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West Virginia Department of Education 

Curriculum Analysis Report (CAR)  
Reviewer’s Guide 

 

This document provides an overview of the Curriculum Analysis Report 

(CAR), review guidelines, and recommendations to complete the Program 

Review.  The CAR report does differ from the NCATE Specialized Professional 

Associations (SPAs) formatting. Please review this document prior to your 
evaluation of the CAR as it will explain the document format as well as 
program, assessment, and data expectations.   

 

 

Table of Contents: 

Overview of Curriculum Analysis Report    2 

Guidelines for Program Reviewers     4 

Completing a Program Review     5 

The State Program Recognition Report    10 

Reviewer Worksheet       14 



 

 

 2 

Overview of Curriculum Analysis Report 

 

The Curriculum Analysis Report consists of a Cover Sheet and seven to eight 

sections. The Cover Sheet provides basic information about the program being 

submitted. Section A presents background and contextual information about the 
program; Section B includes a description of the relationship of the program to the 

unit’s conceptual framework; Section C includes a program of study which outlines 

the courses and experiences required for candidates to complete the program; 

Section D provides two program-specific matrices (Praxis and national standards as 

specified in Policy 5100, Appendix E) which identify which courses address specific 

standards; Section E provides information about program faculty; Section F 
provides information regarding candidates enrolled in the program; Section G 

provides a description of the six to eight assessments used to measure candidates’ 

mastery of the WVBE/national standards and presents aggregated data to indicate 

candidate proficiency in each area; and Section H provides any additional program-

related information (optional section).  The following information supplies more 
detail about each section of the Curriculum Analysis Report including information on 

how to use each section as you complete your evaluation. 

 

Section A—Contextual Information 

Section A, the Contextual Information section of the program report, should provide 
background information regarding any state or institutional policies that may 

influence the application of national standards, a description of the field and clinical 

experiences required in the program, the number of hours for early field 

experiences and the number of hours/weeks for student teaching or internships.  

Also, Section A should describe the criteria for admission, retention and exit from 

the program including required GPAs and minimum grade requirements for the 
content courses accepted by the program.  Concerns, strengths, or deficiencies 

found in this part of the Curriculum Analysis Report may be seen in the evidence 

provided for the subsequent sections of the report and may serve to explain that 

evidence. If, as you read Section A, you have strong concerns about particular 

components of the program, you may note them on your Reviewer Worksheet 
and/or include them in Part F, item F.1, of the State Program Approval Report. 

 

Section B—Conceptual Framework 

Section B is a description of the relationship of the program to the unit’s conceptual 

framework. 
  

Section C—Curriculum/Courses 

Section C should provide a program of study that outlines the courses and 

experiences required for candidates to complete the program.  The program of 

study should include course titles and credit hour requirements.  Beginning July 1, 
2006, this section should include documentation that the program meets all 

requirements specified in WVBE Policy 5100 regarding reading, mathematics, 

special education and/or equivalency of a major. 
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Section D—State and National Guidelines 

Section D should provide two program-specific matrices, one based on the Praxis II 

content objectives (those used for the 2006 refilling) and one based on the 
program’s national standards as specified in WVBE Policy 5100, Appendix E.  These 

matrices should be used to help determine which courses are being used to meet 

specific objectives/standards. 

 

Section E—Faculty 
Section E provides a description of the program-specific faculty including their 

degree level, faculty rank, tenure/non-tenure status, recent scholarly, service or 

leadership experiences, and teaching or P-12 experiences. 

 

Section F—Candidates 

Section F provides the number of teacher candidates enrolled in the program over a 
two to three year period as well the number of program completers during that 

same period. 

 

Section G—Assessment of Student Performance 

Section G should provide the five to six assessment instruments used to measure 
candidate performance (or descriptions of the assessments), the scoring guide for 

each assessment, and a chart that includes aggregated data for each assessment.  

This section should provide a description of how each assessment addresses the 

standard(s) and a rationale of how the data obtained from the assessment 

demonstrate candidate mastery of the cited standards.  Finally, this section should 
demonstrate that faculty members have used the results of the assessments to 

inform the program and improve candidate achievement.  Based upon the 

information contained within this section, you should determine whether or not the 

assessments are appropriate for the cited standards and if the data indicate that 

the majority of candidates are mastering the standards. 

