Teaching and Learning Project

Minutes

November 15, 2005

Present: Ed Bolds, Ginny Buttermore, Scott Cabral, Kiran Kamath, Richard Livingston, Kirsten Martin, Cindy McGrath, Gil Rodriguez, Humberto Sale, Myra Snell, Nancy Ybarra

Approval of Agenda and Minutes of October 18, 2005  (2:00 – 2:05)
Minutes were approved with kind words noting their brevity --- a record 2 pages instead of the usual 3 or more! Agenda approved.
Announcements

As per TLP instructions, Myra and Nancy plan to go on the road with a pared down version of the presentation to the Academic Senate on TLP activities. They have will visit the Occ. Ed. Committee in February, the Classified Senate in March, and the SGC sometime in spring.

Gil and Humberto will be attending the CCLC Conference and will forward materials relevant to TLP work to Myra and Nancy.
Creating a Culture of Assessment: Capturing “Smaller Bits”  (2:05 – 2:15)
Myra and Nancy proposed “capturing” these efforts by using our newly approved assessment report format.
We seemed to agree that using the TLP assessment report form to document “smaller” less formal assessment projects is feasible. In particular, if we do not expect all 8 questions to be answered, but ask instead that some response be made to the four statements that appear in bold-face in the report form. 

· What we wanted to learn about our students

· What we did 
· What we learned about our students

· What we plan to do next to improve student learning
There are several “smaller” assessment efforts mentioned during the meeting that we could capture for accreditation: Reading and Writing Center assessment pilot, Math Lab focus groups, new orientations, and  special-admit orientation pilot.
Developmental Education Research Agenda : An example of linking program goals  and direct, indirect and qualitative assessment data   (2:15 – 2:30)
In this part of the meeting we reviewed the assessment strategies used by the Developmental Education Program (See handout entitled LMC DE Committee: Notes for the Office of Institutional Research Agenda for Developmental Education.) Assessment of the DE Program is overseen by the DE Committee. The DE Program has 5 Institution-level SLOs. Assessing student attainment of these SLOs is done with a combination of direct, indirect, and qualitative measures. Direct measures include ongoing assessment of student learning in the capstone DE Math and English courses using holistic assessment of final exams or papers. Indirect measures include success and persistence data provided by the Office of Institutional Research. The DE Coordinators meet with Humberto annually to “negotiate” a research agenda that goes beyond the scope of the usual success and retention rates provided by the research office. Here is an example from the handout:
At the end of the LMC DE Program students will be able to
1) Demonstrate the skills necessary for the first transfer level courses in English and Math or for the English and Math competencies for the Certificate of Achievement

O of I research measures:

· Persistence to transfer-level from various entry points in the developmental course sequence

· Comparison of success in first transfer course (English 10S or Math 34S) for students taking an LMC developmental math or English course versus students who assess into those courses

The OIR is also helping the DE Coordinators write a survey that provides a qualitative measure of the SLO on effective learning. This survey will be distributed to a sample of students in first-level transfer courses. Responses of students who took LMC DE courses will be compared to those who did not.
Program Review and the TLP  (2:30 – 3:00)
The Planning Committee is currently working to integrate the assessment of program-level SLOs (e.g. SLOs for the major) into program review. Myra and Nancy will work with the Planning Committee on this. 

We also discussed the idea of modeling DE Program assessment efforts for other program “areas” overseen by the TLP, namely GE, Occ. Ed, Library and Learning Support Services, Student Services. In other words, these committees could oversee assessment of Institutional SLOs in their areas and coordinate the plans to respond to the assessment results, i.e. “close the assessment loop”. So these committees (like the DE Committee) could negotiate research agendas with OIR, coordinate pilots in the direct assessment of student learning, work with the TLP to fund assessment pilots and staff development or other “action” plans prompted by assessment results. A variety of issues and concerns surfaced.

· This idea would require a major shift in the charge of these committees (GE, Occ. Ed, etc.). What is the process for changing the charge of a committee?
· This seems to make sense for GE, but does this make sense for Occ.Ed?

· Will there be a duplication of effort, i.e. program review overlapping with program assessment for these larger program “areas”?

· Accreditation requires assessment of learning at the end of the certificate/degree. Does this plan meet that requirement? If not, who is responsible for assessment of certificate/degree? 

· Will there be rioting in the halls?

We decided to have a retreat at the beginning of the spring semester to fully investigate this idea. We will invite other interested parties (e.g. Chair of Curriculum Committee, Academic Senate President, SGC?, Planning Committee?, others?)
Accreditation and the TLP  (3:00 – 3:30)
Peter and Dan will join us to share their recent experiences with accreditation and student learning outcome assessment. 
Dan related the following about his recent experiences on accreditation teams:
· Accreditation teams are looking for a documented assessment plan that coordinates the college’s assessment work.

· There needs to be evidence of an “institutional dialogue” about the development of SLOs and the assessment of SLOs.
· Funding should be connected to supporting the assessment and improvement of student learning.

