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	Agenda Item
	Discussion
	Follow-up Action
	DECISIONS
(Shared Agreement /Resolved or Unresolved?)

	Meeting Called to Order
	Meeting called to order at 9:08 a.m. by VC Budd.

	
	

	I. Introductions

· Review agenda

· Review and approve minutes from  Sept. 16, 2011 DEC Mtg.


	PBC has requested we provide more info on Student Success and how Peralta is doing in light of all the statewide budget cuts.

Pat Jameson is back two days a week and will again take notes for the DEC.

Brian Berg, Student Trustee, introduces himself as the new student rep. to the DEC.  
Agenda review, and overview given by VC Budd of this meeting’s agenda.  

Review of draft Minutes from the Sept. 16, 2011 DEC meeting. 
CONSENSUS TO APPROVE AND POST THE MINUTES TO THE PBI DEC WEBSITE, WITH MINOR NAME CORRECTIONS.
	
	CONSENSUS  TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE SEPT. 16, 2011 DEC COMMITTEE MEETING, WITH MINOR NAME CORRECTIONS.  


	II.  PRESENTATION FROM INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH
· Presentation
· Discussion
	As an intro to this discussion, Anita Black shares info from a recent workshop provided by VPI Linda Berry at Merritt College.
AVC Michael Orkin  gives a PowerPoint presentation on Basic Skills and Budget Cuts, which can be thought of more as “how do you look at programs and decide how to consolidate, what new things to try, and how to interpret the data we have.”  This discussion will focus on basic skills as a sample of how to do this kind of review.  (See PowerPoint Handout of AVC Orkin.)
The percentage of basic skills FTES districtwide is 5.9%.  How do you think about program viability?  Take ESP (Enrollment, Success and Productivity) and thoroughly review each of these areas in assessing whatever program or unit you choose.  Beside viability, you want to look at trends.  If you have too many hurdles to go through, it will be tough to come out well at the other end.  
Productivity is FTES divided by FTEF and shows how well you’re doing overall, in keeping what you are doing in line with your budgets.  The districtwide and statewide standard has  been 17.5; it is now about 19 at Peralta.  This is pretty good.  
Questions are asked about the validity of the data presented by AVC Orkin’s presentation.  The data was taken from the BI tool via PeopleSoft, but Institutional Research will look further into the data to verify its accuracy.  

Q:  Do we really want to teach basic skills courses as separate courses, or should we incorporate basic skills into our other curriculum?
Suggestions for how we can improve:

Use more accelerated learning;

Do more basic skills activities, and more self-paced courses online.

Merge classes and contextualize, to merge into more regular classes with the basic skills concepts.

Get more grants to support basic skills training for our general population.

In concurrent classes, everything is rolled up to the master section.

We need to also look at student outcomes and completion rates in the discussion about program viability.

Q:  where did you come up with the factors?  Confidence, ethnicity, language, and the fear factor are obviously omitted from this discussion.  Much more is needed in this discussion.  We can do math, writing and reading across the curriculum; everyone needs these three threads, and they can be incorporated throughout our curriculum.
BCC is concerned about the veracity of the data, and how we are using the data we have.  E.g., BCC has 16 basic skills sections and the data presented in AVC Orkin’s presentation says they have 0 courses.  When looking at data, it would help to have a team or committee of faculty to work with Institutional Research to review and maybe discuss before presenting erroneous data to groups of people.  You can look at data a lot of different ways, and faculty could help you analyze the data that is derived from BI or PeopleSoft.  

We all will be held accountable because the data is becoming more accessible to all.  We need to look at outcomes assessment more than productivity; also completion.  At BCC, unless your courses are producing graduates, your courses are at risk.  We want to raise the bar as to program viability.  
In addition to the quantitative data, there is some qualitative data we need to include also.  

We should also look at what students enroll in for both semesters.  AVC Orkin’s assumption is questioned that the budget cuts haven’t affected the success rates that much.  More breakdown on success rates and actual numbers is requested from Institutional Research.  

This question was brought up at the PBI Council, and we do need to see how basic skills students are doing in their other courses as well.

We should include the quantitative and qualitative, along with the data, in future presentations and discussions.  What about looking at program viability and other factors in CTE, or biology?  

