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	Meeting Called to Order
	8:40 a.m. by Facilitator Inger Stark


	
	

	I. Introductions

· Review agenda

· Review and approve minutes (and summary) from December 10, 2010 meeting


	Overview of this meeting’s agenda.  

Agenda review, and review of draft Minutes from the December 10, 2010 DEC meeting.

MOVED & SECONDED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE DECEMBER 10, 2010 DEC COMMITTEE MEETING.  MOTION  PASSED.  

	
	MOVED & SECONDED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES FROM THE DECEMBER 10, 2010 DEC COMMITTEE MEETING.  

MOTION  PASSED.  


	II.  SLOs  and Assessment

· Review goals and timeline
· Common definitions

· Ed Committee role

	Per VC Budd, early in the Fall we talked about having an Assessment Summit.  Budd has met with the Assessment Coordinators and the Vice Presidents about this.  [References a handout on SLO’s.]   Next year, we will be preparing for our next Accreditation Mid-term Report.
Friday, April 8 is the date we are proposing for each College to do something re SLOs.  For an Assessment Summit, we thought of doing something at each College and something at the District.  Every College has different interpretations and is doing something different regarding SLOs, but each has some unique strengths.  

BCC:

The ACCJC came up with rubrics for SLOs, Program Review and Institutional Effectiveness Planning.  BCC has been working on assessment for a long time, but realized they had become cemented in a format that didn’t work for everyone.  They then came up with a distributive assessment model for BCC.  This will come up with various ways to do assessment to reach various populations.  They are trying to assess their effectiveness at each step in time.  Their Assessment Committee has two  co-chairs, and they meet cross-disciplines.  They’ve got a 5 year Title 3 grant that is directed to Assessment and Student Outcomes and Success.  Every course should have SLO’s for each course.  They want to ID the courses that reach the most students; this ended up being about 70 courses.  They want to make sure that students have achieved the general outcomes when they leave their programs.  They try to ask what it would look like for a student to be competent when they leave each program.  They have also visited other colleges to see how they are doing their assessments.
The Title 3 grant was just what BCC needed.  Most Departments were doing well, but some weren’t.  They’re trying to bring into the fold those Departments That were on board yet.  They brought in several specialists in assessments to do workshops, esp. for those depts.. that needed more direction.  They’ve reinvented some English courses to be much more exciting.  They are now getting most faculty on board to want to assess their effectiveness in each course.  Student services areas are also now doing their own assessments.

COA:
They’ve done a lot in a short time period.  They have been using Task Stream and also having lots of dialogue.  Faculty member Diana Bajrami has taken the lead on this at COA.  They call their areas “cluster areas” rather than departments  They put everything in a binder.  

Student services areas at COA have been working on SLOs for a long time.  This can be done in many ways, but the main thing are the results.  We are supposed to have a campus wide dialogue on their effectiveness when they’ve done their assessments.  For areas that don’t actually report to the VPSS, like A&R, it’s harder to get them to see the importance of SLOs.  The question is how to bring in everyone who works in each area.  
Many faculty do assessments of their courses and their effectiveness each day and resent ACCJC’s asking them to be accountable to them for this.  They have brought in experts in assessments, like Lynn Knowles, to do workshops at COA.

At COA, they decided to be a learning college and not separate instruction from student services.  They have faculty driving some areas, and classified driving some areas.  They had to face the reality of loosing accreditation if they don’t care and work on their SLOs.  Laney has taken the lead in this, at least from what she could find online.  Carlotta Campbell was in the forefront of this effort years ago, when most faculty were not.  “What do students learn at COA that they will use out there”  -- this is the Q they want to answer for each course and each area.  They’re trying to reach 100% of SLOs.  In doing their assessments, they can see there are programs or courses that should have been deactivated long ago, but haven’t.  They can now also incorporate what they are learning with budget development.  They do their key assessment on line mapping, with alignment.  
Per VC Budd, the student services areas that don’t report to the VPSS, like A&R, could be a goal of the upcoming Assessment Retreat.  

Merritt:
Ann Elliott is their SLO and Assessment Coordinator.  Yesterday’s meeting was great and energizing.  Merritt started with program level SLOs several years ago.  They found with e.g., landscape horticulture, that with no pre-reqs. students who enrolled but couldn’t read English, just dropped out.  They had to change their language to get faculty over the fact that ACCJC was demanding this, to them wanting to talk about what their students were mastering in their courses.  They had faculty list their course outcomes next to program outcomes to see how they align.  They then came up with assessment tasks, and a list of next steps.  Merritt is imputing data into Task Stream via an adjunct faculty member.  Ohlone is working on assessment more than SLOs.  They looked at Merritt as an example.  Merritt will reach efficiency in their own unique way re SLOs.
Laney: 

Laney has had a Learning Assessment Committee headed by Shelly Fossum for some time, which is now by Karolyn van Putten.  It is a faculty driven committee that meets regularly and does planning.  We want those faculty who had been doing assessments to address other faculty to show them it wasn’t a horrible task, but could be enjoyable and was very beneficial; this became their Assessment Hour.  This has become popular with faculty wanting to present and discuss.  At each Department Chairs meeting, they includes some discussion on assessments, so they can document continuous work on this.  Assessment is now one of their overall College goals for this year.  VPI White & van Putten addressed faculty early this year to show them where they are and where they need to be, and offered their assistance to them.  Their SLOs tell them what their students need to be equipped with when they leave Laney.  They are also now working with Laney Program Outcomes.  So they are working on a 3 prong approach – College SLOs, Department and course SLOs.  They need to provide appropriate resources to the Assessment Committee, so that they will reach proficiency on time, i.e., by 2012.
In Laney’s student services areas they have found that the one-person areas are the most difficult ones to get results from, as they don’t have the same synergy as other areas with many people.  Child Care at Laney, has been a little more difficult and aloof from their other student services programs.  

