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Present: Quorum 8 members  Non-voting Members 

Marti Alger 
Aimee Begalka 
Natasha Campbell 
Steve Cardwell 
Donna Danielson 

Lori McElroy 
Allison Richardson 
Chris Traynor 
Laura Vail 
Michael Whitmore 
Jendy Wu  

 

David Burns 
Melike Kinik-Dicleli 
 

Ex officio Voting Members 

 

Regrets:  Senate Office Guests: 

Emma Baggott 
Michael Cober 
Alan Davis  
Rajiv Jhangiani 
Harshdeep Singh 
Sandy Vanderburgh 
Stephen Yezerinac 

Meredith Laird Jocelyn Lymburner 
Diane Purvey 

 

1. Call to Order 

The Chair called the meeting to order at 3:02 p.m. 

2. Approval of Agenda 

Aimee Begalka moved the agenda be confirmed as circulated. 

The motion carried. 

3. Approval of Minutes, April 22, 2020 

Steve Cardwell moved the minutes be accepted as circulated. 

The motion carried. 

4. Psychology Quality Assurance Plan 

Chris Traynor praised the work of the Program Review Team and their perseverance in completing 
the QA Plan given all the other activities and demands on faculty members throughout this time.   

Jocelyn Lymburner shared with the committee that she found the feedback from the reviewers 
helpful and described how she addressed the concerns of the reviewers. She highlighted that the 
Self-Study was completed in 2018 and the current report has been created over the past year. She 
shared that headway has been made on the goals that were laid out throughout that period.  

Diane Purvey informed the committee that there is a Program Chair as well as ongoing funding 
available for a Degree Coordinator. More seats will become available in upper-level courses and this 
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will help to address issues students identified even in the last Program Review in gaining admission to 
these courses.  

The Department is reviewing faculty coverage and currently undertaking hiring processes to address 
needs. Degree Advisory Committee is planning to meet over MS Teams shortly.  

The committee commented that the richness of the feedback and responses were helpful in 
assessing all the work that had been completed and is ongoing.  

Diane Purvey thanked Jocelyn Lymburner and the very large Psychology department for all their work 
reviewing class sizes and all the courses’ learning outcomes and has set a standard for other 
departments in going through this process. 

 

Lori McElroy moved that the Senate Standing Committee on Program Review approve the 
Psychology Quality Assurance Plan with minor revisions as discussed. 

The motion carried. 

5. Chair’s Report 

Since the last meeting, Chris Traynor and Natasha Campbell have met to review the work of the 
committee.  The Chair is confident about the future of the committee's leadership. 

6. Manager’s Report for Office of Planning and Accountability 

Melike Kinik-Dicleli presented her report summarizing progress on program reviews.  

There are currently 29 programs in the process:  

12 in Self-Study,  

3 in External Review: Counselling, Interior Design and Technical Apparel 

- Interior Design site visit currently scheduled for June 23 

- Technical Apparel site visit currently scheduled for September 25 

4 in Quality Assurance Plan phase 

10 in Annual Follow-up phase 

The committee discussed how to structure the site visit portion of the external review given that it 
will take place virtually.  The assistance of administrative assistants in the Wilson School of Design 
may be required to set up all the Teams meetings with the various participants. The committee 
discussed how to incentivize external reviewers in a virtual visit, in lieu of the lunch that is typically 
provided for in-person site visit participants.  

 

Chris Traynor shared with the committee general expectations for faculty participation in external 
reviews. He emphasized that participating in an external review is an opportunity to support 
colleagues and other departments with their work and programs. 

The committee discussed that Teams meetings may be more effective if scheduled over several days, 
rather than one long day of online meetings, as well as the use of Moodle and Big Blue Button to 
invite reviewers into the classroom as a way to reach students and possibly alumni. 
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7. Items for discussion 

No items. 

8. QAPA Action Plan 

Lori McElroy described the action plan. She led the committee in a discussion of three items related 
to the QAPA reviewers’ report. 

QAPA panel Item: quality of teaching and currency in the field. 

Currently, OPA receives student feedback about quality of teaching but there isn’t really a means to 
precisely assess currency in the field. 

The committee discussed how to improve program review around identifying if programs are current. 
Ideas included asking a department to provide information about recent conference attendances, 
paper readers, faculty bios and credentials, research papers, developing a portfolio that could be 
reviewed by other faculty members, external regulatory requirements such as in nursing, recent 
conferences, publications in reviewed scholarly reviewed journals. One recommendation might be 
for faculty to mine their annual professional development and accountable time submissions. 

The committee discussed the limits to what can be shared so that it is not a rating of individual 
faculty members, but rather focused on the program itself.  

OPA requested committee members’ assistance in working through this process and capturing ideas, 
likely by enhancing a section of Self-Study guide. 

 

QAPA Panel item: PAC effectiveness, handbook, evaluation 

OPA were going to launch survey of PACs prior to the shut-down of campus for COVID-19. This may 
be a general survey, but something different may be required for program review process. The 
committee discussed how to make effective use of PACs in program reviews. 

The committee attempted to interpret the intentions of the QAPA reviewers’ recommendation in 
regards to PACs and noted the following: the discipline sector survey was added more recently to the 
program review process, that not all programs have PACs now, that learning outcomes and 
competencies are appropriate for the sector, that creation of a KPU PAC handbook may not be useful 
or may even be counterproductive since PACs work with individual programs and that relationship is 
key rather than an institutional overarching process. OPA’s role is simply to get the PAC voice in the 
QA process. Separate from QA process, some committee members noted KPU may need to 
strengthen PACs in their role and ensure every program includes them and every program review 
includes them. It was suggested that this should be the responsibility of the Faculty doing the 
program review rather than the PACs. The committee questioned how PACs would be involved in 
program review versus what their basic function is as an advisory committee. Some committee 
members wondered whether the QAPA reviewers assumed that a PAC is integral in program review 
rather than part of the info sharing process. The committee stress the importance of program review 
staying faculty-led.  

OPA requested committee members’ assistance in working through this process and capturing ideas, 
likely by enhancing a section of Self-Study guide. 

9. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourned at 4:31 p.m. 


