whatever manner they deem appropriate.  
 
It is the charge of the Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities (formed for these 
purposes) to examine the data and make recommendations, as both are described in this 
policy.  The first such Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities shall be formed 
following the passage of this policy.  The data shall be collected from Departments by the Office 
of Academic Affairs.  
 
Membership of the committee shall consist of: 
 



 Up to seven tenured/tenure-track faculty members from the college-based pool of 
nominations.  No more than one from each College. 

 Up to two tenured/tenure-track electing unit Senate representatives appointed from the 
pool of senate nominees.  The two senate appointees shall not be from the same College. 
 

Process for selecting committee membership 
 
Nominations for College-Based Seats 

The Senate shall invite nominations for college-based seats.  Nominations may be made by 
self-nominations, by Academic Council or equivalent body of the College or by other 
members of the faculty.  The College, however, cannot revise the nomination process as 
stated. 

 
Nominations for Senate-Based Seats 

The Senate shall invite nominations from the electing unit representatives of Senate 
membership to fill two Senate seats.  Nominations may be made by self-nomination or by 
other members of the Faculty Senate.  Elections for these seats will follow the elections for 
the college-based seats. 

 
Nominee Statements 

Each nominee shall submit for Senate consideration a brief statement regarding his/her 
interests and qualifications to serve as members of the committee.  Nominations along with 
candidate statements shall be presented to the Senate.  Statements shall not exceed one-page. 

 
Committee Appointments 

The Senate may appoint no more than one faculty member from each of the colleges in the 
college-based pool of nominations.  In addition, the Senate may appoint no more than two 
tenured/tenure-track electing unit Senate representatives from the Senate pool of 
nominations.  The two Senate appointees shall not be from the same College. 

 
Membership of the Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities shall invite, through 
the Provost, administrators with program responsibility such as Deans to participate in the 
process.  Chairs are not intended to serve this role.   
  
Upon approval of this policy, an initial call for data as described in this policy will go to 
Departments from the Office of Academic Affairs.  A separate process for the ongoing and 
periodic gathering of such data, including their review by programs and eventual archiving will 
be developed by the Office of Academic Affairs, in consultation with the Faculty Senate. 
  
Subsequent to the completion of the work of the first such Senate Committee on Instructional 
Program Priorities, the question of whether or not to form a new Senate Committee on 
Instructional Program Priorities for these same purposes shall be brought to the Faculty Senate 
on a periodic basis.  Normally, this question shall be considered no later than five years after the 
last such committee completed its work and was disbanded, or five years after the question was 
most recently considered by the Faculty Senate, whichever comes later.  
  



Interested parties may petition the Faculty Senate, via its Executive Committee, to consider the 
question of forming a Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities for the purposes 
outlined in this policy prior to the described five-year period elapsing.  
  
Producing the recommendations for prioritization shall be a two stage process, specifically 
designed to allow programs to respond to the recommendations before any final decisions are 
made.  Final Senate Committee on Instructional Program Priorities recommendations will then 
be forwarded to the Faculty Senate for receipt of its report and to the President for disposition. 
  

1. An initial recommendation for prioritization will be made based upon data collected from 
the Office of Institutional Research and other institutional sources, and information/data 
provided by the programs being prioritized.  

a. All programs shall have the opportunity to provide their data in a timely fashion.  
b. The information/data provided must be organized according to the criteria used in 

forming the recommendations for prioritization, and it must be made clear how 
the information/data inform the criteria. 

c. Each program shall be grouped into quartiles regarding each criterion within each 
of the two criteria sets.  The recommendation for the preliminary overall grouping 
of each program shall be based upon the program’s relative standings in each of 
the criteria sets, with appropriate weights applied to each set (see Section I.3 
above). 