 
NOTE:  The five to six assessments should consist of the following: 

 Licensure Assessment or other content-based assessment 

 Additional content knowledge assessment 

 Assessment of candidate ability to plan and implement appropriate 

teaching and learning experiences 
 Assessment of student teaching/clinical experience 

 Assessment of Candidate effect on student learning 

 Assessment that addresses the SPA standards 

 

 
Section H—Other Program-Related Information (Optional) 

Section H may be used to provide reviewers additional program-specific 

information. 
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Guidelines for Program Reviewers 
 

 

Roles of Reviewers  

 Judge alignment of assessment and candidate data with WVBE/national 

standards 

 Clearly communicate strengths and weaknesses in relation to the 

standards 

 Make a judgment with a clear and open mind 

 Make a judgment based on accepted criteria rather than personal bias 
 The job of the reviewer is to make as objective an assessment as possible 

about the degree to which a given program meets the WVBE/national 

standards, based on candidate performance evidence.  

 

 
Primary Documents: 

 

The Curriculum Analysis Report is the documentation submitted by the program 

to demonstrate that it meets the WVBE/national standards. All of the information 

that you will use to make a decision will be found in the Curriculum Analysis Report. 
  

As you review the Curriculum Analysis Report you will have several documents with 

which to work. The first is the Reviewer Worksheet. The Reviewer Worksheet will 

help you work your way through the standards, and will help you prepare the 

information you will need to complete the State Program Approval Report.  You 

may want to print this out so you can use it to take notes as you read through the 
report. This is a personal document and will not be shared with your teammates. 

You will not submit the Worksheet to the State, but we do ask that you destroy it 

when the review is complete. The Worksheet is just a tool to help you complete the 

review and to guide you in preparing the information you will need to complete the 

State Program Approval Report. 
 

The State Program Approval Report is the official document that you will submit 

to the State and that will be read by the other members of your team. Your team 

leader will prepare a final State Program Approval Report (this will reflect your 

team’s deliberations) and the final State Program Approval Report will be reviewed 
by the State, and then sent to the institution. All of the specialty programs use the 

same format for the State Program Approval Report. 
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Completing a Program Review 
 

Getting Started: 

 
The following information is to help guide you as you answer each of the questions 

on the Reviewer Worksheet. Rubrics have been developed for each of these 

questions. The rubrics have three levels: target, acceptable, and unacceptable. 

Each of these is defined below: 

 Target:  Fully meets and exceeds standard 

 Acceptable: Meets standard; weaknesses may be found, but overall the 
standard is met 

 Unacceptable: Weaknesses are serious and must be addressed prior to 

positive rating 

 

A. Are the assessments aligned with the SPA standards?  
 

Assessments must be aligned with the standards—there must be a match between 

the content of the standard and what the assessment is measuring. It is quite likely 

that a single assessment could address components of multiple standards.  Here 

are some questions that reviewers might ask as they evaluate alignment of the 
assessments: 

 

 CONTENT—Do the same or consistent content topics appear in the 

assessments that are in the standards?  
 

 RANGE —Do the assessments address the range of knowledge, skills, and 

dispositions that are delineated in the standard?  Some WVBE/national 

standards are very comprehensive, some cover smaller elements. In 
general, is the preponderance of the content of the standard addressed by 

the assessments assigned to it?  If the WVBE/national standard is very 

dense and covers a number of concepts, it is not necessary to check off 

every single element. It is better to look holistically at the standard as 

you compare it to the assessments. 

  
B. Do the assessments assess meaningful cognitive demands and skill 

requirements at challenging levels for candidates? 

 

Here are two questions that reviewers might ask as they evaluate this question: 

 

 COMPLEXITY—Are the assessments congruent with the complexity, 

cognitive demands, and skill requirements described in the standards?   

 

 DIFFICULTY—Is the level of effort required, or the difficulty or degree of 
challenge of the assessments, consistent with standards? Is this level 

reasonable for candidates who are ready to teach or to take on other 

professional educator responsibilities?  
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 From what you find in the assessment, the instructions, and the scoring 

guide, is the assessment measuring what it purports to measure? 
 

Other issues: 

 

 SPECIFICITY—Are the assessments vague or poorly defined?  The 
assessments might include an entry like “portfolio entries, test results, 

observations.”  What entries?  What test results? What observations?   

