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ABSTRACT 

Effective evaluation of instructional materials (IM) is essential for ensuring educational 
quality in higher education. This institutional case study examines the refinement of 
Camarines Norte State College’s existing policy (BOT Res. No. 60, s. 2022), which previously 
lacked a defined rating scale, resulting in inconsistencies and subjectivity in IM assessment. 
The study aimed to develop a transferable policy refinement model by introducing a 
structured rating score evaluation scale that enhances clarity, standardization, transparency, 
and usability while preserving policy integrity. Data were collected through focus group 
discussions with faculty and evaluators and document analysis, and analyzed using thematic 
analysis. Key themes identified include policy alignment, standardization, accountability, 
efficiency, and participatory governance. The resulting framework offers a scalable 
mechanism for higher education institutions to bridge qualitative evaluation with 
quantitative accountability, supporting evidence-based decision-making and continuous 
improvement in instructional material assessment.  
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 INTRODUCTION 
 

In the contemporary institutional landscape, 
commitment to ethical standards and accountability 
has emerged as a crucial determinant of 
organizational credibility and long-term 
sustainability (AlHares, 2025; Stavropoulou et al., 
2024). While these principles have long been 
emphasized in the corporate sector through 
initiatives such as Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR), they have become equally vital within higher 
education institutions. Colleges and universities are 
increasingly expected to uphold transparency, 
fairness, and ethical governance to sustain public 
trust and institutional integrity (Delgado-Alemany et 
al., 2021; Gichuru, 2023). Similar to corporations 
where 76% of consumers report discontinuing 
engagement with companies that neglect social and 
ethical responsibility (PwC, 2021) academic 
institutions must likewise demonstrate accountability 
and responsiveness to stakeholders. Aligning ethical 
standards with institutional practices fosters a 
culture of trust, integrity, and quality assurance 
essential for sustainable institutional development. 

In higher education, ethical accountability is 
operationalized through mechanisms that ensure the 

quality and effectiveness of instruction (Harvey & 
Williams, 2010). Among these mechanisms, evaluation 
tools serve as vital instruments for assessing the 
pedagogical soundness, relevance, and institutional 
alignment of instructional materials (Biggs & Tang, 
2011). These tools reinforce transparency and 
objectivity in academic assessment, enabling 
institutions to uphold teaching excellence and 
promote continuous improvement (Bertolin, 2021). 
However, the effectiveness of such instruments 
depends largely on the clarity, consistency, and 
interpretability of their rating criteria. 

Previous studies emphasize the importance of 
expert judgment, qualitative review, and professional 
discretion in evaluating instructional materials 
(Harvey & Williams, 2010; Biggs & Tang, 2011). 
Qualitative evaluation allows evaluators to consider 
contextual relevance, pedagogical appropriateness, 
and instructional creativity. Nevertheless, this 
reliance on subjective judgment also introduces 
variability in scoring and interpretation, which may 
compromise consistency and comparability across 
evaluators (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007). In contrast, 
recent quality assurance frameworks increasingly 
advocate for quantifiable, standardized, and data-
driven evaluation systems to strengthen institutional 
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accountability and transparency (Panadero & 
Jonsson, 2013; Bertolin, 2021). 

This situation reveals a persistent tension in the 
literature between qualitative, expert-based 
assessment and the growing demand for quantitative 
accountability in higher education evaluation 
systems. While qualitative approaches promote depth 
and contextual sensitivity, they often lack 
standardized mechanisms for score interpretation. 
Conversely, purely quantitative systems may enhance 
comparability but risk oversimplifying complex 
instructional qualities (Sadler, 2009). Despite 
extensive research on assessment tools and rubric 
design, limited studies have focused on how 
institutions can systematically integrate qualitative 
judgment with standardized rating scales within 
existing policy frameworks. 

At Camarines Norte State College (CNSC), this 
tension is reflected in the long-standing use of an 
approved Institutional Instructional Materials 
Evaluation Tool that relies heavily on professional 
judgment without a clearly defined rating score scale. 
Prior to this study, the absence of a standardized 
scoring framework resulted in inconsistencies in how 
evaluators interpreted and assigned scores, thereby 
weakening inter-rater reliability and limiting the 
comparability of evaluation outcomes. Similar 
challenges have been reported in previous studies 
highlighting the need for clearly articulated scoring 
systems to ensure fairness and objectivity in 
educational assessment (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; 
Panadero & Jonsson, 2013). 

