Developmental Education Committee

 Minutes

September 26, 2006

Present: Karen Nakaji, Jim Cohen, Barbara Austin, Phil Gottlieb, Sandra Mills, Gabriella Boehme, Myra Snell and Nancy Ybarra

1. Minutes of April 25 and today’s agenda approved.

2. Announcements

· Welcome to our new committee member, Gabriella Boehme, ESL/English

· Visit by Sierra College faculty to take place Friday, October 13

· San Diego Conference on Strengthening Student Success to take place October 3-5  Myra and Nancy will present 2 sessions – assessment of general education, and using data to make decisions in developmental education

3. DE Program Goals ( The Grid)

Myra set a context for reviewing our program goals by reminding us of the work we had done on the Big Damn Deal, essentially our report at the conclusion of our Title III grant on the establishment of our current developmental education program. After reminding us what we had already done, she reminded us of our future goal, the promised outcome of our Carnegie grant: a website that represents our developmental education program. This website will have multiple purposes and audiences, ranging from documenting the work we do and sharing it with our own college community to sharing it with the world- or that small percentage of the world who may have an interest in it. 

She then posed the question, “What is our focus and goals as a committee? What should we address in our meetings, and what is better addressed by the coordinators or other subgroups outside of our monthly meetings?”
Keeping this question in mind, we then proceeded to review the “grid” of our 4 main program goals and how to assess them. 

Goal #1: On-going assessment of the curriculum in our developmental sequences in English, math and ESL.

We currently assess the effectiveness of our curriculum in relationship to the 5 program level student learning outcomes for DE in the following ways:

Direct measures: end-of-course assessment in English 90 and Math 30

Indirect measures: Persistence/comparative studies conducted by Office of Institutional Research

Qualitative measures: student surveys, e.g. surveys of student perception of learning based on interventions related to teaching communities

In terms of our committee work, we noted that we should be discussing things like the English department decision to move away from conducting the assessment every semester in favor of a two year cycle that would focus less on collecting data and more on responding to the data we collect. 
Myra suggested that we might periodically report back to the DE Committee on more synthetic results, implications, and examples of closing the loop – actual changes we have made and the impact of those changes on student learning. 

Nancy summarized the challenge on not only doing our work, but also documenting it and sharing it with multiple audiences. The documenting and sharing can take at least the same amount of time as the doing. The website, once established, will be a helpful tool for documentation and sharing. 

Goal #2: Integrate instruction and academic support services
Here Barbara noted that we have not documented the changes made to tutor training in English or math. This seems to reflect a general problem at LMC in that we continually have to reinvent the wheel because we have no “keeper of the plan.”

She also suggested that we have a representative of tutoring on the committee. 

Karen pointed out that we need priorities and a long term plan. Nancy thought this might be accomplished by a yearly “little damn deal” – choosing one program goal each year to assess and reporting on it at the end of the year. 
Goal #3: Research plan, designed with the Office of Institutional Research, to monitor student success and persistence in the developmental sequences. 

As a committee, we need to review data gathered by the Office of Institutional Research, and discuss its implications for programmatic decisions. Our current research plan was distributed to committee members as an attachment to the “Assessment of  DE Program Student Learning Outcomes”. It is essentially a detailed plan for assessing PSLO #1: Students will demonstrate the skills necessary for transfer level courses in English and math. At this time, the Office of Institutional Research is working on a persistence study that looks at students who enrolled in English 90 and Math 25.

Goal # 4  Curriculum Based Professional Development

Here Karen reported on the English department’s efforts this semester, beginning with a flex workshop in August, to look at alignment of major assignments with course SLOs. This is one way the department hopes to begin a discussion about the revision of our course outlines, including ultimately, a discussion of our grading practices. 
Jim reported on two workshops in the math department: one during flex on Math 30 and the other on Math 25 held in September. The Math 25 workshop attracted the participation of 8 faculty members, full and part time. Jim commented that the level of discourse and reflection has changed significantly over time. While initially there was reluctance to try new things, these faculty were more open to investigation and innovation. They talked about how to teach toward outcomes and mastery, not typical of traditional math instruction. Jim concluded by emphasizing that it takes a good deal of time to have these conversations, and for them to take root in a “culture change”.
We concluded the meeting with some conversation on the upcoming College Assembly on assessment, and what we might try to emphasize what we had learned about assessing outcomes in DE. 
