Developmental Education Committee

Minutes

November 28, 2006
Committee Members Present: Richard Livingston, Barbara Austin, Karen Nakaji, Joellen Hiltbrand, Jim Cohen, Phil Gottlieb, Gabriella Boehme, Myra Snell and Nancy Ybarra

Guests: Gil Rodriguez, Ruth Goodin, Rosa Armendariz, Dan Henry, Carol Love, Jennifer Garcia, Newin Orante
Approval of Minutes of October 24/ Approval of Agenda

These were both approved. 

Announcements

None.

Assessing Program Goal #2   : Focus on Tutoring

Myra began the discussion with a brief overview of the decision by the Dev.Ed. Committee to focus on program goal # 2 this semester – the effective integration of instruction and academic support services, especially tutoring. Our intent is to investigate how well we are achieving this goal, and to that end, we thought we should begin with taking stock of what kinds of tutoring are being offered on campus currently. At the end of the year, we aim to produce a report or “Little Damn Deal” on how well we are achieving our program goal of effectively integrating instruction and academic support services. 
Myra and Nancy wrote and sent out a survey on tutoring to: English, Math, DSPS, EOPS, and Athletics. The responses to those surveys were compiled and distributed to everyone attending today’s meeting. Before reviewing those responses, however, Barbara Austin presented a history of tutoring at LMC, summarized in a handout entitled, “College-Wide Tutoring, An Overview” which was given to committee members. 
Some questions were raised about the accuracy of the data section of that overview in which departments requesting funding listed the numbers of sections and students receiving tutoring. A partial explanation was offered by Karen for the English data, as she pointed out that the data reflected an estimate on Stage 1 of the funding request process, rather than an actual accounting of how many sections actually used tutoring once those funds were procured. 
Other questions raised included: What is the definition of tutoring? Do the numbers account for differences between “one time” tutoring vs. weekly tutoring? Should they?

If allocation for tutoring funds is going to happen as part of the Resource Allocation Process, will departments need to address tutoring more substantially in their program reviews? When will the college community be informed of changes in the allocation of tutoring funds? 

When Barbara concluded her presentation, we reviewed the surveys that had been completed by English, math, DSPS, EOPS and Athletics. There was brief discussion and questions about each. Newin informed us that EOPS has not offered tutoring as a separate service since 2004; EOPS students use regular college tutoring services. Student athletes also rely on regular college tutoring services; they do not have funding to offer their own tutoring program.  DSPS reported that they do have their own tutors but there is not a systematic, comprehensive tutor training program. 
The discussion then moved to general concerns about tutoring:

· How do we know the extent to which students want, but do not receive tutoring? (We do not collect data to answer this question.)

· How do we conceptualize tutoring? Is it a remedial or “fix it” approach that that has it roots in a deficit model of student learning?

· How effective can peer tutors be in promoting independent student learning?

· Are students’ affective needs addressed?

· Do tutoring services foster a sense of connection to the college?

· How do we encourage students to use resources at all? ( not only tutoring, but labs, office hrs. etc.)

We concluded the conversation by agreeing that we all needed to work together to address these concerns and that we would continue the conversation in January. 

