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ELIGIBILITY REVIEW PANEL SCORESHEET

(Forward by email to the WASC office 48 hours in advance of eligibility review)

	Eligibility Criteria
	Evaluation

Some Criteria can be judged readily as either “Met” or “Not Met” based on documents supplied. Other Criteria call for a qualitative judgment on the degree to which they are met, inviting further questions during the review. Insert a number for each descriptor using the following scale:
	Comments

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	Unclear or
Inadequate
	
	Moderately well developed
	
	Strong, clear development
	

	  1. Authority
	 Met (Documents of state approval or incorporation)
 Not met
	

	  2. Institutional Integrity: Purposes


	[   ] Self-identity as institution of higher learning
[   ] Degree programs capable of being reviewed

[   ] Purposes approved by governance groups
	

	  3. Institutional Integrity: Alignment
	[   ] Goals defined and appropriate
[   ] Academic freedom well-defined, expressed

[   ] Administrative support (in view of size and maturity )
	

	  4. Governing Board
	[   ] Members are qualified to serve
[   ] Appropriate independence of members

[   ] Understand their roles and responsibilities (bylaws)
	

	  5. Chief Executive Officer 
	[   ] Qualified to hold the position
[   ] Appropriate time commitments (full-time)
[   ] Answers to, reviewed by, the Board
	

	  6. Administrative Capacity
	[   ] Qualified CFO on staff
[   ] Full-time or primary assignment is to institution

[   ] Staffing plan in place as the institution grows
	

	  7. Operational Status
	 Met (at least one degree program is ready to launch)
 Not met
	

	  8. Degree Program: Extent

	[   ] Degree-oriented higher education is primary activity
[   ] Significant number of students are (or will be) in degree programs
	

	  9. Degree Programs: Quality
	[   ] Degree programs aligned with institutional purposes
[   ] Programs in recognized (peer-reviewable) disciplines
[   ] Program goals are clearly stated
	

	10. Educational Objectives
	[   ] Faculty-written student learning outcomes (SLOs)
[   ] SLOs stated at course, program, and institutional level
[   ] Faculty demonstrate ownership over curriculum
	

	11. Academic Credit
	[   ] Criteria for awarding academic credit are developed
[   ] Criteria represent good practice in higher education

[   ] Careful standards if credit given for life experiences
	

	12. Transfer Credit
	[   ] Policies expressed on accepting transfer credits
[   ] Qualified person(s) making decisions re acceptance
	

	13. General Education

(for baccalaureate programs)
	[   ] Evidence for a philosophy of General Education
[   ] Expressive of the institution’s mission

[   ] Designated faculty who “own” the GE program
	

	14. Faculty
	[   ] Faculty exercise collective ownership over curriculum
[   ] Qualified: Hold one degree above for which they teach

[   ] Credentials from accredited institutions, in right field
	

	15. Student Services
	[   ] Appropriate to the needs of student population
[   ] Focused on access, success, and student development
[   ] Hiring plan: to add qualified persons as enrollments ↑
	

	16. Admissions
	[   ] Stated criteria aligned with programs, purposes
[   ] Faculty input into the process

[   ] Designed to predict likely success of matriculants
	

	17. Information and Learning Resources



	[   ] Sources, collections aligned with programs
[   ] If online; agreements and student training addressed

[   ] Understanding of “information literacy” as SLO
	

	18. Financial Resources 
	[   ] Adequate for this stage of development
[   ] No operational deficits unless covered

[   ] Data-supported pro forma budget projections
	

	19. Financial Accountability
	 Met (external audits for two years)
 Not met
	

	20. Institutional Planning

	[   ] Vision and plan for a sustainable, growing future
[   ] Participation of, approval by, the governing board
[   ] Linkage with Institutional Research as appropriate 
	

	21. Institutional Evaluation; Assessment of Student Learning
	[   ] Processes in place to obtain, use performance data
[   ] Methods for assessing learning aligned with SLOs

[   ] Basic plans for continuous institutional improvement
	

	22. Public Information


	[   ] Catalog contains accurate, complete information
[   ] Policies meet basic statutory requirements
[   ] Evidence of candor, honesty, freedom from “spin”
	

	23. Relations with the Accrediting Commission


	 Met (document affirming candor, signed by leaders)
 Not met
	


Priority questions to explore during the conference call:
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

My initial recommendation (tentative, prior to Conference call) regarding this Application is to:


[image: image1.wmf]
Grant Eligibility for a four (4) year period; invite institution to submit a Candidacy Application; tentatively schedule the Candidacy Review within the four-year Eligibility period.


[image: image2.wmf]  Defer Eligibility; request additional information or evidence of development on the following matters:  


[image: image3.wmf] Deny Eligibility

If Deny, comments on reasons:
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