An Account of Mt SAC’s Move from Program Review to Planning for Institutional Effectiveness (PIE)

(To be attached, along with the PIE form, to Standards IB, IIA, III in Accreditation Self-Study Warehouse)

Prologue: This documentation of changes that occurred immediately after the 2004 accreditation site visit is intended to assist the 2010 self-study authors in their depiction of the course of events. This will also be available, along with the History and Accomplishments of Mt. SAC’s Institutional Effectiveness Committee in Year-One (attached to accreditation standards IB.7), for surrounding community colleges requesting information on our new program review process. 

Accreditation Standards:

IB, IB1, IB3, IB4, IB5 require the college to “ …assess progress toward achieving its stated goals and make decisions regarding the improvement of institutional effectiveness in an ongoing and systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation, implementation and revaluation [and to provide] evidence that the planning process is broad based, [and] offers opportunity for input by appropriate constituencies…”

Standard IIA requires the college’s  “…instructional programs [be] systematically assessed in order to assure currency, improve teaching, and learning strategies and achieve stated student learning outcomes”

Standard III requires that “the institution effectively uses its human, physical, technology, and financial resources to achieve its broad education purposes, including stated student learning outcomes to improve institutional effectiveness”

Mt. SAC’s Program Review History

Program Review has been a contentious subject at Mt. SAC for a number of years.  Faculty and staff have found it difficult to reconcile the College’s reputation for excellence and innovation with what they perceived as its inconsistent and ineffective planning and evaluation processes. The three-year Program Review process had a number of flaws, but the one that drew the most complaints was that it was not clear where Program Review fit in relation to the other planning processes occurring on campus:  

There was no apparent connection between Program Review and larger processes like budget request, scheduling and positions requests. This led to suspicion that the process was useless and to general frustration for those required to complete the forms…. These forms were long, cumbersome and not readily usable for administrative units….They required reporting data that were easily available on ICCIS but resulted in increased workload for those who filled out the forms (“Summary of Process Review” 1).

These issues were exacerbated by the lack of institutional consistency: Student Services departments, support units, and academic departments each used different Program Review processes. 

Although its intentions were good, the college’s continual adjustments to the Program Review process in response to mounting complaints only seemed to make it longer and more convoluted. This was apparent in Spring of 2003. As the accreditation site visit loomed, the interim VP of instruction added an SLOs option to the Program Review process. Because only a handful of departments were working with SLOs at the time, it was at best a symbolic action, and at worst just an additional page in a 20-plus-page document.

Thankfully, the new Vice President of Instruction suspended Program Review in August 2004 until the newly established Institutional Effectiveness Committee could evaluate the existing format and create a more meaningful and understandable process.
Mt. SAC’s Process for Modification of Program Review

One of the Institutional Effectiveness Committee’s initial functions (see History and Accomplishments of Mt. SAC’s Institutional Effectiveness Committee in the Accreditation Warehouse under Standard I B.7) 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).
The committee operated under serious time constraints. When the first meeting took place in December 2004, the college’s Program Review process had been suspended for 5 months, and a new process had to be created and distributed by August 2005:

After reviewing process and forms from another community college used for program evaluation and planning, the Committee worked to develop a planning process that would allow for annual unit/department review of their operations as the basis for participating in the larger planning cycle for the college…. The name of the process [was] changed to clearly signify the purpose of the process [and]…the new name [was chosen to] avoid some of the negative connotations of the ineffective ‘Program Review’ process (“Summary of Process Review” 1).       

In acknowledgement of the fact that the entire campus supports student learning, the committee wished to design a form/process that would be utilized by every department/unit on campus.  The result was an SLOs/ AUOs-based annual process called “Planning for Institutional Effectiveness” (PIE).

Because a significant portion of the college campus had reported having difficulty grasping the global and local planning processes and their connection to one another, the committee took great care to create a form, which, while articulating the steps of the PIE, defines its components, and specifies their relationship to global planning on campus. 
Finally, mindful of the significant role chairs, unit managers, Academic Senate and Faculty Association leaders play in dissemination of accurate information, the committee recommended training sessions for those individuals beginning in August 2005.  The President’s Advisory Council (PAC) accepted this recommendation in June of 2005.

The form/process is divided into two parts: Institutional Planning Framework and Department Unit Planning Process (see attached PIE form).

The Institutional Planning section gives participants a general definition of college mission statements and a breakdown of Mt. SAC’s own mission statement.  It then specifies who revises and approves the mission and reminds the participants that it  “Informs all planning and assessment.”

The next section, College Goals, once again gives the participants a general definition of college goals and who is responsible for them.  The participants are also reminded that college goals “guide all planning and assessment processes.” 

Note: Training sessions for the above two portions will focus on how to use college goals as a prompt for the creation of department/ unit goals

Participants are then asked to look at Internal and External Conditions. Here, these terms are defined, and the participants are prompted to consider them as the “basis of department/unit planning and assessment processes” 

Note: At this point, the committee recommended that “PIE forms going to academic departments should come with standard attachments of relevant data from IT; support units will need to summarize data collection based on the focus of their work” (“Annual Review of Committees” 3).  PAC accepted this recommendation in June 2005.

Note: Training Sessions for this portion will be conducted by the Director of Institutional Research and the Director of Information Technology. They will focus on appropriate use of the standard attachments as well as other possible data requests

In the Department/Unit Planning section, participants are reminded that their goal setting is “Prompted in part by college goals…[and] guides area planning and assessment.”  In this portion, as a way to facilitate understanding of the flow of planning on campus, the participants are asked to “Identify their goals’ connection to college goals.” 

Note: The training sessions for this section will focus on goal generation and accurate determination of the next step: will the goal move through SLOs/AUOs assessment or through a simple Goal Implementation plan?

The next portion is divided into 3 parts:  SLOs, AUOs, and Goal Implementation. Once again, participants are reminded of what these processes entail, their purpose, who is responsible for conducting them, and how they fit into planning.
Note: Training sessions for this portion will conclude by focusing on the “Use of Results” column for SLOs/AUOs and the “Status of Implementation” for simple Goal Implementation.  The presenters will emphasize the concept that it is not the results themselves that are important as much as it is how those results are used to improve student learning and services, respectively.

The final section, Resources, allows the departments to list those resources (research support, budget allocation, training, instructional equipment, etc.) that it may need for each SLO, AUO or goal implementation. 

Note: Training sessions for this portion will focus on the use of evidence in support of resource requests  

At this point, the Institutional Effectiveness Committee suggested, “Unit or department results [be] funneled to the larger college planning activities to encourage relevant data and …[be] brought to institutional planning” (“Annual Review of Committees 3). With the understanding that consistent summaries facilitate effective planning, the committee also recommended, 

There should be a standard form deans/managers will use to summarize the PIE information they receive from the departments/units. There should be a standard form vice–presidents will use to summarize the PIE information they receive from their dean/managers. These summaries will constitute a major component of the annual report to PAC from IEC regarding the findings of the PIE process ( 3). 

PAC approved this recommendation in June 2005.

It remains to be seen how well this new process will work, but its creators’ commitment to institutional effectiveness and their respect for the participants should ensure a successful beginning.  IEC will conduct a comprehensive evaluation of the process at the end of year-one.

Respectfully submitted by Jemma Blake-Judd, Coordinator, SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team
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