These need to be identified as specific experiences.  Is the assessment 

information oblique or confused?  Sometimes the response does not 

actually address the standard.   
 

 OTHER REMINDERS FOR REVIEWERS— 

 

o If grades are used as evidence, then the program report must describe 
how the content that candidates have studied aligns with 

WVBE/national standards, and also what level of proficiency in those 

standards the grades represent.  Institutions cannot claim that an 

acceptable grade in a course in which an important experience is 

embedded is sufficient to assume that the specific experience is 
satisfactory.  For example, if a research project in a required course is 

cited as an example of how candidates meet a WVBE/national 

standard, the course grade (which includes many measures beyond 

the research project) cannot automatically be assumed to reflect 

information about candidate mastery of the standard. 

 
C. Are the assessments free from bias? 

From information provided in the program report, reviewers should be able to infer 

some important qualities about the avoidance of bias.  Assessments should be 

constructed in ways that avoid biases in both language and in testing situations.  

 
Reviewers can consider the following question: 

 Are the assessments and their scoring guide free from racial, ethnic, 

gender, cultural, or other bias? 

 

D. Are the scoring guides clear and are the levels of candidate proficiency 
they describe distinct and appropriate? 

A scoring guide is the tool faculty use to determine candidates’ ratings on specific 

assessments. Scoring guides should address relevant and meaningful attributes of 

candidate knowledge and performance related to the standards on an assessment 

task and should be used to reach meaningful decisions.  Scoring guides can take 

many forms (such as Likert scales and rubrics) depending on the assessment 
activity.  

 

Regardless of the form the scoring guides take, they should have written and 

shared criteria for judging performance that indicate the qualities by which levels of 
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performance can be differentiated. They should be explicit enough to anchor 

judgments about the degree of success on a candidate assessment.    

Many assessments are little more than checklists completed at the end of the 
student teaching experience.  They do not define what is being sought and the 

ratings are in some cases mere numbers or words subject to broad interpretation 

(e.g., 1, 2, or 3; or excellent, good, acceptable).  Such instruments do not provide 

either candidates or supervisors with substantive guidance as to what is being 

sought.  
 

To be reliable, assessments must be capable of yielding approximately the same 

values across raters.  One way to achieve inter-rater reliability is to train raters, but 

this is difficult to evaluate in this paper review.  A second and more practical 

approach is to carefully review instruments that are highly explicit as to 

expectations and ratings.  
 

When evaluating scoring guides, reviewers can consider such questions as the 

following: 

 Are scoring guides clear and explicit about faculty expectations for 

candidate proficiencies in relation to standards? 
 Do scoring guides address relevant and meaningful attributes of candidate 

performance on an assessment task?  Do assessments and scoring guides 

work together so that different levels of candidate proficiency can be 

clearly distinguished (Assessment Examples) 

 When rubrics are used, is there specific guidance on what a rater might 
look for?   

 

 

E. Do the data as reported indicate the extent to which the candidates 

meet the standard? 

The key summarizing question for reviewers is: does the program present 
convincing evidence that its graduates can demonstrate that they have mastered 

the WVBE/national standards?  Section VII should give you a complete picture of 

the data, how faculty interpret the data, and contextual issues that might have had 

an impact on the data. 

 
F. Is the standard met? 

 

After answering the previous four questions, you are now asked to make a holistic 

decision on whether or not the standard is met. In general, most of the previous 

four questions should be met at the acceptable level for the standard to be met, but 
this should certainly be a matter of professional judgment. For example, you may 

deem that the assessments and scoring guide are appropriate but that the only 

available data are weak (perhaps it has only been administered one time and the 

faculty describe plans to change the curriculum appropriately). In this situation, you 

may determine that the standard is met even though there are some areas for 
improvement. In another situation, the assessments may be appropriate but the 
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scoring guide is so weak that the data are essentially useless. In this case, the 

standard could not be met. 

 
G. Final Program Recognition Decision 

 

After you have made individual decisions for each of the standards, you are asked 

to look at all of these decisions and then make one recognition decision for the 

program as a whole. As you do this, there are several things to consider.  
 

Consideration in Determining a Program Rating 

 Number of standards not met 

 Degree of divergence of ratings across standards 

 

Remember. .. . 
 There may be many ways to reach the same goal 

 Judgments must be based on standards, not personal opinion 

 Be reasonable, not harsh, nor gullible 

 

Final Decision: 
There are four possible decisions and each of these is defined below. 

