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 Preserve confidentiality of peer review process, 
including:

1. the nonpublic contents of accreditation applications, 
2. any Review Team discussions or communications about 

applications, and
3. the recommendations of Review Teams.

 You will be asked to complete a 
Peer Reviewer Agreement

 No real or perceived financial, 
institutional, or personal interest 
in the outcome of the review

Reviewer Expectations



 Applications are 
on Box.

 Download 
entire 
application.

 Do not try to 
review in Box.

Logistics
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Accreditation Review Team Structure
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By July 31: All Applications Assigned to Review Teams

By September 29: First Request for Additional Evidence

By October 20: Applicant Interviews at Conference or by 
Phone

February 1: Final Report Deadline if no additional 
Evidence is required

By March 7: Peer Review Team Submits Final Report to 
the Accreditation Commission if second 
evidence request was made

By May 1: Accreditation Commission Vote 

Accreditation Review Timeline and Responsibilities 



• Accreditation Coordinating Commissioner
Chair: Victoria Zeppelin accreditation@nacep.org

• NACEP: Staff Members: Jennie Patteson, Adam Lowe

• In-person Trainings and Webinars

• Online: http://www.nacep.org/accreditation/peer-
reviewers/

Peer Reviewer Resources 



Review and Final Report Forms



Review Form



Program Description

I put this information on my Review Form, so I 
don’t have to keep referring back to the coversheet



Intent
To confirm that the CEP courses are owned and monitored by 
the post-secondary institution, and that the content, skills and 
assessment methods in CEP courses are consistent with on-
campus courses sections offered by the respective academic 
departments

Areas of Evidence
C1: College course catalog/records
C2: Signed description of compliance/alignment
C3: Faculty site visits

Curriculum Standards



C Standards—Things to Check

• C1: Relevant information easy to find in college catalog
• C1: Website/links published to CE students/instructors
• C2: Description included of how faculty ensures 

compliance with sharing curricular resources 
• C2: If used, NACEP Standard Form signed by faculty 

member/chair/dean with oversight of CE courses 
• C3: Completed reports for each discipline
• C3: Description of frequency, tracking, follow-up 

processes



Intent
To ensure that CEP instructors have the same approvals 
and standing as other faculty, receive training in the course, 
and take advantage of opportunities to progress in 
knowledge of their disciplines

Faculty Standards

Areas of Evidence
F1: Hiring Processes
F2: Training/Orientation
F3: Professional Development
F4: Published Compliance Policies



• F1: Clear and complete hiring documentation 
• F2: Orientations held prior to teaching
• F2: Both CEP and academic department involved 
• F3: Comprehensive tracking of annual PD by new/veteran 

instructors
• F4: Policies regarding compliance are published to all 

stakeholders

F Standards--Things to Check



Intent
To ensure that the way in which CEP students are treated is 
consistent with policies and practices for on-campus students 
with similar classification

Areas of Evidence
S1: Signed verification of compliance
S2: Published registration & prerequisite 
processes
S3: Published CEP student guide

Student Standards



• S1: CEP students are registered in the college’s 
academic record system

• S2: Course prerequisites & eligibility requirements align 
between CE and college students.

• S2: Course processes published and available to CE
• students prior to registration
• S3: Handbook (or equivalent) targeted to CE students
• S3: CE students are apprised of these policies

S Standards--Things to Check



Intent
To ensure that CEP students are held responsible for the same 
learning outcomes, and are held to the same grading standards 
and assessment methods as post-secondary students taking 
the same course

Areas of Evidence
A1: Paired syllabi listing standards of achievement
A2: NACEP Assessment Standard Form for grading 

standards
A3: Paired syllabi or assessment tools

Assessment Standards



• A1: Learning objectives/standards of achievement 
consistent between CEP and post-secondary syllabi

• A1: Expectations are communicated to instructors and 
students

• A2: Faculty engaged in grade norming training or other 
activities related to ensuring a given grade means the 
same across class sections

• A3: Paired assessment tools have equivalent methods 
and depth of content

A Standards--Things to Check



Intent
To provide the CEP and school partners with feedback regarding 
the courses, alerting the CEP program to strengths and possible 
problems

Areas of Evidence
E1: Student Satisfaction
E2: Transferability of CE Credits
E3: Impact on Students’ Post-Secondary Education
E4: Impact on School Partners

Program Evaluation Standards



• Clear & complete explanation of methodology
• Analysis done by qualified researcher 
• Evaluations done on schedule
• Follow-up contact with non-respondents
• Steps to address low response rates 
• Evidence of reflection/analysis/next steps

E Standards—Things to Check 



Q&A
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