Teaching and Learning Project Minutes
February 21, 2012, 2:30-4:00pm, CO4-420

Present: Tawny Beal, Christina Goff, Mike Grillo, Paula Gunder, Kiran Kamath, Gil Rodriguez, Cindy McGrath, Gail Newman, Alex Stirling, Julie Van Bergen, Katalina Wethington, Scott Cabral (note taker)
Public comments or announcements
Approve Agenda
Agenda approved

Approve Minutes of Feb. 7 meeting
Minutes approved with change to #4 Assessment Update,  first bullet, “. . . there are still those who are not doing anything.” Add “or responding.”
Assessment Updates
PSLO: Cindy reported that when she added a new part to the 5-year assessment model, she reviewed the campus website and found six Occ Ed programs that had done PSLO assessment. There may be other stray programs like that. They may have done CSLO assessment of a capstone course as part of their program assessment.  Cindy will check on that.

CSLO: Christina reported that 182 out of 611 courses (29.8%) of courses have their CSLO assessment documented on the P: drive. There are programs such as environmental science and real estate that have courses that are not offered, but they are not inactivated. Those courses should have a Word document on the P: drive describing that they have not been assessed because they have not and will not be offered. Inactivated is different from not offered. We need a new category of courses that are not assessed because they are not and will not be offered for 1 1/2 years. We need a time limit for letting a course go unoffered. Spanish had 15 courses and they were only offering 5. If we inactivate courses, the total course number of 611 will go down. The 611 number counts courses, not sections. 
As a way to stimulate faculty to assess their courses, the deans proposed something similar to what was done to stimulate faculty to update their COORs with SLOs. At the end of the Sp12 semester, if a program has less than 50% of our courses assessed, then that program’s unassessed courses will not be offered in Fa12. This is in response to some programs that have done very little assessing. One program is that we don’t know how many courses are being assessed this semester. At some point, an unassessed course should not be offered. The percentage in the proposal can be altered, but some incremental step has to be taken to get assessment to be taken more seriously by certain areas. The Curricunet cover sheet could have a question about when the course was last assessed and this could affect whether the course goes through the Curriculum Committee. The 5-year assessment model will spread out assessment over five years, but there is an accreditation need to assess more courses now. In April, there will be an assessment document for accreditation that will be due in Fa12, and they won’t accept any excuses. Most colleges are on probation due to assessment, and we don’t want that to happen to us.
Ideally, departments were supposed to have 1/3 of their courses assessed by June ’11 and 2/3 of their courses assessed by June ’12. The information about assessment does not seem to be trickling down to adjuncts.  Cindy and Christina will talk to certain departments one-on-one and see where they are. Some people say they did the assessment in Fa’11, but they haven’t posted the report to the P: drive.
New Assessment Model
Cindy gave out the draft version from 2-21-12 and said that she included many suggestions from the committee.

Page 1: In the last sentence of the Overview, she changed “major” to “comprehensive.”

Page 2: She made wording changes in some of the bullets.

Page 3: There was no feedback about the graphic, so she left it the same.

Page. 4: This is new. She redid the previous version of the graphic with the fancy formatting, and she rewrote the text on the right of the page.

Page 5: Everywhere in the document where it says, “Program and Unit Review, Assessment, and Planning,” she will switch “program” and “unit.” The top of the page is all new. She reworded all the underlined text based on suggestions. She made it clear that departments have the flexibility to choose their assessment methodology.
Page 6: She made minor working changes to emphasize that the research office offers support but does not make decisions about assessment methodology.
Page 7: It has all new text about Student Services. Gail explained that during their 2-year cycle, they had themes that different Student Service departments would assess.

In the part about GE assessment, it should be clear that department chairs oversee CSLO assessment, and when CSLOs are assessed, then GE SLOs are automatically also assessed because they align to the CSLOs. Alex was concerned that it would be hard for the GE chair to keep track of whether GE SLOs were being assessed in all departments. The GE committee could review this part of the model later.

Page 8: One sentence (underlined) was changed on this page.

Page 9: There were a few small changes.

Page 10: Part C (roles and responsibilities) #5 and #6 were reworded.

Page 11: Part F,, #2 and Part G, #2 need to be transposed. At the top of the page, Part E, #3 about completing the U/PRAP process for the TLP itself needs to be deleted.

Page 12: In the heading of Part H, she changed the heading from “Assessment of the Assessment Model . . .” to “Evaluation of the Assessment Model . . .”

Appendix I: No changes
Appendix II: No changes

Appendix III: She will need to get information and replace the “xxx” and “yyy” with numbers in the Spring 2010 description.

Appendix IV: She will add information about the P: drive and CLASS. On page 23, the last sentence says that the TLP CSLO assessment coordinator has certain information which is actually available for anyone to see on the college website.

Appendix V: Cindy still needs six hours to finish this. It will be about five page total. She will have this appendix for the next meeting.

It was noted that the proposed TLP membership will be huge, with 18 people. On the other hand, there is some overlap, some of the positions are deans, and the three leads do most of the work; so, it is really ten faculty and a student rep. Not every meeting will be relevant to every member. The Academic Senate will give feedback on the membership along with the rest of the model.

Cindy asked if there was approval of the 2-21-12 draft, and the approval was unanimous (Mike had left). We said that we trusted Cindy to make whatever changes were necessary before she presented the model to the SGC tomorrow.
TLP Leadership Load (Part of item 5)

Cindy showed us a listing of the reassigned time estimates that Richard requested because he needs to know it for Fa12. The estimates were based on her experience with regard to meetings that each person would have to go to, email time, phone time, research time, and other factors. She came up with the result that the TLP lead would be about a 25% load, and likewise for the GE Coordinator and the CSLO/PSLO Coordinator. It was thought that, if anything, the times listed were underestimates. With the GE meetings, Cindy will add “meeting prep” to “agenda/minutes.”
The meeting ended at 4:05pm.