The present study addresses this institutional 
and scholarly gap through an institutional case study 
approach that examines and refines the existing 
evaluation system of CNSC. Specifically, it responds to 
a critical limitation in the Revised Policies and 
Guidelines on Instructional Material Development 
under BOT Resolution No. 60, s. 2022, which lacks a 
defined rating score evaluation scale. Rather than 
revising established policies, this study proposes a 
policy refinement model through the adoption of a 
standardized rating score evaluation scale designed to 
complement the approved evaluation tool. 

The proposed scale introduces a transparent and 
quantifiable method for interpreting evaluation 
results. By translating numerical scores into 
meaningful qualitative descriptors, it bridges the gap 
between professional judgment and institutional 
accountability (Brown & White, 2021). This hybrid 
approach strengthens evaluation reliability while 
preserving the pedagogical sensitivity of expert 
review. Importantly, this refinement functions as a 
policy enhancement mechanism that improves 
evaluation efficiency, reliability, and fairness without 

altering existing regulations (Green, 2022). As such, 
the framework developed in this study may serve as a 
transferable model for other higher education 
institutions experiencing similar tensions between 
qualitative assessment practices and accountability 
requirements. 

Moreover, this initiative responds to the 
institution’s immediate operational need to assess a 
backlog of previously submitted instructional 
materials. The adoption of a standardized rating score 
system enables CNSC to conduct evaluations more 
systematically and equitably, in accordance with 
established quality assurance principles. The 
approach also aligns with recognized grading and 
assessment practices, facilitating institutional 
acceptance and practical implementation. 

Hence, this study was undertaken to refine and 
institutionalize a clear and consistent rating score 
evaluation scale aligned with the approved 
Institutional Instructional Materials Evaluation Tool 
of CNSC. It represents a policy refinement model 
aimed at strengthening transparency, fairness, and 
comparability in instructional material evaluation 
while reinforcing the institution’s internal quality 
assurance framework (Harvey & Green, 1993; Sadler, 
2009). Through participatory feedback from faculty 
members, evaluators, and academic administrators, 
the proposed scale was systematically refined and 
validated. The resulting framework promotes a more 
reliable, transparent, and equitable approach to 
instructional material assessment and contributes to 
CNSC’s pursuit of academic excellence and 
continuous quality improvement. Furthermore, the 
study offers a practical reference for other higher 
education institutions seeking to enhance their 
evaluation systems through evidence-based policy 
refinement. 

 
Conceptual framework 
This study was anchored on the principles of 

institutional accountability and continuous quality 
assurance in higher education and is framed as an 
institutional case study and policy refinement model. 
It builds on the Revised Policies and Guidelines on 
Instructional Material (IM) Development under BOT 
Resolution No. 60, s. 2022, which provides the 
institutional foundation for evaluating instructional 
materials at Camarines Norte State College (CNSC). 

However, while the policy outlines key 
components for evaluating instructional materials, it 
lacks a defined rating score evaluation scale necessary 
to ensure uniformity and objectivity in the scoring 
process. To address this gap, the present study 
refined and institutionalized a rating score evaluation 
scale designed to complement, rather than alter, the 
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approved IM Evaluation Tool. This refinement model 
may serve as a transferable framework for other 
higher education institutions facing similar 
evaluation gaps. 

The conceptual framework is guided by Sadler’s 
(2009) theory of formative assessment and Harvey 
and Green’s (1993) quality dimensions in higher 
education, emphasizing that consistent evaluation 
mechanisms and transparent standards are critical to 

ensuring fairness, credibility, and continuous 
improvement in academic processes. Within this 
context, the study adopted a qualitative-
developmental approach, engaging key 
stakeholders—faculty members, instructional 
material evaluators, and administrators—through 
focus group discussions (FGDs) to refine the proposed 
scale, as illustrated in Figure 1. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Paradigm of the Study 
 
 

Through this participatory process, stakeholder 
insights provided the empirical basis for enhancing 
the clarity, applicability, and fairness of the rating 
score descriptors and intervals. The refined scale, 
once integrated with the existing IM Evaluation Tool, 
strengthens CNSC’s internal quality assurance system 
by: 

(1) Ensuring transparency and consistency in 
instructional material evaluation; 

(2) Promoting objectivity and inter-rater 
reliability; and 

(3) Aligning institutional practices with 
recognized standards of educational quality 
management. 