The word ‘viability’ probably came from the Chancellor’s Working Group (the DAS and PFT reps.).  The DAS also had a rich discussion of this at its last meeting.  The DEC would be a very good body to review the data we come up with.  If we are going to do some cross-comparisons, we all need to be on the same field as to what criteria we are using when presenting data.  Maybe  we should choose a term and thoroughly review an area, e.g., CTE, and analyze and access all data in our review.  
Although data is crucial, it is obvious that we need to include other factors when assessing a program’s viability.  This should be part of a larger discussion using multiple measures.

At COA, our co-horts and learning communities are very helpful in how we look at the data.  

That type of info would be helpful to assess how successful the students were who first enrolled in the basic skills courses, and also what courses they went into after their co-hort experience.  
NOTE:  After reviewing the data sources that this committee questioned, AVC Orkin found that the definition of basic skills in our BI system doesn’t encompass all the courses that we include in our definition, but was based on the state’s definition.  We can re-do the data report we did to include all the courses that Peralta considers basic skills.  AVC Orkin thanks everyone for their questions and input, which will help us do our work better, and with clearer more accurate presentations.  ‘Courses prior to transfer level’ is another identifier that he will use in future reports.   AVC Orkin will revise the selection of the data to include CB21 courses and then resend the updated PP Presentation.

VC Budd:  This discussion was very good, and helps us flow into our next item.
	Questions are asked about the validity of the data presented by AVC Orkin’s presentation.  The data was taken from the BI tool via PeopleSoft, but Institutional Research will look further into the data to verify it’s accuracy.  

When looking at data, it would help to have a team or committee of faculty to work with Institutional Research to review and maybe discuss before presenying erroneous data to groups of people.  You can look at data a lot of different ways, and faculty could help you analyze the data that is derived from BI or PeopleSoft.  

We need to look at outcomes assessment more than productivity; also completion.  
We want to raise the bar as to program viability.  
We should also look at what students enroll in for both semesters.  
More breakdown on success rates and actual numbers is requested from Institutional Research.  

We should include the quantitative and qualitative, along with the data, in future presentations and discussions.    
Although data is crucial, it is obvious that we need to include other factors when assessing a program’s viability.  This should be part of a larger discussion using multiple measures.

After reviewing the data sources that this committee questioned, AVC Orkin found that the definition of basic skills in our BI system doesn’t encompass all the courses that we include in our definition, but was based on the state’s definition.  We can re-do the data report we did to include all the courses that Peralta considers basic skills.
AVC Orkin will revise the selection of the data to include CB21 courses and then resend the updated PP Presentation.


	

	III.  PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION, VIABILITY, AND DISCONTINUANCE
· Review of Draft Policy and Procedure Document That  Includes Program Discontinuance

· Campus Discussion


	VC Budd:  We need to look at the draft policy and procedure documents on Program, Curriculum and Course Development.  (See draft BP 4020, 4020B, and 4021.)
This is an area under DAS purview, but would be good to review here as well.  There have been rich discussions, but developing policy and procedures on areas like program reductions gets very touchy.  

In the DAS, they started looking at this over a year ago.  They looked at the documents that exist that most colleges use when discontinuing their programs and courses.  Many examples from across the state of policies and procedures on program discontinuance were reviewed.  J.Bielanski, K.vanPutten and VC Budd have been meeting for a year to look over these samples, and to come up with a proposed policy for Peralta.   They looked at a number of California community colleges when they began to look at revising our policy.

Current accreditation suggestions include that we need to include outcome assessments in our policy, especially if we are revising and adopting a new policy.  Even if it wasn’t in other community colleges, Peralta could and should lead the way in including this in our new policy.

We especially need to look at colleges in multi-college districts, with separately accredited colleges, when we revise our policies and procedures.  

VC Budd:  This is a Board Policy at the District level, and Administrative Procedures follow.  The discontinuance policy and procedures begin at the district, but the colleges implement the process on their campus.
Faculty noted that people have a knee-jerk reaction and don’t want their program or courses to be discontinued.  We should look at ESL as an example, which reduced from 6 levels to 4 levels, and combined similar content courses, etc., across the district over a long period of time.  ESL is a good example of revitalization districtwide of how to revise a program.
Program discontinuance  is clearly in the Ed Code, so we are stuck with it.
Q:  Could we include assessment findings in this draft:  at, e.g., 2A4, in the longer document, and under C?
This whole discussion can’t happen in a vacuum; it must take place through collective bargaining.

However, Collective bargaining should not take the primary focus away from curriculum design and continuance.   At the statewide DAS meeting, it was stated, and is in the procedure at II.B.6, that collective bargaining should not drive program design and continuance.  
Suggestions from this committee on this issue should be sent to both K.van Putten and to J.Bielanski.  Suggestion was made to do a Google Doc with this issue. 