 

Recognized 

Criteria for making decision: 

 Program may have some areas for improvement, but generally meets 
standards 

 

Consequences of decision: 

 Once the unit is accredited, the program will remain recognized until the 

next unit accreditation decision is made.  

 
Recognized with Conditions  

Criteria for making decision: 

 Assessments are well designed, of good quality, are aligned with the 

WVBE/national standards, and are being implemented. However, 

insufficient data are available.  
 

Consequences of decision: 

 Program has 18 months from receipt of decision to submit data.  

 Once acceptable data have been submitted, the condition will be 

removed. If the program does not submit acceptable information within 
the designated timeframe, the decision reverts to "Not Recognized." 

 

 

Decision Deferred, More Information Required 

Criteria for making decision: 
 Reviewers are not able to make a decision due to inadequate information 

submitted to conduct a valid review (e.g., a missing document, a needed 

modification of an assessment, or clarification of information or data).  
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Consequences of decision: 

 Program must submit a Deferred Report within the time frame cited in the 
State Program Recognition Report (approximately 2 months). If the 

program does not submit a report by the cited deadline the program 

decision reverts to “Not Recognized.”  If the faculty submits the report 

and the information is satisfactory, the program decision is changed to 

“Recognized” or “Recognized with Conditions.” If the information is not 
satisfactory, the decision is changed to “Not Recognized” and the program 

must submit a new Curriculum Analysis Report.  

 If a program is going through a continuing review, the recognition of the 

program will continue until a decision is made.  

 The State team automatically cites program in Areas for Improvement. 

The State can delete the program as an Area for Improvement if the 
program is recognized after the State visit and prior to the Program 

Review Board meeting.  

 

Not Recognized 

Criteria for making decision: 
 The standards that are not met are serious and more than a few in 

number OR are few but so fundamental that recognition is not 

appropriate. 

 

Consequences of decision: 
 The unit may submit a revised program report addressing unmet 

standards within 18 months. 

 The unit may submit a new program report for recognition within 18 

months. 

 The State team automatically cites program in Areas for Improvement. 

 
 

Strengths:   

As you read through the report, you should pay attention to aspects of the program 

that are unique and/or that you see as strengths. There is a section on the 

Reviewer Worksheet for you to note these as you see them. Strengths can either be 
specific aspects of the program (e.g. diversity of clinical sites) or more global 

statements (e.g. a major focus on teaching in urban settings). These will be cited in 

Part A.3 in the State Program Recognition Report.  

 

Areas for Improvement: 
There is a section on the Reviewer Worksheet for you to note these as you see 

them. Items cited here should not be a reiteration of standards that were not met, 

but could be concerns about faculty, about the curriculum, about clinical practice 

activities, or other issues that you see as concerns. Some of these may be cited in 

Part E or Part F of the State Program Recognition Report.  
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The State Program Recognition Report 
 

The State Program Recognition Report is the formal document that you complete 

and submit to the State. Your team leader, using the team’s input will complete the 
team final report that will be submitted to the State. Complete a Program 

Recognition Report for each program you review. However, multiple programs can 

be combined into one Recognition Report if they were combined in the Program 

Report.  

 

The State Program Recognition Report has 5 sections. The following information 
provides information about each section and describes how to use information from 

the Reviewer Worksheet to complete the report. 

 

Introductory Information:  

 
Complete this information for each program. This information can be copied from 

the Cover Sheet of the Program Report. 

 

Part A—Recognition Decision 

A.1.—Decision on recognition of the program. 
 

In this section put your final decision, taken from the Reviewer Worksheet, 

Section G.  There are four possible decisions: Recognized; Decision Deferred, 

More Information Required; Recognized with Conditions; or Not Recognized. 

  

A.2—Test Results 
 

The information on the 80% pass rate can be taken from the Curriculum 

Analysis Report. There is place for you to add comments if appropriate. 

 

A.3—Summary of Strengths 
 

It is important that you cite strengths of the program that you have noticed. 

These can be taken from your notes on the Reviewer Worksheet. Strengths 

could be either specific aspects of the program (e.g. diversity of clinical sites) 

or more global statements (e.g. a major focus on teaching in urban settings), 
but should not be just a reiteration of the sections of the WVBE/national 

standards that were approved.  