Ultimately, the framework illustrates a cyclical 
process in which institutional policy (BOT Resolution 
No. 60, s. 2022) informs the refinement of the 
evaluation tool, stakeholder validation ensures 
contextual alignment, and the adopted scale feeds 
back into enhanced institutional quality assurance—
thereby sustaining academic excellence, public trust, 
and ethical accountability. 

 METHODOLOGY  
 
Research Design 
This study employed a qualitative developmental 

research design, which was appropriate for refining 
and institutionalizing an evaluation scale based on 
stakeholder feedback. The developmental approach 
focused on improving an existing institutional 
framework, the Revised Policies and Guidelines on 
Instructional Material (IM) Development under BOT 
Resolution No. 60, s. 2022 by introducing a 
complementary rating score evaluation scale. 

This design enabled the systematic integration of 
expert insights and institutional perspectives to 
ensure the contextual validity, applicability, and 
potential transferability of the refined scale (Richey & 
Klein, 2014). The qualitative component emphasized 
participatory engagement and thematic refinement, 
consistent with formative research design 
frameworks that support the iterative development of 
educational instruments and policies (Ruiz-Primo & 
Li, 2017; Patton, 2015). 

Process 

BOT Resolution No. 60, s. 2022 

Absence of a defined Rating Score 

Evaluation Scale to ensure uniform 

and objective scoring. 

Developed and Refined  

A Rating Scale Aligned 
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Tool Through Stakeholder 
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Input 

Qualitative–Developmental Approach 
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Quality Dimensions in Higher Education 
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Continuous Policy Improvement Cycle 
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Participants 
The participants of the study consisted of faculty 

members and instructional material (IM) evaluators 
who participated in the first round of focus group 
discussions, and members of the Academic Council 
who took part in the second round of review and 
presentation at Camarines Norte State College 
(CNSC). These stakeholders were purposively selected 
because of their direct involvement in the 
institutional processes of preparing, reviewing, and 
approving instructional materials. 

Purposive sampling was employed to ensure that 
only individuals with relevant expertise and 
experience contributed to the refinement of the 
evaluation scale. A total of 12 participants took part in 
the initial focus group discussion (FGD), comprising 
six faculty members, four IM evaluators, and two 
administrators. Their diverse institutional roles 
ensured balanced representation of perspectives on 
instructional material development and assessment. 

 
Data gathering procedure 
Data were gathered through two stages of focus 

group discussions (FGDs) and document analysis. 
Initially, the researcher examined the Revised Policies 
and Guidelines on Instructional Material 
Development (BOT Resolution No. 60, s. 2022) and the 
existing IM Evaluation Tool to identify structural 
gaps, particularly the absence of a defined rating 
scale. This review served as the foundation for 
developing the initial version of the proposed rating 
score evaluation scale. 

The first FGD sought participants’ feedback on 
the clarity, applicability, and relevance of the initial 
draft. Participants’ comments and suggestions were 
documented and subjected to thematic analysis to 
identify recurring issues and recommendations. 
Based on these insights, the researcher revised the 
draft scale and presented the updated version for 
validation through member checking to ensure that 
revisions accurately reflected participants’ 
perspectives. 

After the initial revision, a second FGD was 
conducted to present the refined version of the scale. 
During this phase, members of the Academic Council 
reviewed the proposed policy and guidelines and 
provided qualitative feedback for further 
improvement. The results informed the final revision 
of the rating score evaluation scale, which was 
subsequently endorsed for institutional presentation 
and adoption. Member checking was again conducted 
prior to submission to the Board of Trustees for final 
approval. 

 
 

Research instrument 
The primary instrument of the study was the 

proposed Rating Score Evaluation Scale for 
Instructional Materials, which was developed and 
refined through a series of stakeholder consultations. 
The initial version consisted of five rating categories 
with corresponding qualitative descriptors designed 
to interpret numerical results from the existing IM 
Evaluation Tool.  

During the FGDs, participants evaluated the 
clarity, relevance, and fairness of each rating 
category. Their feedback guided revisions in phrasing, 
score intervals, and descriptive labels. The final 
instrument was the refined and institutionalized 
rating scale, integrated as a supplementary 
component of the existing evaluation tool.  

Expert validation was conducted by the Academic 
Council Committee on Quality Assurance to establish 
content validity and ensure alignment with 
institutional policy standards. 

