Letter of Agreement

Program Review Process Redesign

9/11/2019

Bellevue College and the Bellevue College Association of Higher Education (BCAHE)

agree to adopt the recommendations of the ad-hoc committee below, as well as the
attached Program Review template.

LA o

Sue Nightlngale ,/ Date
President BCAHE
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Suzette Yaezenko Date
Vice President of Human Resources

Program Review Redesign Recommendations

Given by:

Lisa Harris, iBIT

Frank Lee, Science

Harlan Lee, Counseling

Laura Nudelman, A&H (willing to serve on the Program Review Committee)
Jennifer Prekeges, HSEWI (willing to serve on the Program Review Committee)
Chace Stiehl, Social Science

lulia Zavodov, Academic Affairs

Rebecca Cory, Academic Affairs

The following recommendations are intended for the joint consideration of the BCAHE and the
administration. It is our hope that our diverse perspectives, the quality of our work, and the initial
success of the pilot will encourage both sides of the Labor Management Committee (LMC) to take up
this issue as an area of mutual interest. It is our belief that the recommendations herein offer a
substantial improvement over the current program review process.

Below you will find a brief summary of the Provost’s motivation for convening the committee and the
intended spirit of the work. Following this outlining of principles and process you will find
recommendations regarding a new semi-malleable committee structure, revised expectations for
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programs, and suggestions for continuing the pilot until a successful transition can be made after faculty
elections in Winter Quarter, 2020.

Impetus, Guiding Principles, and Process

The Program Review Redesign team was assembled by Provost Kristen Jones during Fall Quarter of
2018. The impetus for the redesign was the mock accreditation visit of October 2018. The
accreditation team found our current process to be unduly long and less faculty driven than they would
prefer. The Provost acting on this prompt sought out faculty volunteers from as many divisions/areas
of the College as was feasible and sensible. After convening the first meeting and seeking commitments
from the members she charged us with reimagining the program review process as a simplified, faculty-
led, and collaborative process that would more ably lead to productive criticism, meaningful change,
and the diffusion of good practice across divisions.

The committee agreed that input from the peers would likely be richer and better received. We also
thought that having these reviews open to peer observation would offer opportunities for favorable
cross-pollination across programs.

Members of the committee met over a half a dozen times throughout Winter Quarter to hammer out
the details of a process. We reviewed peer institutions practices, discussed our goals for program
review, crafted a template, debated the merits of different committee structures, and outlined
responsibilities for both program faculty and reviewers. After finalizing our initial work the members of
the committee agreed to participate in the review of four (4) programs (PHIL, ENGR, RAIS, and HIST)
during Spring Quarter to pilot our template and process. The new materials and format were favorably
received by each of the four programs, which of course are from four different divisions. Based on this
initial success we are comfortable recommending an expansion of the pilot into Fall and Winter Quarters
of AY 2019-20, with intent to transition to a permanent adoption by Spring Quarter, 2020. Please see
details below.

Program Review Committee Structure and Responsibilities

We recommend that program review be assigned by Academic Affairs, but due dates and actual
review will be set by a Program Review Committee (PRC) of 3 faculty members and a Provost
appointed designee from Academic Affairs (AA). The faculty members of the PRC committee
will be elected from the tenured full-time faculty. All three positions will be exclusively filled
by members from the following groups:

Position 1: Science or Social Science
Position 2: HSEW!I or iBIT
Position 3: A&H, Library, or Counseling

It will be the responsibility of Academic Affairs to ensure that a nominee from each group is
represented in subsequent elections. The PRC will produce guidelines and communicate with
programs as needed, as well as suggest edits to the LMC as necessary. The three (3) elected
members’ terms will be kept staggered to aid with continuity of process. The committee will
designate a chair for each academic year by mutual agreement. Said chair will operate in
conjunction with the designee from Academic Affairs in order to effectively schedule and
communicate expectations and due dates with programs designated for review. Each program
will be reviewed once over a 5 year period.



