PROGRAM REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING

January 30, 2004  11:00 a.m. – 12:30 p.m.  Admin. Conference Room

Facilitator:  Dr. Marc Skuster

Attendance:  Phrosty Chimiklis, Mark Clair, Fay Freeman, Pamela Penland, Marc Skuster, Henry Yong

1.  Approval of the Highlights from November 21, 2003 – The highlights were approved.

2.  Meeting Day/Time – The committee is considering meeting on the last Thursday of the month, at 4:00 p.m.  This would enable more committee members to attend the meetings. A poll of all committee members will be taken to determine feasibility.

3. Open Forum – Goal Setting for the Master Plan, January 29, 2004 – Fay thanked everyone who participated in the Open Forum, noting that feedback from attendees was very positive.  Henry and Mark also received very positive feedback.  Marc suggested providing an evaluation form for the Open Forum.  Fay and Pam will send an email out to those who attended the forum asking for their comments. Mark suggested formalizing the Open Forum and conducting one per year.  The Master Plan Goal and Objective revisions from the Open Forum were distributed.

4.  Program Review Guide and Revisions/Relating Program Goals to District Goals 

Elements of Accreditation Self-Study - Pam will distribute the latest draft of the guide to the committee at a later date. Using the accreditation self-study model, each department will address the following three elements in the program review report:  descriptive summary, self-evaluation and planning agenda. 

Integration of Master Plan Goals and Program Review Goals- Marc said that each program should contribute to achieving the district goals.  Marc noted the need to review a sample of a department that completed the Program Review Report narrative for the Master Plan Goals integration section.  Fay indicated there were several program reviews that could serve as a model for other departments in the integration of departmental goals and Master Plan goals. Fay indicated that the College’s integrated planning model calls for integration of Master Plan Goals and departmental goals and objectives, and accreditation recommendations. Fay will bring program review samples of departments who did a great job in goal integration to our next meeting. Therefore, it is recommended that we list the Master Plan Goals into the Program Review Guide for simplification and goal integration. 

5.  Checklist for Program Review Reports – Marc noted there is some variety in the submitted reports.  Fay indicated the instructions in the guide should be clear so individuals can respond accordingly. For example, revise the Program Review Guide to include the Master Plan Goals.  Mark suggested creating a rubric of essential data for the reports to help standardize them. 

6.  Online Program Review Process Evaluation Form – Fay indicated that Paul Tonning has created an online program review evaluation form to evaluate the program review process and the Program Review Guide

7.  Review Process for Program Review Reports – Held over for next meeting.

8.  Program Review and Program Assessment Plans/Reports – Marc noted that faculty requirements for student learning outcomes are met by departments submitting plans for assessing and achievement of student learning outcomes. Marc said we might want to include these in the program reviews.  

9.  Update – Student Learning Outcomes 

Faculty Senate Student Learning Outcomes Committee– Marc said the Faculty Student Learning Outcomes Committee is following the State Academic Association recommendation that faculty take the lead in identifying SLO’s. 

Steering Committee for Student Learning Outcomes - Mark indicated the Steering Team for SLO’s is in the process of identifying and formulating its purpose, and is working on campus-wide goals and objectives for SLO’s.  The committee’s purpose focuses on building shared knowledge and campus-wide responsibility for student learning outcomes. The Steering Team will support and collaborate with the Faculty SLO Committee, focusing on shared responsibility.  Fay noted the addition of Dr. O’Neil, Jeff Cooper and Dr. Schmidt to the SLO Steering Team.

10. Program Review Website Changes – Fay encouraged everyone to visit the Program Review Website and provide suggested recommendations for improvement. A special thanks to Eileen Do for including a Planning and Resource Development calendar on the website. Mark said he is completely revising the Research Office website.  

11.  Accreditation Recommendations Progress Report, 2002-03 – A draft copy of the recommendations was distributed.  Fay reviewed the sections that pertained to planning and evaluation, noting the theme of evaluation, integrated planning and improvement throughout the responses. The vice presidents with key responsibilities were identified to provide leadership in accomplishing the accreditation recommendations and the self-identified issues in the planning agenda of the self-study. The IT Department set up shared folders for personnel to indicate the progress made on implementing recommendations of the evaluation team. Fay encouraged committee members to read the report and provide any input to her by Friday, Feb. 6. The recommendations pertaining to integrated planning, evaluation, and program review are as follows:

· General Recommendation 2.  The team recommends that the College develop a formal process that fully implements the, as yet, unmet portions of the 1993 recommendation number 4: "That the College consider ways of bringing all planning efforts together and integrating them into one college strategic plan which is widely disseminated and used as a framework for decision-making." This process should include decision points such as who is involved in the budget planning process with identification of their responsibilities in the process timelines; and a description of the linkages between the College's various planning processes, budget development and program review. (Standard 3.B.1, B.2, B.3)

· General Recommendation 3. The team recommends the College should develop and implement a broad-based and integrated system of research, evaluation, and planning to assess the institution and use the results for institutional improvement. (Standard 3.A.1, A.2, A.3, A.4, C.1, C.2, C.3)

Standard Three: Institutional Effectiveness 

1. The institution should continue the improvement of its processes by engaging in systematic and integrated educational, financial, physical, technical, and human resource planning, including the implementation of outcome measures with clear documentation of achievement, and identified areas for improvement. (Standard 3) (See recommendations 2 and 3 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.)
2. The team recommends that the College incorporate institutional research in its planning process, particularly to guide outcome measures. It is also recommended that the College fully implement the program review process, including a component of measurable outcome criteria, which will make the program reviews more useful in planning, budget development, and decision-making. (Standard 3.A) (See recommendations 2 and 3 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From the 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.) 

Standard Four: Educational Programs
1. The team feels that it is critical the College further refine its program review process for consistency in use of standards and data. Based on the outcomes of the review process, recommendations regarding the effectiveness of programs should be forthcoming and incorporated into existing College planning processes. The College should develop a process for program discontinuation. (Standard 4.D.1) (See recommendations 2 and 3 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From the 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.) 

2.  The team noted that the College has begun the process of addressing the need for accurate data to evaluate its educational programs; anecdotal evidence indicates that progress is being made in this arena. Documented progress should be reported for accreditation purposes at the next available opportunity. (Standard 4.D.1) (See recommendation 3 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From the 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.)

Standard Five: Student Support and Development
1. The team urges the development of a research agenda to meet planning and mandated reporting needs. (See recommendation 3 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From the 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.)

Standard Six: Information and Learning Resources
1. The team recommends that the College should conduct a formalized and consistent program review to assess the effectiveness of the Learning Resources Department and to ensure the responsiveness of the department to faculty and curricular needs. 

Standard Nine: Financial Resources
1. The team recommends the College develop a comprehensive written description of budget policies, guidelines, and processes, which defines the link between budget and financial planning to other institutional planning efforts. (Standard 9.A.1, A.2, A.4) (See recommendation 2 of this report, Response to the Major Recommendations From the 1993 Accreditation Evaluation.)

The responses to the recommendations are included in the draft document distributed at the meeting.
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