 
Data analysis 
The qualitative data gathered from the focus 

group discussions were transcribed verbatim and 
analyzed using Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six-phase 
thematic analysis framework. This approach was 
employed to systematically identify patterns and 
shared meanings in participants’ responses related to 
the refinement of the evaluation scale. 

The analysis followed six iterative phases: 1) 
familiarization through repeated reading of 
transcripts; 2) initial code generation using open 
coding; 3) searching for themes by clustering related 
codes; 4) reviewing themes for coherence and 
consistency; 5) defining and naming final themes; and 
6) producing analytic narratives for interpretation. 

To enhance analytic rigor, coding was conducted 
in two cycles. The first cycle involved inductive 
generation of preliminary codes, while the second 
cycle focused on refining, merging, and reorganizing 
codes based on thematic relationships and theoretical 
alignment. Selected transcripts and preliminary codes 
were reviewed by a peer researcher to minimize 
subjective interpretation. Discrepancies were 
resolved through discussion and consensus-building. 

The finalized themes—clarity, objectivity, 
fairness, and usability—were compared with 
established frameworks in educational evaluation and 
quality assurance, particularly those emphasizing 
transparency, validity, and reliability in rubric 
construction (Sirimanna et al., 2022). These 
comparisons guided the refinement of qualitative 
descriptors and score intervals. 
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To ensure trustworthiness, the study employed 
strategies for credibility, dependability, 
confirmability, and transferability. Member checking 
was conducted by returning thematic summaries to 
participants for verification. Triangulation was 
achieved through the integration of FGD data and 
document analysis. An audit trail of analytic decisions 
was maintained to support methodological rigor and 
minimize potential researcher bias. 

 
Ethical considerations 
Prior to data collection, ethical clearance was 

obtained from the institutional Research Ethics 
Committee. Participants were fully informed of the 
study’s objectives, procedures, and voluntary nature. 
Written informed consent was secured, emphasizing 
confidentiality, anonymity, and the right to withdraw 
without penalty. 

All data collected were treated with strict 
confidentiality. No identifying information was 
included in the transcriptions, analyses, or published 
reports. Data storage complied with institutional 
ethical guidelines and the Data Privacy Act of 2012 
(Republic Act No. 10173) of the Philippines. Ethical 
standards were upheld throughout all phases of the 
study to protect participants’ dignity and data 
security. 

 

 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Refined policy and guidelines on the rating score 

evaluation scale 
The thematic analysis of the finalized policy 

entitled “Adoption of the Rating Score Evaluation Scale 
for the Existing Approved Institutional Instructional 
Materials Evaluation Tool of Camarines Norte State 
College” (see Appendix A) revealed its significant 
contribution to strengthening institutional 
assessment mechanisms. The integration of a 
standardized rating score evaluation scale directly 
addressed the gap identified in Board of Trustees 
(BOT) Resolution No. 60, s. 2022, which previously 
lacked a clearly defined numerical evaluation 
framework. 

While the original policy emphasized qualitative 
judgment and expert review, it provided limited 
guidance for consistent numerical interpretation. 
This reflects a broader tension in higher education 
assessment between qualitative professional 
discretion and the growing demand for quantitative 
accountability. The revised policy responded to this 
tension by establishing a transparent and quantifiable 
system that supports uniform interpretation of 

instructional material (IM) evaluation results while 
preserving expert judgment. 

The refined policy aligns with institutional 
quality assurance objectives by integrating numerical 
ranges with qualitative descriptors, thereby 
strengthening both procedural consistency and 
evaluative credibility. Table 1 presents the thematic 
analysis of the refined policy and guidelines on the 
adoption of the rating score evaluation scale for 
instructional materials. 

Findings indicate that the refined policy was 
firmly anchored in BOT Resolution No. 60, s. 2022. 
Rather than replacing the existing framework, the 
scale complemented and strengthened institutional 
regulations. This alignment enhanced institutional 
legitimacy and facilitated administrative acceptance. 
Consistent with higher education policy evaluation 
literature, reforms grounded in existing governance 
structures are more likely to achieve sustainability 
and compliance. 

The introduction of defined numerical ranges 
(e.g., 1.00–1.79 “Needs Major Revision” to 4.20–5.00 
“Outstanding”) provided a standardized benchmark 
for interpreting evaluation results. The explicit 
computation formula—dividing the total achieved 
score by the number of indicators—further 
strengthened procedural clarity and reproducibility. 

