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INTRODUCTION


This document sets forth the process to be used for program review of Residential Learning Communities. Because the responsibilities for Residential Learning Communities are shared by Residence Life in Student Affairs and by colleges and departments in Academic Affairs, the review of these programs is designed to be undertaken jointly.

PURPOSE OF PROGRAM REVIEW

The purpose of periodic program review is to provide a mechanism to ensure the improvement of programs on a continuous basis. Program review is a process for monitoring the status, effectiveness, and progress of programs; recognizing and responding to program strengths and weaknesses; identifying important directions in the disciplines or professions that need to be addressed; responding to the directives and incentives of the Ohio Board of Regents; assessing the relationships among and contributions to other programs and the overall mission of the university; selecting among the opportunities and options available to the programs; and recognizing the implications of the choices made. Thus, program review is a process by which the future directions, needs, and priorities of programs can be identified. As such, program review is inextricably linked to strategic planning, resource allocation, and other decision-making at the program, department, school, college, and university levels. 

The final outcome of program review is a specific action plan for program improvement. The plan that emerges should be explicit, action-oriented, and include a specific time frame. The program review process should focus on improvements that can be made using resources currently available to the program, or identify extramural resources the learning communities can generate through their own actions. Consideration may be given to proposed program improvements and expansions requiring additional institutional resources; in such cases, the need and priority for additional resources must be clearly specified. 

RESPONSIBILITIES FOR CONDUCTING ACADEMIC PROGRAM REVIEW
The primary responsibility for overseeing the review of residential learning communities belongs to the directors of the several communities. The several residential learning communities are reviewed simultaneously and in a coordinated approach allowing both the assessment of individual communities in the context of their particular mission and collectively to assess the impact of the whole residential learning community effort. Thus, the directors of the various learning communities are expected to prepare narratives about their individual programs for inclusion in the self-study. In addition, one of the directors, or someone agreed upon by the directors, should take the lead to produce a coherent document, including an overview of the collective impact of residential learning communities. 

Guidance for preparing a self-study will be provided by the Vice Provost for Academic Programs and by Residence Life. Where appropriate, data and other information will be provided by the Office of Institutional Research, by Libraries and Learning Resources, and by Information Technology Services. 

An ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee will write the University’s summary/internal report. The Committee will comprise representatives from Academic Affairs and Student Affairs.

SUGGESTED OUTLINE AND CONTENT FOR THE SELF-STUDY REPORT

The self-study need not be long to be effective. Organization, focus on program planning, and coherence of the document as a whole are essential. The strengths and weaknesses of each community should unfold out of the data, and the specific recommendations of the plan should follow from the strengths and weaknesses. Thus, in a tightly structured self-study, the data are an integral part of the developing plan. The result should be a relatively brief document.

Each learning community’s part of the self-study should include the following sections, with emphasis on the concluding section on Unit Planning. Data should be provided as needed to describe the strengths, weaknesses, and plans of each individual program. Tentative deadlines for completing each section have also been included.
A. Introduction. (Deadline: Friday-October 15, 2004)
1. Mission of the learning community, including, where applicable

a. Learning outcomes

b. Relationship to academic programs housed in academic units

c. Courses and other academic programs and activities offered by the residential learning community itself

d. Non-academic, support, or extracurricular activities

e. Any other student support services (e.g. advising) not covered above

f. Relationship to other learning communities

g. Relationship to Residence Life

2. Brief, recent history of the community, focusing on developments during the last 7 years (or since the last program review)

B. Description of the learning community’s resources (Deadline: Monday-November 01, 2004)
1. Description of faculty resources (may be provided, in part, by Institutional Research. For programs with just a director, or small staff, this section is understandably short). 

a. Tabular breakdown by rank, gender, ethnicity.

b. Include brief vitas for all faculty in an appendix. 

c. From program records, provide a semester-by-semester account of faculty workload assignments in the learning community, for the past two years. If one exists, provide the specific faculty workload policy for your learning community.