  
2. After the initial recommendation for prioritization is finished and before the final 

recommendation is made, the initial recommendation shall be made available in an open 
and transparent manner to the University community.  

a. Enough information shall be made available so that the assignments of programs 
to quartiles are known, and programs can understand how the initial assignments 
were achieved.  

b. Before a final recommendation is made, every program shall be given sufficient 
time to prepare a response to its grouping.  The response may include 
supplemental information not previously provided in any of the criteria, and may 
address the issue of incomplete or inaccurate information being used in the initial 
recommendation. 

c. With the supplemental information given due consideration, each program shall 
again be grouped into quartiles by the Senate Committee on Instructional Program 
Priorities utilizing the same criteria and processes by which the initial 
recommendations were achieved. 

d. After the final recommendation is made, the results shall be made available in an 
open and transparent manner to the University community, with enough 
information being made available so that the assignments of programs to quartiles 
are known, and programs can understand how the assignments were achieved. 
  

RESOURCES USED 
 
Dickeson, Robert C.; Prioritizing Academic Programs and Services; 2010; Jossey-Bass 
 



California State University Mission Statement: www.calstate.edu/PA/info/mission.shtml 
 
California State University, Sacramento Mission Statement: 
www.csus.edu/webpages/mission.stm 
 
California State University Policy Manual, Policy UMI07100 “Instructional Programs Priorities; 
Academic Planning Resource Allocation and Enrollment Management”: 
www.csus.edu/umanual/UMI07100.htm 
 
University of Southern Mississippi, University Priorities Committee Plan: 
www.usm.edu/upc/upc_charge.pdf 
 
Indiana State University, Program Prioritization: 
www.indstate.edu/academicaffairs/program_prioritization.htm 
 
Humboldt State University, Program Elimination Criteria: 
www.humboldt.edu/~anstud/PEC2010.html 
 
 
 
Approved by Alexander Gonzalez, President 
October 11, 2011 
 



 

 

Appendix D: Scoring Formula Used to Determine Overall Quartile Placements of 
Programs 

 

 

 

  

Final: Primary worth 60% of Overall Score and  
Secondary worth 40% of Overall Score 

 

Primary 

Secondary 

4 + 3 + 4 + 1 
Total = 12/16 = .75 

 
3 + 4 + 4 + 2 + 2 + 3 + 3 + 2 

Total = 23/32 = .7188 

Primary 

Secondary 

1 + 1 + 0 + 1 
Total = 3/4= .75 

 
1 + 0 + 1 + 0 + 1 + 0 + 1 + 1 

Total = 5/8 = .7188 

Phase I Scoring (10%) 



 

 

Appendix E:  
Guidelines Sent to Program Chairs and Program Directors 



 

Report Guidelines  updated February 13, 2012 

 

Committee Introduction 

The Committee on Instructional Program Priorities is committed to a process that reflects the principles 
developed by the Faculty Senate Policy on Instructional Program Priorities: Academic Planning, Resource Allocation 
and Enrollment Management.   While the process is still being shaped, the Committee has begun meeting and 
has prepared the following information to allow programs to begin to work on their reports as efficiently and 
effectively as possible.  

Attached is a timeline, a description of the evaluation process the Committee will follow and the forms 
Committee members will use to collect and review the data provided by each program. Please note that the 
attached timeline indicates that all programs must have their Primary and Secondary data in to Academic 
Affairs by March 5 using the directions communicated in the Provost’s cover letter.  

An initial recommendation for prioritization will be published on April 16 along with enough information so 
that the assignments of programs to quartiles are known. Before a final recommendation is made, every 
program shall be given sufficient time to prepare a response to its grouping. The response may include 
supplemental information not previously provided in any of the criteria, and may address the issue of 
incomplete or inaccurate information being used in the initial recommendation (Policy Section V. 2. b).  Once 
the final ranking process is complete, the Committee will provide its findings simultaneously to the President 
and the Provost and to the Faculty Senate. 

Responding to the Criteria 

The criteria (many adapted from Dickeson, 2010) are broad in nature and have been selected to capture as much 
information as possible about programs, in order to take into account the size, scope and nature of each program. For 
each criterion, examples of information/data are provided to illustrate how programs may choose to respond to the 
criterion. Not all of these examples will be relevant to every program on the campus and, when not relevant, those 
examples should be ignored by such programs when responding to the criterion (Policy Section III).  