 

Part B—Status of Meeting WVBE/National Standards 

In this section cite each individual standard as Met or Not Met. Take this 

information from Column F of the Reviewer Worksheet. If a standard is found Not 
Met, you must include a comment to explain why it is not met. The comment 

should provide enough information for the program to be able to understand the 

issue. Some guidelines for writing the comments: 

 

 Use objective, impartial language 
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 Be complete so no other information is needed to understand why 

standard is “not met.” 

 Explanation must be related only to the standard 
 Be as clear and specific as possible 

 Use direct language without being harsh or unprofessional 

 Don’t use modifiers that appear tentative or uncertain 

 Cite weaknesses if these have not already been addressed 

 Be careful about including specific instructions for remediation (e.g. 
the faculty should develop a new course). Any “suggestions” from the 

reviewers will be taken as “commands” by the faculty. It is not the 

reviewers’ role to proscribe programmatic changes, but to provide 

explanation for why particular standards were not met. 

 

Part C—Evaluation of Program Report Evidence 
In Part C you are asked to evaluate how well the program’s assessments and 

candidate data address content knowledge, pedagogical and professional content 

knowledge skills and dispositions, and candidate impact on student learning. The 

information in Part C summarizes the program report evaluation in a way that will 

be extremely useful to the BOE and State Teams when they evaluate the unit 
against Unit Standard 1.  

 

In this section, reviewers should discuss how appropriately the WVBE/national 

standards were addressed in each of the three categories, C.1, C.2, and C.3; 

whether the assessments were of sufficient quality to address the WVBE/national 
standards; how effective the scoring guides were in identifying appropriate levels of 

proficiency, and to what extent candidates are meeting the standards. To complete 

Part C, you should use Section VII of the Program Report. To complete section C.1, 

find those standards that have been identified as “Content Knowledge” and 

summarize your decisions for those standards (or components of those standards). 

For C.2, find those standards that are cited for “Pedagogical/Professional 
Knowledge, Skills and Dispositions. For C.3, find those standards that are cited for 

“Effect on Student Learning.” 

 

The last page of the Reviewer Worksheet has a table to help you organize your 

response to Part C.  In each of the sections of Part C you should write relatively 
brief (1-2 paragraphs) that summarize your evaluation of the relevant standards.  

 

Part D—Evaluation of the Use of Assessment Results. 

In Part D, you should provide your evaluation of the information submitted in 

Section VII of the Curriculum Analysis Report. Questions for consideration might 
include: 

 

 Is it clear that assessment evidence is used by the institution in evaluating the 

program, counseling candidates, and revising courses or other elements of the 

program? 
 

 Has the institution made program changes based on assessment evidence? 
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 Do you find the faculty interpretations consistent with the evidence provided in 

the program report? 

 
 Are the implications for programs that appear in this section of the program 

report derived from the interpretations? 

 

Part E—Areas for Improvement 

There is a section on the Reviewer Worksheet for you to note these as you see 
them. Items cited here should not be a reiteration of standards that were not met, 

but could be concerns about the program, about weaknesses in the assessments, 

etc. Comments that refer to information in the Contextual Information (Section I of 

the Program Report) or are issues you would like the State Team to address should 

be cited in Part F instead of Part E.  

 
Part F—Additional Comments 

Part F provides you with the opportunity to make any additional comments that you 

think are appropriate. In F.1 your comments should focus on the Contextual 

Information and other issues that were not addressed elsewhere in this report. In 

F.2, you can cite concerns for follow-up by the State Team. These could be issues 
that are not directly related to the WVBE/national standards, but are related to the 

WVBE Unit Standards (Policy 5100, Appendix A-5). For example, you may be 

concerned about the number of faculty assigned to the program in relation to the 

number of candidates or you could be concerned that the clinical practice 

experiences are not sufficient for the program. 
 

Part G - Directions for Submitting a Revised Report 

You are not required to add anything to Part G for programs that are Not 

Recognized. However, you can choose to add additional instructions that could be 

helpful to the program as it prepares its revised report. 

