1-Lacking

Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Proposals
Directions: Within each section, a) highlight any applicable desciptions; 2) evaluate using a 1-4 scale and c) write any general comments on the right column.

2-Emerging

3-Developed

A. Setting Institutional Context and Relating the Proposal to the Standards of Accreditation

4-Highly Developed

Evaluation
4=Highly Developed
3=Developed
2=Emenging
T=Lacking

General Comments

A. 1. Institutional
Context

Vague, generic, unconnected to
specifics of the institution

A few references to specific issues;
connections unclear; no compelling

line of argument; potential negatives
avoided

Many/most significant specifics
addressed but gaps remain;
connections suggested but not fully
developed

Lays a firm foundation for why specific
issues and approaches are proposed;
data exhibits, finances, strengths &
|challenges, state of SLO assessment,
prior Commission actions, etc. directly
{referenced

A. 2. Self-Review
under the Standards

Weak or no connection to the
Standards, especially related to
|leaming results and organizational
QA; or conversely, compliance-
oriented "march through the
Standards" with little or no sense of
use or relevance to the institution

Some connection to the Standards,
but weak in several areas, particularly
those related to leaming results and
organizational QA.

Several key issues arising under
Standards are addressed, but

Key issues arising under Standards,
esp. related to leaming results &

leaming results, org ional QA, or
issues of relevance to the campus
(e.g. leadership, finances, enroliment)
may be overlooked. Institution
describes a a systematic process to
review itself under the standards but
does not provide instrument or
results..

organi al QA, directly addressed;
institution has used the Self-Review
Worksheet and/or other methods;
instrument & results may be submitted
in appendix.

A. 3. Proposal
development,
leadership
involvernent

Proposal development is assigned to
small number of people, takes place in|
a vacuum; few signs of broader
campus involvement at any level

Proposal development involves
“sharing” of drafts but with limited
opportunity for input from campus
community, leadership provides
verbal support but active involvement
unclear. Campus is “informed” but
does not participate

Proposal development solicits input
from a significant portion of campus

Detailed and persuasive description of
how proposal design was developed,

community but remains with the “usual|how broad support generated, how

suspects,” does not reach out in
creative ways or use proposal as an
opportunity to build support for the
ongoing self-review

key leaders (e.g., president, academic
VP, faculty leadership) as well as
students, student affairs, professional
staff, others in campus community
involved

B. Framing the Review, Connecting the CPR & EER

B.1. Overview, Proposal presents discrete elements | The proposal lists elements of the The proposal describes a fairly The proposal describes a coherent
vision, goals of with little or no coherence review but vision and basis for coherent vision of the review & cites  |vision of the review & cites specific,
review; how CPR & : coherence must be inferred; some specific, substantive outcomes, |substantive outcomes; presents entire
EER are connected outcomes poorly phrased: may be too |though others may be processes review as a single interconnected
global, too narrow, or processes rather than products. process; in particular shows alignment
rather than products; connection Interconnectedness of entire review  |of CPR and EER,; also cites outcomes|
bety CPR & EER reflect the as a single process suggested but not Jon p. 36 of 2001 Handbook
assumption that Standards 1 & 3 deal |fully developed; alignment of CPR
only with capacity, 2 & 4 only with EE. |and EER largely present; outcomes
on p. 36 of 2001 Handbook are
largely present but may not be
" referred to.
B.2. Approach to
CPR
B.2.a. Self- |Sel-assessment not accurate, does | Institution struggles to present an Self tg Iy te, |Self-assessment accurately identifies
assessment of not mesh with information publicly self t, identifies  |understanding of relationship of CPR |key capacity issues overall but
capacity available, presented elsewhere in some issues but misses others. Poor |to EER good but not fully applied. especially with regard to supporting

proposal, or in data exhibits.
Understanding of connection from
CPR to EER missing.

understanding of EE issues, their
relationship to capacity.

EE; looks broadly at resources
present or needed: financial but also
structures, processes, personnel.
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