Resistence to learning how to use newer modern technology often stops us in proceeding with the discussion, but we can try.

It is important for all our colleges to note these discussions in their Mid-Term Accreditation Reports.
The data at the state level is only as good as what’s input or how it’s coded.  This came out at the statewide RP Group Meeting that was held recently.  

Whenever we do districtwide research, we need to be clear and have it known, what definitions we use, and what the data selection means.

We also have to make sure we have all our courses coded correctly and in the same way, so our data is accurate.  

We still  want to be able to track the students involved, and be able to be in a good position for any possible grants that might be out there.
	Current accreditation suggestions include that we need to include outcome assessments in our policy, especially if we are revising and adopting a new policy.  
We especially need to look at colleges in multi-college districts, with separately accredited colleges, when we revise our policies and procedures.  

The discontinuance policy and procedures begin at the district, but the colleges implement the process on their campus.
ESL is a good example of revitalization districtwide of how to revise a program.
Program discontinuance  is clearly in the Ed Code, so we are stuck with it.

This whole discussion can’t happen in a vacuum; it must take place through collective bargaining.  However, Collective bargaining should not take the primary focus away from curriculum design and continuance.   
Suggestions from this committee on this issue should be sent to both K.van Putten and to J.Bielanski.   Suggestion was made to do a Google Doc with this issue. 

It is important for all our colleges to note these discussions in their Mid-Term Accreditation Reports.
The data at the state level is only as good as what’s input or how it’s coded
Whenever we do districtwide research, we need to be clear and have it known, what definitions we use, and what the data selection means.

We also have to make sure we have all our courses coded correctly and in the same way, so our data is accurate.  

	

	IV.  STUDENT SUCCESS CONFERENCE HIGHLIGHTS
· Acceleration

· Accreditation

· Assessment (the three A’s)

· Student Success Task Force Draft


	VC Budd:  The Statewide Student Success Task Force was formed regarding how changes in the state’s definitions on how colleges will be funded, based on census days and retention.   Another huge discussion is a statewide assessment.  There are some states that do statewide assessment tests, and may say that if students place too low, the colleges can’t help them.  There are only 3 places in the state that the Student Success Task Force Committee is going, and Oakland is one, so it’s important for people to go.  This Town Hall Mtg. is Wed. Nov. 16, 10am-12noon, at the Elihu M. Harris Bldg. Auditorium, 1515 Clay St., Oakland.
We must keep the honesty factor, and say what we do and do not do, well.

The state put together a statewide task force, 20 people on it, that has been meeting for months.  They are trying to reach out and get input so they can take this to the BOG in Jan. 2012.  Another big question is how is this all to be implemented, e.g., if they take away Matric. or other categorical funding,and put it elsewhere.  Funding is a big issue as is taking an assessment test rather than be assessed.  The statewide Academic Senate will not take a unified position until after Nov. 2011.

At the RP Group on Student Success, the ACCJC did a presentation on national developments, and ACCJC Pres. Beno is now putting out a newsletter to let everyone know of new developments.  In the Fall 2011 Newsletter from ACCJC, there are many issues of which to be aware, such as the Credit Hour.  Questions arose on how do you account for the hours a student spends on Co-Ped or Service Learning; do you have written definitions?   In Institutional Effectiveness, there will have to be a lot on student success.  SLO’s for student services are being thoroughly reviewed, and are being re-written, e.g., for probation workshops.  Rebecca Cox talked about the fear factor in the classroom, both from the student’s and the instructor’s perspectives.  

Webinars will be on file w/CCC Confer that will be helpful to this discussion.  
VPI Berry took info from the RP Group Conference and made a PP presentation to her Academic Senate at Merritt yesterday.  Math faculty at Los Medanos felt they needed an intervention with their first year students.  They sat down and looked at the Algebra textbooks that were being used, especially as to how many of the topics that are necessary to be successful.  They created a 6 unit statistics course, with no pre-requisites, that has proven to be very successful.  BCC already has this course, so it has already been created.  (VPI Berry will provide her PP presentation to VC Budd and it will be posted on the PBI website.)