Both quantitative and qualitative evidence should be provided to the Committee in order to ensure that 
programs are reviewed holistically. For departments having to submit reports for multiple programs, if data 
are in common, copy and paste duplication is acceptable. However, report authors should make efforts to 
contextualize all departmental data. The Committee would like to emphasize that it is committed to ensuring 
that programs can respond to the criteria in the ways that suit them best; therefore, programs should be 
certain to provide verifiable evidence of the ways in which they respond to the twelve criteria. 

The Committee would like to stress the importance of using the Departmental Factbook, where appropriate, 
as your primary source for evidence. The Committee realizes that there may be cases where the Factbook is 
incorrect or does not reflect the current state of a program. It is therefore essential that programs 
contextualize—to ‘correct’ and/or ‘qualify’ data. The use of secondary sources to help correct and qualify 
evidence is acceptable. 

Using hyperlinks to link to data used for verifying evidence is also acceptable. The Committee requests that 
hyperlinks are used sparingly and only to provide the verification of evidence already presented in the 
document. 

Programs are asked to complete each criterion to the degree applicable. If a criterion is entirely inapplicable, 
please so indicate and provide a statement that clarifies the reasons for the inapplicability. 

Please note the following changes to the template sent December 19th, 2011: 

 Period of reference for report: 2006-07 to present 
 Change to template to clarify questions regarding the use of the word "data". 
 The addition of specific guidelines for the "Costs and Other Expenses" criterion. 



 

Report Guidelines  updated February 13, 2012 

 

All questions to the Committee can be emailed using scipp@csus.edu . The Committee has set up an online 
FAQ at  

http://tinyurl.com/7fjeu34.  

As further questions arise, they will be posted and answered using this format. The Committee encourages 
Chairs and Program Directors to visit this site to find answers to questions regarding the process including 
late submittals, insufficient evidence, and questions needing further clarifications. 

Overall Guidelines and Formatting for the Presentation of Data 

The guidelines and template have been established to provide programs with a standardized format for 
presenting program information. The committee has provided recommended word counts and report lengths 
for each criterion. These are only recommendations and may be altered to suit the needs of the evidence 
presented by the program. The formatting requirements and final length of the report shall remain standard. 

The final report must not exceed 20 pages, with this breakdown: 

 Primary criteria: The recommended length per criterion is two (2) pages.  
 Secondary criteria: The recommended length per criterion is one (1) page. 

Formatting: Please use the following formatting requirements, which will allow the committee to review all 
programs in a standardized format. The template has been pre-formatted to fit these requirements. 

 Use the template given. Do not change the font (Times New Roman), font size (11pt), margins, etc. 
 Use the Normal style for all body text and bulleted or numbered items. 
 The style called Heading 1 is the heading at the start of each criterion. 
 The style called Heading 2 is for the start of each area within a criterion (i.e. introductory text, trait 

headings, additional information) 
 The style called Heading 3 is for further delineation of evidence. Do not use any styles beyond Heading 

3. 
 Each criterion must begin on a new page. The template has been pre-formatted with page breaks at each 

new criterion. 

Specific Guidelines and Formatting for the Presentation of Primary Criteria 

1. In a narrative format, address the italicized questions asked at the beginning of each of the primary 
criteria. In addition, provide a summary of all relevant evidence within the criterion. Recommended 
word count for this area is approximately 600 words. 

2. If applicable, address each of the open bulleted items under each criterion using narrative, bulleted, or 
graphical evidence. Use subheadings to label each area. Graphical evidence should be accompanied by a 
description that further explains the evidence. 

3. Add any additional information to help further clarify your program’s response to the criterion.  

Specific Guidelines and Formatting for the Presentation of Secondary Criteria 

 In a narrative format, address the italicized questions asked at the beginning of each of the primary 
criteria. In addition, provide a summary of all relevant evidence within the criterion. 

 If applicable, address each of the open bulleted items under each criterion using narrative, bulleted, or 
graphical evidence. Use subheadings to label each area. Graphical evidence should be accompanied by a 
description that further explains the evidence. 

 Add any additional information to help further clarify your program’s response to the criterion.



 

 

 




