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APR Report for the Year 2017-2018
2018-2019 Cycle

Section I: Program Description 

IA1. Program (Select your program from the drop down list) 

IA2. Other Program (If your program is not on the above list, write it in here) 

IB. Program Lead (Your first and last name) 

IC. Program Mission Statement 

Provide the Program’s Mission Statement. 

ID. Program Summary 

Provide a brief summary on the current status of the program being reviewed. 
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Section II: Looking Back—2017-2018 

IIA. Present the Results (Rubric Criterion 3) 

Provide a descriptive summary of the outcomes from the 2017-2018 cycle of program review.

IIB. Probe the Results: I Wonder . . . (Rubric Criteria 1, 3) 

In this section, judge whether the activities you implemented in 2017-2018 to reach your goals were effective. Did the 
activities have an effect on the outcome? Please describe WHY you believe your outcomes came out the way they did. 
Did you reach your goals? If yes, explain why. If you did not reach your goals, explain why. 

IIC. Ideate Innovations: What if . . . (Rubric Criteria 1, 5) 

In this section, describe activities you believe would have an effect on your 2018-2019 outcome measures. 
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Section III: Looking Forward—2018-2019 

III. List Your 2018-2019 Goals—Be Quantitative!

List your 2018-2019 APR goals in terms of their expected changes on the outcome measures as indicated earlier. 
Each goal that requires resources, impacts other areas, or otherwise is substantive requires the submission of an APR 
Goal form. Keep in mind the scoring rubric criteria: 

1. The relationship between program review narrative and the APR Goal is evident and strongly supported by
evidence.

2. The APR Goal directly implements institutional planning document goals.
3. The outcome directly implements institutional planning outcomes, and is transferrable and/or scalable

institutionally.
4. APR Outcome indicators, methods and/or timelines use institutional measures, transferrable/scalable institutionally
5. Before/after benchmarks and timelines are completely specified, identical methods, transferrable/scalable.
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Section IV (Optional): Evaluation of Program Review and Planning Process 

IVA. Evaluation of Program Review and Program Planning Process 

In this cycle of program review, what aspects of the program review and program planning process worked best and 
why? 

IVB. Evaluation of Program Review and Program Planning Process 

In this cycle of program review, what aspects of the program review and program planning process would you change 
and why? 


	IA1_ Program: [APP TECH Energy Technology AS Degree & Certificates]
	IA2_Other: 
	IB_Program_Lead: Kanoe Bandy
	IC_Mission_Statement: The Energy Technology program is designed to provide an education in the technical and professional skills to enable individuals to work in the energy industry. Technicians with the education and training can provide support and assistance to engineers, geologists, and operations staff in a variety of career and job types. Skills attained will be transferrable to other related professions such as manufacturing, food processing, renewable/alternative energy fields, etc.  
	ID_Program_Summary: Since May, 2017, this program has been orphaned since there is no one to lead it on campus. Courses during this review cycle have been canceled due to low enrollment. This is confirmed by looking at major counts which in 2014/5 were at 66, then 46 a year later, 24 the year after, and this last cycle with only 13 students.  Fortunately, several students (3) were able to finish this program. Of important note is that revisions in this program began in the fall of 2017 and continued into the spring of 2018. The focus was to eliminate several certificates and to work on alignment with Bakersfield College’s program. This writer believes that at least three courses are now fully articulated between the colleges.  
	IIA_Results: No classes in Energy Tech were offered this cycle. 
	IIC_What_If: The division wonders what if:
#1. The program had a lead who worked with the high school, B.C., and CSUB to find ways to make our program vibrant, alive, and serving needs of students and industry?
#2. The program expanded its scope to include alternative forms of energy and not just focus on fossil fuels? 

	IIB_I_Wonder: Because there were no classes run, there is no data to ponder. 
	III_Goals: 1. Hire a full-time faculty member. 
2. Review and revise the program to be more inclusive of other types of energy. 
3. Evaluate the revised curriculum and make changes to SLOs as necessary to meet revised program SLOs.   

	IVA_Best: Brandy Young in Institutional Research and Dr. Vicki in Learning Support have both been supportive and empowering in working through this year’s review. Brandy’s wizardry with eLumen helps us to not only retrieve data, but also to groom it and analyze it so that meaningful reports come from data queries. Dr. Vicki keeps the SLO spirit alive and percolating on the campus as we continue to innovate and improve this program.     
	IVB_Change: As of this writing, there does not seem to be a need for changes.