At BCC, they are focusing on program assessments.  (See her handout re BCC English & ESL Composition Classes, Spr 2011.)  They decided to look at, on a scale of  0-5, how many got a score of  3-5.  They used 7 criteria in this review.  The top scorers were almost all Engl. 1A students; almost all scores of 5 were earned by Engl. 1A students.  90% of students in Engl. 269 would have earned an A, B or C in English 201.  At BCC, they have had a discussion about changing the requirement for writing in their courses, i.e., to get rid of the “writing” assessment (multiple choice) and focus on “reading” assessment.  They will also be creating a new Engl. 240A that will be 5 units (4 hrs lecture and 3 hrs lab), with tutors.  They were going to try to get Engl. 269 to be a pre-req. for Engl. 1A, but couldn’t get agreement on this.  Students who need the help the most, are often the least forthcoming, with lack of confidence.  

Give students more time and you can improve on their success.  

This discussion  relates to acceleration and Merritt’s Title III Grant.  The structure of the course is lecture/lab, with a tutor component.  

This is all part of the math, English and writing curriculum, with increased tutoring throughout the district.

VC Budd:  As we talk about assessment, the result is that we need more tutors, so we must look for the funds to do this.
Assessment is part of Matriculation, and the Matric. Meeting would be a good place to continue this discussion.

This helps us choose the best selection of courses to keep that will benefit our students the most.

This shows us we need to get rid of our multiple choice English test.  M.Goldstein went through Peralta’s assessment process and did manage to get into Engl. 1A, but only got into intermediate algebra.

Students don’t know about the ESL assessment.  Non-English speaking students do well in multiple-choice assessment tests, but then find themselves in courses they are not prepared to succeed in.  Suggestion is to get rid of the writing part of the test, and just have them do the reading part.  

Student Services staff would not object to this; they have just been using what they had.

VC Budd proposes that we pilot a new testing model, and then validate it.
AVC Orkin:  Maybe we should first  meet and figure out a way to validate J.Lowood’s simplified model of testing.

When new DEC Student Rep. Brian Berg went through the assessment process, he was fearful at first, but was surprised that he didn’t really have to think; an educated guess could have been successful.  B.Berg would like to give input to any new assessment testing model that may be developed.

All AAs and AS programs must be assessed, and they have education components that are required.  Their Assessment Committee came up with a recommendation on general education courses.  To some extent, they have no choice with IGETC.  (See her General Ed Curriculum Alignment Matric/BCC.)
D.Budd:  BCC has done great work.  Nov. 17th we have planned a districtwide meeting with Student Services and Assessment folks.

	There are only 3 places in the state that the Student Success Task Force Committee is going, and Oakland is one, so it’s important for people to go.  This Town Hall Mtg. is Wed. Nov. 16, 10am-12noon, at the Elihu M. Harris Bldg. Auditorium, 1515 Clay St., Oakland.
In Institutional Effectiveness, there will have to be a lot on student success.  SLO’s for student services are being thoroughly reviewed, and are being re-written, e.g., for probation workshops.
Webinars will be on file w/CCC Confer that will be helpful to this discussion.  

VPI Berry will provide her PP presentation to VC Budd and it will be posted on the PBI website.
At BCC, they have had a discussion about changing the requirement for writing in their courses, i.e., to get rid of the “writing” assessment (multiple choice) and focus on “reading” assessment.  They will also be creating a new Engl. 240A that will be 5 units (4 hrs lecture and 3 hrs lab), with tutors.
This is all part of the math, English and writing curriculum, with increased tutoring throughout the district.
As we talk about assessment, the result is that we need more tutors, so we must look for the funds to do this.
VC Budd proposes that we pilot a new testing model, and then validate it.

DEC Student Rep. Brian Berg would like to give input to any new testing model that may be developed.

Nov. 17, from 12:30-3:30pm, we have planned a districtwide meeting with all Student Services and Assessment folks.
	

	V.  ASSESSMENT
· Sharing of Assessment Findings and Status From Colleges
	Faculty want to see in Task Stream what has been done at the other colleges.  
In Student Services at Laney, much of the work has been done, but hasn’t been put into Task Stream.  We’re trying to get Student Services folks to put their work into Task Stream.  

The Laney Learning Assessment Committee has been offering its services to their faculty, as has Diane Bajrami from COA, who came to Laney yesterday.  Eight groups showed up when expected, and they seem to be on track so far; they may get up to 14 groups in total.  The Laney Learning Assessment Committee would like one of our Flex days to be focused entirely on Assessment, and possibly have an entire Assessment Week.  

Merritt has found that there are courses that we don’t even offer any more that are still in Task Stream, and also multiple courses, that all need to be cleaned out.  