In addition to the standing members of the PRC there will be two mandatory program-
appointed members for each review. These appointed members are intended to enrich the
discussion and hopefully bring perspectives or expertise that the program would like to call
upon for advice. All five faculty members and the Academic Affairs designee will constitute the
Program Review Subcommitte (PRS). The PRS will be responsible for reviewing the document
ahead of time, meeting with the program to hear their presentation, providing constructive
criticism, giving commendations, and engaging the program in creative and collaborative
discussion regarding their program goals and challenges. The PRS will provide a summary
document of the review which will highlight strengths of the program and offer feedback given
past challenges and future plans.

Program Responsibilities

Programs will be expected to produce up to a ten (10) page document, not including
appendices, that addresses the following: previous program goals, analysis of program data
linked to the core themes of the strategic plan, and action plans and goals for the next five
years. Please see the attached template for more details about suggestions and required
elements. All faculty who have meaningfully contributed to the creation of the document and
who are implicated in the action plans for the next five years should sign the document. We
expect most programs should have at least 8 weeks to prepare the document. The program
will be responsible for recruiting two faculty appointees to their PRS and producing the
document by the assigned due date. The program chair, or designee, should be prepared to
give a brief overview of the document at their open meeting with their PRS.

Extension of the Pilot and Transition

Given our success with the original four programs we were hopeful enough to forward this set
of recommendations; however, we recognize that the establishment of the PRC will most easily
be accomplished during next Winter Quarter’s election cycle. Additionally, we also realize that
the mechanics and routines of the process will benefit from a few more trial runs. Fortunately,
this leaves us at least one more quarter to test the process with more programs. We
recommend that a program from iBIT be tested along with at least a couple others during Fall
Quarter, and perhaps another batch in Winter quarter. This will allow Academic Affairs and
the continuing Program Review Redesign Committee members to iron out some of the
messaging, scheduling, and routines that can be passed along to the newly elected PRC. It will
also give us another quarter to continue to collect feedback on the process, and most
importantly it will allow the committee and Academic Affairs time to effectively communicate
with the faculty about the new process and why they should consider running for the PRC. By
Winter Quarter we are hopeful that Academic Affairs can recruit at least three acceptable
candidates to run for the PRC and then take the reins in Spring Quarter after being debriefed by
the outgoing Program Review Redesign Committee members.



Program Review Report Template

*Note: This report has a page limit of no more than 10 pages (attachments are optional and
not included in this page limit).

The purpose of program review is to encourage and foster regular, systematic, participatory, self-
reflective, and evidence-based assessment of program development. Designated faculty will report to
the Program Review Committee on how they use institutional data to improve program configuration

and/or instructional practice.

Please note that the program review process is not meant to be

comprehensive; programs do not need to demonstrate all data used for program-specific purposes
(such as specialized accreditation). Office of Academic Affairs can provide assistance to the Program
Chairs as they prepare this report.

Section One.

Review of Last Review’'s Goals and Changes
Please describe the goals set during the previous program review and describe your progress over the

review period.
Section Two

Analysis of Program Data by Core Themes

Core Theme

Suggested Topics for the report

Student Success

Focus on:

e Ways your program uses data to inform student success
e Course completion rates by modalities

e Student success rates across different demographics
Optional:

e Degree completion/graduation rate

¢ Student employment outlook

e Student advising

Teaching and Learning
Excellence

Focus on:

¢ College-wide or program-specific assessment models informing
teaching and learning

e Curriculum currency

e Faculty credentials as related to their program’s development
Optional:

e Comparison with peer institutions

» Curriculum design, sequence of offerings, course outlines

e Grade distributions

o Workplace based learning

e Advisory Committee

College Life and Culture
(Internally)

Focus on:

e Program’s links to the Strategic Plan and campus-wide initiatives
e Culture of your program

Optional:

s Analysis of faculty diversity/matters of hiring and retention

e PT/FT ratio

Community Engagement and
Enrichment
(Externally)

Optional:
e Articulation agreements

e Connections to external constituents




Section Three

Actions Plan/Strategy for Improvement/Program Goals

List findings from the data and insights from Section Two along with new work plans for the upcoming
period. Your new plans should describe the work to be done, the responsible personnel,

expected timelines, and any anticipated results.

If requesting support, please describe what your department would be able to do with additional
resources or personnel.

Signatures Section

All faculty members who meaningful contributed to the creation of this document are to sign the
document before forwarding it to the Program Review Committee.