This standardized structure addressed long-
standing concerns regarding inter-rater variability 
and subjective interpretation. Previous studies 
emphasize that while qualitative judgment remains 
essential, the absence of clear scoring criteria may 
compromise consistency. The present findings 
demonstrate that integrating quantitative 
benchmarks with descriptive indicators enhances 
both reliability and interpretive depth (Jonsson & 
Svingby, 2007; Brookhart, 2018). 

The combined use of numerical scores and 
qualitative descriptors (“Outstanding,” “Very Good,” 
“Good,” “Fair,” and “Needs Major Revision”) 
strengthened accountability by making evaluative 
decisions transparent and traceable. This dual system 
facilitated evidence-based decisions regarding 
approval, revision, or rejection of instructional 
materials. 

Moreover, the scale functioned as a governance 
tool that supported structured institutional decision-
making. Clear evaluative thresholds reduced 
ambiguity in administrative deliberations and 
promoted consistency across academic departments. 
Such governance clarity contributes to public trust in 
institutional evaluation processes and reinforces 
institutional credibility. 
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Table 1. Thematic analysis of the refined policy and guidelines on the adoption of the rating score evaluation scale for 
instructional materials 

Theme Sub-theme / Indicator Data Basis / Verbatim Evidence Interpretation / Implication 

Policy Alignment & 
Institutional 
Legitimacy 

Anchored in BOT Res. 
No. 60, s. 2022; 
maintains existing 
framework 

“This proposal seeks to address a 
critical gap of the approved revised 
policies and guidelines on 
Instructional Material (IM) 
Development, BOT Res. No. 60, s. 
2022.” 

The policy complements rather 
than replaces existing regulations, 
enhancing institutional legitimacy 
and sustainability. Ensures 
compliance with governance 
structures. 

Standardization & 
Objectivity in 
Evaluation 

Defined rating scores 
and ranges; numeric + 
qualitative descriptors 

“It lacks a defined rating scale — a 
fundamental feature necessary for 
ensuring clarity and consistency in 
the assessment process.” 

Introducing a standardized scoring 
system addresses inter-rater 
reliability, improves consistency, 
and ensures fairness in evaluation. 

Transparency & 
Accountability 

Clear interpretation of 
scores; decision-
classification 

“By interpreting raw scores using 
the rating scale ranges with 
corresponding qualitative 
descriptors, this system adds a layer 
of granularity and objectivity.” 

Numeric + descriptive system 
allows evaluative decisions to be 
traceable, promoting 
accountability and institutional 
credibility. 

Efficiency & Practical 
Implementation 

Reduces IM evaluation 
backlog; applies 
without overhauling 
policy 

“By adopting this temporary rating 
score system, the institution can 
efficiently address evaluation 
backlogs…” 

Streamlines evaluation procedures, 
reduces administrative burden, 
and expedites decision-making. 

Usability & Evaluator 
Adaptability 

Aligns with standard 
academic grading; easy 
to use 

“The adoption of a rating scoring 
system aligns with the grading 
practices commonly used in 
educational institutions.” 

Familiar scoring system reduces 
training needs, improves evaluator 
confidence, and ensures consistent 
application across departments. 

Quality Assurance & 
Continuous 
Improvement 

Integration with 
existing rubrics; 
supports targeted 
feedback 

“By employing rating score ranges, 
evaluators can more effectively 
identify specific strengths and areas 
for improvement in instructional 
materials.” 

Facilitates iterative improvement 
of instructional materials, 
supporting a culture of continuous 
quality enhancement. 

Decision Support & 
Governance Clarity 

Structured decision-
making matrix; clear 
approval/revision/rejec
tion criteria 

“It provides clear criteria for 
determining whether an IM should 
be approved, recommended with 
revisions, or rejected.” 

Promotes evidence-based 
governance and transparent 
decision-making; enhances 
administrative clarity and public 
trust. 

Stakeholder 
Engagement & 
Institutional 
Ownership 

Iterative revisions 
through FGDs and 
Academic Council 
meetings; participatory 
process 

“Presented: Institutional IM 
Committee … Presented: Academic 
Council Meeting.” 

Participatory design increases 
stakeholder buy-in, ensuring the 
instrument is valid, reliable, and 
institutionally owned. 

