History and Accomplishments of Mt. SAC’s Institutional Effectiveness Committee in its First Year
(To be attached to I B.7 in Accreditation Self-Study Warehouse)

Prologue:

Because this radical change to the college’s planning and evaluation efforts happened immediately after the 2004 accreditation self-study, it is important to document it for an accurate record during the next accreditation cycle.  This record will be updated periodically. This will also be available, along with An Account of Mt. SAC’s Move from Program Review to Planning for Institutional Effectiveness (attached to accreditation standard IB, IIA, III), for surrounding community colleges requesting information on our new program review process.

Accreditation Standard I B.7

“The institution assesses its evaluation mechanisms through systematic review of their effectiveness in improving instructional programs, student support services, and library and other learning support services”

History

The conclusion of Mt. SAC’s response to Standard IB.7 in the 2004 Self-Study for Accreditation states:  “The combination of formal and informal processes and sophisticated survey tools allows Mt. SAC to assess its evaluation processes” (Mt. San Antonio College 57). An initial look at the campus planning and evaluation process would indicate that this is an accurate statement, but on closer scrutiny, the college’s processes, including program review, have not proved adequate for either the “meta-evaluation” required by the standard or the rigorous coordination of planning necessary for institutional effectiveness. For the sake of clarity, it may help to focus this history and discussion of accomplishments on three levels: planning consistency, planning coordination, and meta-evaluation. 

The college’s program review problems have been, in many ways, symptomatic of the college’s planning and evaluation problems as a whole.  While there have been program review processes in place, they have varied from one portion of the college to another, and few constituents have felt that the resulting information was being utilized effectively just as coherent campus-wide coordination of planning activities or consistent assessment of those activities has also been ineffective.

Planning Consistency

Lack of consistency in the planning and evaluation processes across campus was unintentionally created when departments and units attempted to tailor the program review process to meet their own needs. Support services’ program review bore little resemblance to program review conducted by academic departments, which in turn bore little resemblance to the program review utilized by Student Services.  In addition, the dean and manager summaries of the results of those reviews were used to form the basis of the vice-presidents’ summaries but did not follow a standard format. 

Planning Coordination

It is important to note that Mt. SAC has made numerous attempts over the years to integrate the various planning processes on campus, but the college has not been successful.  Faculty and staff have consistently expressed confusion about the connection between unit planning activities such as program review and institutional planning activities such as the budget process. While it’s tempting to believe that this might be due to a lack of effort and involvement on the part of faculty and staff, a glance at a planning flow chart for the campus disproves that belief: not only is it extremely dense and difficult to follow, but it also changes frequently and is rarely distributed!

Meta-Evaluation

The concept of the ”evaluation of evaluative processes” might seem daunting, but the need for meta-evaluation is clear.  The college attempts to evaluate various processes, but how effective is that evaluation? How are the results used to improve institutional effectiveness?  Once again, Program Review is an indicator of how little meta- evaluation has occurred on campus. While there were systematic attempts conducted by the shared governance Program Review Committee to analyze the Program Review process and to respond to complaints, the 2003-2004 changes (adding a SLOs/AUOs option in anticipation of the new accreditation standards without the input of the Program Review committee) were patch jobs at best.  Formal review and thoughtful change were superseded by reaction and impulsive revision. This was effectively stopped when program review was suspended until it could be dealt with properly.

Creation of Institutional Effectiveness Committee
The creation of the Institutional Effectiveness Committee was partly in response to the obvious difficulties on campus, partly in response to Standard 1B7’s call for sophisticated process for meta- evaluation, and partly in response to the need to reinstate the program review process.  One of its immediate functions was to “… deconstruct the existing program review model and construct a model that supports ongoing unit planning and evaluation efforts” ( “Annual Review of Committees”1).  Its members were chosen with care to represent the entire campus.

Members:

Dean Instructional Services
SLOs Coordinator

Senate President 

Student Services Rep

Curriculum Liaison

Director Research

Director IT

SPAS Rep

Equity and Diversity Rep

CSEA Rep

Committee Purpose:

Ironically, the difficulties inherent in distinguishing among global/ local planning, evaluation processes, and meta-evaluation are reflected in the changes made to the committee’s original purpose statement.  Initially, the committee was to “support, coordinate and oversee the various planning and evaluation activities that exist campus wide” (1).  After considering its role in the process of campus meta-evaluation, the committee suggested changing the statement to “The committee will have responsibility for assessment, evaluation, and coordination of activities leading to improvement of institutional effectiveness”

Committee Function: 

The committee’s function statements address the three areas of concern mentioned previously:  

Planning Consistency and Coordination:

“Supports ongoing connection between unit planning activities and institutional planning processes”

“Determines data reports needed to support effective planning and evaluation activities at the unit level”

Meta Evaluation:

“Regularly reviews the form and process for institutional program review to ensure that they support ongoing unit planning and evaluation efforts”

“Conducts annual review of PIE results to provide feedback to PAC regarding planning efforts… leading to improving institutional effectiveness”

“Plans for systematic documentation and planning efforts annually to prepare for accreditation”

Institutional Effectiveness Committee’s Year-One Activities

Because the committee only had the second semester of the 2004-2005 academic year to operate, its work was essentially limited to creating the new program review process. The committee considered the flaws in the old program review process and its lack of clear connection to the institution’s planning process before it created a new program review process, Planning for Institutional Effectiveness (See An Account of Mt. SAC’s Move from Program Review to Planning for Institutional Effectiveness attached to standards IB, IIA, III in the accreditation warehouse). It wished to focus on the three areas of concern outlined above.

Planning Consistency

The new process links the entire campus by utilizing one form; this is a logical extension of the SLOs/AUOs initiative, which has sought to create a unified culture of assessment. 

Planning Coordination

The committee created a process that simultaneously delineates and reinforces the college’s local planning cycles and their connection to global planning.  It did this by using the initial part of the form (internal/ external conditions) to allow the dept/unit participants to use the results of the previous SLOs/AUOs or goal implementation to drive the current cycle of PIE. Instead of simply providing participants with a list of steps to take, the Committee structured the forms so that participants will be constantly reminded of where each step fits in the global planning scheme for the college, who is responsible for the step, and the purpose of the step. The Committee also conducted a pilot session before the process began to determine the most effective strategies for training. PAC accepted all of the above recommendations in June of 2005. 

Meta-Evaluation 

The committee also sought to reinforce the concept of coordinated planning and facilitate meta-evaluation by recommending a standard format for Dean and VP summaries and by defining its own responsibility for summarizing the findings of the PIE process that will “constitute a major component of [its]…annual report to PAC …” (“Annual Review of Committees” 3).

While the Institutional Effectiveness Committee has only been in operation for a few months, the changes it has made have been revolutionary, not simply because they have altered the nature of planning, evaluation, and meta-evaluation on campus, but also because they are beginning to change the college culture.  This transformation was apparent in one of the committee’s final recommendations of the year, which suggests that the Annual Review of Committees have a structure that is consistent with elements of the PIE process “so that committee and council planning that leads to improvement of institutional effectiveness may be documented…”( 3). The charge of improving the institution’s effectiveness is monumental, but it will be accomplished with the

committee’s positive and thoughtful approach—one step at a time. 
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