2. Description of graduate assistant resources 

3. Description of staff resources 

4. Description of students 

a. Tabular breakdown by class rank, gender, ethnicity

b. Academic qualifications on entry

5. Student credit hour production per semester in total; SCH/FTE faculty member

6. Description of recruitment and retention efforts.

7. Description of facilities, equipment/instrumentation, and information resources (available university- or college-wide, as well as those dedicated to the learning community)

8. Financial resources (expenditure data; budget by funding source; student scholarships and fellowships; and other)

C. Self-evaluation. The self-evaluation should include an explicit statement of program strengths and areas of concern/weakness. (Deadline: Wednesday-December 01, 2004)

At a minimum, the self-evaluation should include data on

1. Quality

a. Assessment of student learning outcomes. Describe in detail the community’s assessment program, using the format developed with the Student Achievement Assessment Committee. Include copies of the community’s annual reports and the SAAC’s feedback on those reports, if available. Alternatively, provide

· Statement of student learning outcomes

· The community’s assessment methods

· Results of assessment and inferences drawn

· Actions taken and program changes/improvements resulting from assessment

· Retention and persistence at BGSU

b. Other outcomes assessment, such as surveys of satisfaction

c. Faculty quality and productivity, as it relates to duties assigned in the learning community. Note areas needing improvement as well as areas of strength. 

d. The quality of the curriculum, instruction, and support services. Identify the strengths and weaknesses of the community’s activities, including both academic and residence life programming.

e. Comparative advantage and program distinctiveness, in terms of

· Students served (geographic area, gender and minority status, nontraditional students, etc.)

· Program effectiveness, or “value added”

· Programs offered at other colleges and universities

2. Demand

a. Enrollment trends (current levels, goals, and projections)

b. Instructional demand (actual seats enrolled), and breakdown by majors and non-majors or other categories appropriate to your learning community.

3. Centrality to the University mission

a. Relationship of the learning community to BGSU's mission.

b. Relationship of the learning community to other programs, including other learning communities

c. Relationship of learning community activity to the Academic Plan

4. Financial considerations and adequacy of resources

a. Financial considerations and efficiency. Address the question: does the learning community carry out its activities in a cost-effective way?

b. Adequacy of resources

D. Planning (next 7 years) (Deadline: Monday-January 31, 2005)
1. Based on the learning community’s mission, its recent accomplishments, the strengths and weaknesses identified in the preceding sections, and the perceived opportunities in academia and in the unit’s area, describe the unit’s goals and plans for achieving them over the next seven years. The plan should be built in the context of currently available university resources. The plan may include resources the unit will generate through its own activities. 

a. Goals and strategies

b. Timetable and implementation plan

c. Relationship to the Academic Plan

d. Questions the department asks the External Team to give particular attention. 

E. Overview. The previous sections of the outline should be completed by each residential learning community. This section should be constructed as a single summary and overview. (To be completed by the LC Coordinator. Deadline: February 28, 2005)
1. Assessment of the impact and effectiveness of the residential learning communities, collectively.

2. Recommendations for future development of residential learning communities at BGSU.

F. Appendices (Deadline: February 01, 2005)
1. Tables, charts, and graphs that are referred to in the body of the self-study, but are not included therein

2. Faculty resumes

3. Copies of other reviews, reports, policy documents, student recruiting material, and other items directly relevant to the self-study

THE EXTERNAL REVIEW

The purpose of the external review is to provide assessment and advice from recognized peers outside Bowling Green State University. The external reviewers will be asked to pay particular attention to the unit’s plan. Does the plan build on program strengths and address weaknesses? Does the plan take advantage of current trends and developments in higher education? If the plan is implemented, will the unit be competitive on a regional and national basis? 
The review team will comprise recognized peers from distinguished programs at other universities and, where appropriate, from the professional sectors. The Directors of the learning communities, the Vice Provost for Academic Programs, and the Director of Residence Life will come to agreement on a list of potential reviewers. All parties will be sensitive to issues of conflict of interest at all levels.