The Merritt Academic Senate (AS) is supporting and taking the lead in encouraging and motivating faculty.  They support purging and cleaning up Task Stream, and providing workshops in Task Stream.  Their Teaching and Learning Center director has been trying to work with faculty to assess their courses, make sure their SLO’s are there, and to put in their assessment plans, as well.  The AS at MC is trying to support this, and to motivate their faculty.  They plan to partner with the admin. to say if they don’t cooperate, their courses won’t get into the schedule.  They are trying to develop benchmarks, but will take the ‘carrot and hammer’ approach; if they don’t take the carrot, they will get the hammer.  

At BCC, their courses may be in CurricUnet, but aren’t necessarily in Task Stream, and these systems don’t really talk to each other.

We have to encourage our depts. to deactivate courses that aren’t being offered or scheduled.  Courses that aren’t being offered due to budget cuts, can be archived and not deactivated.  
Faculty can simply say “see attached document”, they don’t have to cut and paste, or retype their work (Program assessments, SLO’s, etc.) into Task Stream.  
At COA, faculty member Diane Bajrami does the cross-checking of  CurricUnet and Task Stream  manually to make sure the SLO’s are in both systems; this is how they do it until these two systems can be configured to talk to each other.

A question was raised about the “hammer” part of the “carrot and hammer” comment, referred to at Merritt College.
The response was that they are talking figuratively, and mainly talking about contract faculty who are not doing their due diligence; and pay isn’t the only problem.

Per VC Budd, the District pays for Task Stream and CurricUnet, and meets with the Assessment coordinators.
Assessment is a high priority at Peralta, statewide, and even in job interviews; we must be accountable.  This must be part of our evaluation of our faculty.  This is an ACCJC requirement, and we need to deal with it.  It is part of our professional obligation.


	Faculty want to see in Task Stream what has been done at the other colleges.  

The Laney Learning Assessment Committee would like one of our Flex days to be focused entirely on Assessment, and possibly have an entire Assessment Week.  

Merritt has found that there are courses that we don’t even offer any more that are still in Task Stream, and also multiple courses.  The Merritt Academic Senate is supporting and taking the lead in encouraging and motivating faculty.  They support purging and cleaning up Task Stream, and providing workshops in Task Stream.   

At BCC, their courses may be in CurricUnet, but aren’t necessarily in Task Stream, and these systems don’t really talk to each other.
We have to encourage our depts. to deactivate courses that aren’t being offered or scheduled.  Courses that aren’t being offered due to budget cuts, can be archived and not deactivated.  
At COA, faculty member Diane Bajrami does the cross-checking of  CurricUnet and Task Stream  manually to make sure the SLO’s are in both systems; this is how they do it until these two systems can be configured to talk to each other.
The District pays for Task Stream and CurricUnet, and meets with the Assessment coordinators.
Assessment is a high priority at Peralta, statewide, and even in job interviews; we must be accountable.  This must be part of our evaluation of our faculty.  This is an ACCJC requirement, and we need to deal with it.  It is part of our professional obligation.
	

	VI.  ANNUAL PROGRAM UPDATES
· Status of Campus Shared Governance Process
	Assessment is a component of Annual Program Updates (APUs).  Resource summaries are progressing through the college governance committees.

At Merritt, we have had our program developers work up a report that VPI Berry finalized and handed out Wed. at a college-wide meeting.  They split up and prioritized the staffing requests lists, which go to college council next week.
The BCC college summary will be finalized next week; they are going through their shared governance process now.

At Laney, they are doing their summaries now, and have a document into which all the info is being input.  They are separating their resource requests from their staffing requests.  This year they are more tied around their assessments and SLO’s, and want to be consistent with other colleges on how to do their summary document.  
At COA, both Student Services and Instruction are about 90% done with their reports.


	Assessment is a component of Annual Program Updates (APUs).  Resource summaries are progressing through the college governance committees.


	

	Next Meeting:  
	Nov. 18,  8:30-10:30am, just prior to the PBI Council Mtg. the same day at 10:30am.  The main agenda item will be the Prioritization of Resource Requests. 

	Nov. 18,  8:30-10:30am, just prior to the PBI Council Mtg. the same day at 10:30am.  The main agenda item will be the Prioritization of Resource Requests. 

	

	Close
	Meeting adjourned at 12:05 p.m. by Co-Chair, VC Budd.


	
	


Minutes taken by Pat Jameson
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