 
 

Decision Making FAQs 

 

In general, the State expects reviewers to use their professional judgment in 

making decisions. However, it is important that decisions are made consistently by 
reviewers. This is difficult to do when we are unable to all meet together and share 

our thoughts, comments, and opinions until we reach consensus. This list of 

Decision-Making FAQs has been developed to help reviewers, as much as possible, 

make consistent decisions when their response is not clear-cut.  We hope that you 

will also use these as discussion points on the Program Reviewer list serve and add 
others that may come from your reviews. 

 

How much data must be presented? 

 

Eventually, the State will be expecting 3 years of data for each of the 6-8 
assessments. The only reason that reviewers might give institutions some leeway is 

in those instances in which a program had to make some radical shifts in their 

assessments because of the limitation to 6 to 8 assessments.  
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What if the program has good assessments that appropriately address the 

WVBE/national standards but only have data on some of the assessments? 
 

Until Spring 07, the following rule will apply:  If the program has at least one 

semester’s data on at least five assessments and everything else is appropriate 

then a reviewer can recognize the program.  If less than five then the reviewer 

should “recognize with conditions.”   
 

How many standards can be “not met” and the program still receive 

recognition? 

 

There are wide differences among the number of standards for each program so 

you must use your best judgment. 
 

How many of the assessments must be performance-based? 

 

All of the assessments should be those in which the candidates demonstrate their 

mastery of the standard and should be appropriate for the standards being 
addressed. For example, a paper and pencil test can be a good measure of a 

candidate’s knowledge base but it is certainly limited in its capability of 

demonstrating a candidate’s skill level. Most of the assessments should include 

activities--tasks that are conducted in a classroom, that provide direct measures of 

classroom performance, or are similar to daily activities a candidate would face in 
initial employment. 
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Reviewer Worksheet 
 
 

WVBE/national 
Standards 

 
[Insert 

WVBE/national 
standards in this 

column] 

A. Do the 
assessments 

align with the 
components of 
the standard? 

B. Do the 
assessments 

assess 
meaningful cog. 
demands & skill 
requirements at 

challenging 
levels for 

candidates? 

C. Are the 
assessments 
accurate and 

free from 
bias? 

D. Are the scoring 
guides clear and 

the levels of 
candidate 

proficiency the 
guides describe 

distinct and 
appropriate?? 

E. Do the data 
as reported 
indicate the 

extent to which 
the candidate 

meets the 
standard? 

F. Is the 
standard met? 

1 
Assessments cited 
for this standard: 

 

 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

 

2 
Assessments cited 
for this standard: 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

 

3 
Assessments cited 
for this standard: 

 
 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

 

4 
Assessments cited 
for this standard: 

 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 
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WVBE/national 
Standards 

 
[Insert 

WVBE/national 
standards in this 

column] 

A. Do the 
assessments 

align with the 
components of 
the standard? 

B. Do the 
assessments 

assess 
meaningful cog. 
demands & skill 
requirements at 

challenging 
levels for 

candidates? 

C. Are the 
assessments 
accurate and 

free from 
bias? 

D. Are the scoring 
guides clear and 

the levels of 
candidate 

proficiency the 
guides describe 

distinct and 
appropriate?? 

E. Do the data 
as reported 
indicate the 

extent to which 
the candidate 

meets the 
standard? 

F. Is the 
standard met? 

  

5 
Assessment cited 
for this standard s 

 

 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

6 
Assessment cited 
for this standard s 

 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

 

7 
Assessment cited 
for this standard s 

U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T U       A      T Met  Not Met 

Comments: 

 

 
 
Notes: 
Strengths: 
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Areas for Improvement: 
 
 
 
 
Comment for State Team: 
 
 
 
Final Decision: 
 
 _____ Recognized 
 
 _____ Not Recognized 
 
 _____ Decision Deferred, More Information Required 
  Comments: 
 
 _____ Recognized with Conditions 
  Comments: 
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Worksheet for Completing Part C of Program Recognition Report   
   

 Which 
Assessments 
Provide Data? 

What Standards Are 
Addressed? 
Are Standards Met? 

What Is Institution 
Response in 
Section G 

Based on evidence provided in the report, 
summarize strengths and areas for 
improvement under each area.  

C.1 Content Knowledge 
 
 
 
 
 

    

C.2 
Pedagogy/Professional 
Knowledge/Dispositions 
 
 
 
 
 
 

    

C.3 Affect on Student 
Learning 
 
 
 
 
 

    

 
 
 