The Vice Provost for Academic Programs is responsible for coordinating the schedule for the visit. The schedule should be arranged to include exit interviews with the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Provost, as separate meetings. Opportunities should also be arranged for team members to meet with faculty members of the learning communities (individually, if possible), department chairs or school directors of related programs, and a sampling of students. The schedule should be arranged to accommodate the reviewers’ need to have time to write their report. 

Well in advance of the scheduled visit, the Vice Provost for Academic Programs should provide the following to each member of the review team. Copies of this material should be available to the learning community directors and to the ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee.

· This document

· The self-study

· A preliminary schedule for the visit (with the understanding that the team may request additional or follow-up interviews or may otherwise choose to modify the proposed schedule)

· Information about arrangements for the team’s transportation, lodging, and meals and payment of the agreed-upon honorarium

The external review team should focus on the learning communities’ goals and plans for achieving those goals within the context of all information provided. The team’s recommendations should focus on improvements that can be made using resources currently available to the program. If recommendations are made for changes that would require additional resources, the source(s) and priority for additional resources should be clearly specified.

The external review team should present its major findings and recommendations verbally during the exit interviews.

The external review team submits a single report, agreed upon by each of its members, within 10 working days of departure from BGSU. It is submitted to the Vice Provost for Academic Programs, who distributes the report to the learning community directors, the Director of Residence Life, and the ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee. The External Report should include:

· A brief statement naming the units being reviewed, the dates of the visit, and a summary of the major events or scope of the visit.

· An evaluation of the completeness and adequacy of the self-study.

· An identification of strengths and weaknesses of the learning communities. 

· An evaluation of the leadership, including the climate for work created by administrators.

· An evaluation of the unit’s plans for the next seven years. Are the units’ goals and mission clearly articulated and appropriate? Do these plans reflect creative insights into the potential of the units to contribute to student success? Are the goals of the unit current, realistic, and creative? 

· An evaluation of the effectiveness of the residential learning communities, in sum.

· Additional findings and recommendations, particularly those that could improve the plan or increase its chances for successful implementation.

THE ad hoc LEARNING COMMUNITY PRC REPORT

The ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee is responsible for writing a report, which synthesizes the information in the self-study, the external report, and input from the directors of the learning communities. The focus of the report is a set of concrete, action-oriented recommendations cast within a specific timeline. These recommendations are guided by the ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee’s understanding of:

1) the quality and importance of the communities to the mission of the University;

2) the contribution of the communities to the Academic Plan; and

3) the communities’ strategic plans, as described in the planning section of the self-study.

THE LEARNING COMMUNITIES’ RESPONSE

Following receipt of the program review committee’s report, the directors of the learning communities should provide the Vice Provost for Academic Programs with a written response to the report’s findings and recommendations. The Vice Provost will distribute copies of the communities’ response(s) to the Director of Residence Life, the Vice President for Student Affairs, and the Provost.

THE FINAL RESPONSE

Any differences between the ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee’s Report and the Learning Communities’ Response are resolved by the “Final Response,” written collaboratively by the Vice President for Student Affairs and the Provost; the Final Response commits the learning communities to a course of action. 

Annual reports by the units will be based on the recommendations in the Final Response (which could incorporate or reference the ad hoc Learning Community Program Review Committee Report and Unit Response).

FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES AND ACTION PLANS

The learning communities are to make annual reports to the Vice Provost for Academic Programs and the Director of Residence Life, recording progress on the numbered recommendations. To facilitate and standardize this process, the Vice Provost for Academic Programs will provide each unit with an electronic file containing the numbered recommendations. The annual report should be written as responses to the individual numbered recommendations, and can be cumulative. By the time of the next program review, this file will contain a complete record of annual progress on the recommendations.

6
Page 7