The analysis yielded five dominant themes: (1) policy alignment and legitimacy, (2) standardization and objectivity, (3) transparency and 
accountability, (4) usability and accessibility, and (5) participatory governance. 

 
The findings also highlighted the practical 

advantages of the refined scale. Its alignment with 
familiar academic grading practices enhanced 
usability and reduced the need for extensive 
retraining. As a result, evaluators demonstrated 
greater adaptability and confidence in applying the 
instrument. 

Furthermore, the scale addressed operational 
challenges such as evaluation backlogs by 

streamlining assessment procedures without 
requiring major policy revisions. This efficiency 
reflects best practices in educational policy 
implementation, where minor but strategic 
refinements can yield substantial administrative 
benefits (OECD, 2020). 

The participatory nature of the policy refinement 
process emerged as a central theme. The involvement 
of the Institutional IM Committee and the Academic 
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Council ensured that diverse stakeholder perspectives 
were incorporated. This collaborative approach 
strengthened institutional ownership and enhanced 
the acceptability of the revised instrument. 

Consistent with collaborative policy development 
frameworks, stakeholder engagement contributed to 
both the technical validity and the social legitimacy of 
the scale (McNamara et al., 2015). Such participatory 
mechanisms are essential for sustaining long-term 
institutional reforms. 

Beyond procedural improvement, the refined 
evaluation scale has broader implications for 
instructional quality and academic development. By 
providing evaluators with precise diagnostic 
feedback, the scale facilitates targeted revision of 
instructional materials. This, in turn, supports the 
development of higher-quality learning resources and 
contributes to improved student learning outcomes. 

Standardized and transparent evaluation 
practices also reinforce a culture of research-based 
material development, encouraging faculty members 
to engage in systematic instructional design and 
continuous improvement. Over time, this may 
strengthen the institution’s research culture and 
commitment to evidence-based pedagogy. 

Despite its strengths, the refined policy does not 
entirely eliminate evaluator subjectivity. Although 
numerical ranges and descriptors enhance 
consistency, interpretation may still vary across 
evaluators and departments. Continuous training and 
calibration remain necessary to ensure uniform 
application of the scale. 

Future studies may examine the long-term 
reliability of the instrument through quantitative 
inter-rater reliability testing and longitudinal 
monitoring of evaluation outcomes. 

In summary, the thematic analysis demonstrates 
that the adoption of the Rating Score Evaluation Scale 
represents more than a procedural adjustment. It 
constitutes a systematic advancement in institutional 
quality assurance and policy governance. By bridging 
qualitative evaluation and quantitative accountability, 
the refined policy promotes fairness, objectivity, 
transparency, and sustainability in instructional 
material assessment. 

Its integration into BOT Resolution No. 60, s. 
2022 reflects an institutional commitment to data-
informed decision-making, enhanced teaching quality, 
and continuous academic improvement. As a policy 
refinement model, the framework may also serve as a 
reference for other higher education institutions 
seeking to strengthen their instructional evaluation 
systems. 
 

  CONCLUSION  
 
The refined policy on the Adoption of the Rating Score 
Evaluation Scale for the Existing Approved 
Institutional Instructional Materials Evaluation Tool 
effectively addressed the gap in BOT Resolution No. 
60, s. 2022, by providing a standardized quantitative 
framework for evaluating instructional materials. The 
integration of defined numerical ranges with 
qualitative descriptors enhanced objectivity, 
transparency, and fairness, ensuring consistent and 
reproducible evaluative judgments. Anchored within 
institutional policy, the scale improved efficiency, 
inter-rater reliability, and participatory governance, 
reflecting a collaborative and evidence-based 
approach to institutional quality assurance. Overall, 
this policy represents a significant advancement in 
data-driven decision-making and continuous 
improvement in instructional material assessment at 
Camarines Norte State College. 
 

Recommendations 
1. The rating score evaluation scale should be 

formally adopted and implemented across all 
academic units, accompanied by structured evaluator 
training to ensure uniform application. 

2. Regular monitoring and periodic review of 
the scale’s effectiveness are recommended to 
maintain its relevance and reliability. 

3. Integration of the scale into a digital 
evaluation system is encouraged to enhance 
efficiency, transparency, and accessibility for 
evaluators and administrators. 

4. Future studies may consider assessing 
longitudinal impacts on instructional quality and 
inter-rater consistency to further validate the 
instrument’s effectiveness. 
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