Synthesis of PROE

Q1. What was the purpose of PROE?

PROE was a project which required all occupational programs using Perkins monies to
complete a review process every five years. Some of those interviewed felt that the
purpose was the improvement of occupational programs, although others felt that at the
institutional level it amounted little more than an accounting process.

Q2. What was the process used in PROE?

PROE required participating programs to complete a standardized questionnaire which
included information on instruction, equipment, facilities, texts, and job placement.
Students in the program as well as advisory committee members were asked to fill out
questionnaires. Data on program enrollment were also included. After all required
information had been compiled, it was submitted to the state.

Q3. What do you feel PROE accomplished?

Some of those interviewed felt that the report provided them with useful information or
confirmed beliefs they already had about OCC programs. Others believed that it forced
the review of programs and created an opportunity for discussion among faculty and
administrators. Some, however, felt that PROE’s primary accomplishment was the
satisfaction of the state’s requirement.

Did the process help you accomplish your day to day responsibilities?

Most interviewees did not feel that PROE was useful in accomplishing their daily
responsibilities.

In comparing purpose to results, to what extent was it successful?

Some of those interviewed believed that while PROE was not useful to them personally,
it at least provided the faculty with some feedback on their programs. In addition,
advisory committees had to be convened to complete PROE requirements, which was
viewed as a positive result. Finally, some felt that PROE substantiated the need for
updated equipment in many of the occupational programs, which was also a positive
result.

What about PROE was not successful? What caused the problems with the model?
Those interviewed felt that PROE was unsuccessful for a number of reasons. First, many

believed that the process did not include an adequate feedback mechanism, so that results
were never fed back into the college. The sense was there that was little or no follow-up



to integrate findings into the curriculum once the data had been submitted to the state.
Others felt that the process lacked real buy-in from faculty or administrators, and was
thought of as a compliance tool rather than a learning or improvement tool. Some
believed that the emphasis on paperwork limited the program’s success, and that the
questionnaire format did not adequately convey student opinion as a limited number
actually completed the forms. Finally, some commented that PROE findings often
indicated a need for new or updated equipment, but there was no budget to make these
improvements.

How could the model have been more successful at OCC?

Most felt that PROE would have been more successful had the college found a way to
better integrate its results back into the institution. Specifically, there should have been an
attempt to implement recommendations from the advisory committees, and those
involved should have been held accountable for making sure that appropriate steps were
taken. Others felt the college could have done a better job of emphasizing that PROE was
a tool for program improvement and not just a state requirement.
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