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Instructional Annual Program Review Update 
Survey of Users -- Fall 2010 

(n = 8 respondents) 
   
  
1. Q1.  “This year’s form template (a Word document) is a revision of last year’s form. It was revised 

to improve ease of use and organization and to provide a new listing of data and other 
informational resources. Was this form an improvement?”  

(n) Percent 

Yes  3 37.5% 
No  0 0% 
Somewhat   3 37.5% 
Not Applicable/I did not use last year’s form  2 25.0% 
 TOTAL  8 100%  

 
 
Q2.   “Was the Word document template designed for this year's Instructional Annual Program 
Review Update easy to use?” (n) Percent 

Yes   5   62.5% 
No   0   0% 
Somewhat   3   37.5% 
 TOTAL    8   100%  

 
 
Q3.   “Overall, were the instructions accompanying each section in the template easy to follow?” (n) Percent 
Yes   6   75.0% 
No   0   33.3% 
Somewhat  2 25.0% 
 TOTAL   8   100%  
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Q4.   “Overall, were the data displayed in a way that was clear and easy to understand? ” (n) Percent 
Yes   4   50.0% 
No   1  12.5% 
Somewhat   3   37.5% 
 TOTAL     8   100%  

  
  

Q5.   “Did the definitions for the "Core Program and Student Success Indicators" elements enable 
you to understand the data?” (n) Percent 

Yes     4   50.0% 
No  1 12.5% 
Sometimes     3   37.5% 
 TOTAL    8  100%  

 
 
Q6.   “Were the data indicators addressing institutional productivity (e.g., WSCH, FTEF, LOAD, etc.) 
useful in evaluating your department's effectiveness and setting targets?”    (n) Percent 

Yes   6   75.0% 
No   0   0% 
Somewhat   2   25.0% 
 TOTAL     8   100%  

 
 
Q7.   “Were the data indicators addressing overall student success (e.g., success and retention) 
useful in evaluating your department's curriculum?”    (n) Percent 

Yes   4   50.0% 
No   2   25.0% 
Somewhat   2   25.0% 
 TOTAL     8   100%  
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Q8.   “Were the data indicators addressing equity and diversity issues in student success (i.e., 
demographic variations in success and retention) useful in evaluating your department's 
curriculum?”    

(n) Percent 

Yes   4   50.0% 
No   2   25.0% 
Somewhat   2   25.0% 
 TOTAL     8    100% 

 
 
Q10.   “Was the exercise in assessing critical issues and challenges facing your program useful in 
evaluating your program?” (n) Percent 

Yes   3   37.5% 
No   4   50.0% 
Somewhat   1   12.5% 
 TOTAL     8   100%  

 
 

Q11.   “Was this exercise useful in helping you to evaluate your program?” (n) Percent 
Yes   3   37.5% 
No   3   37.5% 
Somewhat   2   25.0% 
 TOTAL     8    100% 

 
 

Q12.   “Were you able to articulate the expected outcomes if your program is granted (or granted) 
the resources you have requested?” (n) Percent 

Yes   4   50.0% 
No   1   12.5% 
Somewhat   3   37.5% 
 TOTAL     8    100% 



Evaluating College of San Mateo's Instructional Program Review 
Faculty Survey Fall 2010 

Office of Planning, Research, and Institutional Effectiveness (PRIE) 
11/20/2010 

 

4 
 

 
Q13.   “Overall, did the Instructional Annual Program Review Update process help you make 
meaningful improvements in your department or program?” (n) Percent 

Yes   2   25.0% 
No   2   25.0% 
Somewhat   4   50.0% 
 TOTAL     8    100% 
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NARRATIVE COMMENTS 
 
Q2.  “Was the Word document template designed for this year's Instructional Annual Program Review Update easy to use?” 

• Whole cycle should go back to a 6-year cycle, with comprehensive PR's every 6 years with annual updates. 
• Would like improvement/additions to the full time faculty request form.  More detailed information here. 

 
Q3.  “Overall, were the instructions accompanying each section in the template easy to follow?” 

• Yes, but only if the PRIE data are CLEARLY presented. 
• Improvement to equipment request:  Would like more details in information collected, so the technology committee 

making decisions has more data.  Similar improvements would be good for the full-time faculty request form. 
 
Q4.  “Overall, were the data displayed in a way that was clear and easy to understand? ” 

• Only when they were presented by PRIE in same format in which the form asked for them. 
 
Q5.  “Did the definitions for the "Core Program and Student Success Indicators" elements enable you to understand the data?” 

• Don't really remember; it was over 6 months ago! 
 
Q6.  “Were the data indicators addressing institutional productivity (e.g., WSCH, FTEF, LOAD, etc.) useful in evaluating your 
department's effectiveness and setting targets?” 

• I'm still having trouble understanding the statistics. 
 
Q7.  “Were the data indicators addressing overall student success (e.g., success and retention) useful in evaluating your 
department's curriculum?” 

• Definition of ""Success"" and ""Retention"" unclear.  What constitutes success? A grade of C?  How long does a student 
have to stay in course to be counted as ""retained""?  Through census?  Through end of course? 

 
Q8.  “Were the data indicators addressing equity and diversity issues in student success (i.e., demographic variations in 
success and retention) useful in evaluating your department's curriculum?” 

• What do we do to help a whole ethnic group in a division if most of the courses are transfer courses? 
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Q9.  “If you had difficulty understanding or using the data, what suggestions do you have for activities or resources that might 
be helpful?” 

• Clearer explanations of the statistics.  Simpler rubrics.  
 
Q10.  “Was the exercise in assessing critical issues and challenges facing your program useful in evaluating your program?” 

• It was just busy-work. above. 
• At the end of the day there isn't any money to fund growth or support any new class development  

 
Q11.  “Was this exercise useful in helping you to evaluate your program?” 

• I am still unclear as to how any of this will help me become a better teacher.  I continue to believe the SLO process is to 
benefit some administrator and will be a shelf document.    

 
Q12.  “Were you able to articulate the expected outcomes if your program is granted (or t granted) the resources you have 
requested?” 

• We didn't ask for anything, so N/A. 
• This is a complete waste of time since there isn't any money to fund any new programs.  

 
Q13.  “Overall, did the Instructional Annual Program Review Update process help you make meaningful improvements in your 
department or program?” 

• Some tightening up on SLOs  
 
Q14.  “Do you have suggestions for improving the Instructional Annual Program Review Update model?” 

• Yes, go back to 6-year cycle (see above). 
• Instead of the current five year cycle, a six year cycle for the Comprehensive program review.  That is what is required by 

ACCJC.  Why conduct is more frequently than that?  Removal of the outside reviewer requirement:  Seems to delay the 
process and make it more cumbersome.  

 