Becoming a learning-centered college, “to stimulate their ongoing improvement while increasing student success” has been their goal.
Per consultant Bob Barr, he is enormously impressed with things he’s heard both yesterday and today, and at all four Colleges.  There’s been an enormous amount of work done, and it’s obvious that all colleges are into the spirit of it, not just for compliance reasons.  College staff/faculty working on SLOs are now looking at things from a student point of view, which is good.  There has to be an organization around your efforts, and resources to support it.  In the long run, the outcomes should show that the effort will pay for itself.

All colleges have made huge progress.  Proficiency by 2012, begs the question of how do we get their?  In some areas, we may be behind in our progress, like with A&R, which needs to addressed.
Is it appropriate for this body to make a recommendation for continued fiscal support to their SLOs?
The District has paid the $48,000 task stream fees, and will probably fund the Assessment Summit; but some would like to see the District have a line item for SLOs cemented in their budget.

VC Budd thinks it could be done the same way that they pay P/T faculty to do faculty evaluations.  Budd would be willing to say that, as budgets are developed, that each College needs some funds to do their SLOs.

The District needs to support assessment efforts, and this then needs to be reflected in the resource requests that come from the Colleges.  

The purpose of Task Stream is documentation of the assessment process.  Questions were asked:  When did, and how long has it been, since the DO adopted Task Stream?  Are the institutional outcomes in the College catalogs?  Answers: Yes, some are called GE outcomes, but they are there; PCCD adopted Task Stream in 2007. They should have some benchmark outcomes for any funds that may be given.  Curriculum plays a crucial role in this process.

We are trying to institutionalize some strands.  Ours are like silos; the ACCJC wants them to be woven in together.  We always want to show that institutional effectiveness is essential to student success.  

The Colleges want the District’s assembly of meetings of assessment folks to be continued and the dialogue continued regularly.  This is a real resource for VC Budd to bring assessment folks together to continue this discussion.  District goals are the ones that are part of their management evaluations, but not the college goals.  Maybe we should have District SLOs rather than goals.  

In looking at the Colleges Resource Requests, assessment doesn’t really fit into any of the categories.

A suggestion is made that maybe the College Resource Requests should be laid out in a weave, and not just in silo patterns.

Per VC Budd, if we had a template for resource requests that meshes with a criteria for student success, that would help a lot and be much better.

APUs = annual program updates; a new term that was used yesterday.

A suggestion is made that the District should not refer to the Colleges resource lists as “wish lists” since they all went through hours of shared governance, and to even get on the list they had to justify thoroughly why they should

VC Budd acknowledges that our resource requests are not wish lists due to the work that has been done.


	Friday, April 8 is the date we are proposing for each College to do something re SLOs.  For an Assessment Summit, we thought of doing something at each College and something at the District.  Every College has different interpretations and is doing something different regarding SLOs, but each has some unique strengths.  

Per VC Budd, the student services areas that don’t report to the VPSS, like A&R, could be a goal of the upcoming Assessment Retreat.  

VC Budd would be willing to say that, as budgets are developed, that each College needs some funds to do their SLOs.

	

	III. Update on Chancellor’s Ad Hoc Committee

Future review of committee recommendations 
	Tabled to next meeting, when there is work to review by the Ed Comm.
	Tabled to next meeting, when there is work to review by the Ed Comm.

	

	IV.  College Resource 
Requests

Review and develop general recommendation to PBC, Tech Committee, and Facilities Committee 
	We as the Ed Committee want to make sure all requests fit into our Ed Plans, although each area of requests will go to a separate PBI Committee.
All College Resource Request lists should be respected for the extensive work done at each College to develop the lists.

Idea of merging/consolidating labs at the Colleges, for use by several disciplines.  
We need to make sure we have Measure A funds set aside for repairs and upgrades.
“Math” (after Physics) got left off of Merritt’s list; please add it on.

Looking at consolidating labs, etc., needs to take place at each College before coming to the District Ed Committee for any decisions.

VC Budd thanks Linda Sanford and Joseph Bielanski for their hard work with the PBC  Committee.

Our role is to see how the Colleges’ lists follow the Ed Master Plans.

Folks are very concerned about the fiscal status of the District.  They are concerned about their College faculty hiring requests submitted months ago, and especially since there will be more retirements this year.

VC Budd:  Chancellor Allen addressed District management in January and essentially instituted a hiring freeze, in light of the seriousness of the fiscal situation with more than $20 Million in cuts having to be made.

Agenda Item for the next DEC Meeting:  Common themes throughout the Colleges, after the Colleges review all four College resource requests lists, then discuss them at the next meeting.
The plan was for the PBI Council to send e.g., the tech resource requests to the Tech Committee to flush out.  

Per VC Budd, these two processes aren’t mutually exclusive.  It may extend the timeline a little, but they can both be done simultaneously.  

Whatever are the common threads or areas should come back to the DEC Committee leadership to be sent out to all before our next meeting, so we can get more done at our next meeting.

Things are happening as we speak.  Given that we’re live at the moment, can the DEC do anything to create synergy with the Colleges.  E.g., if a decision has been made to not hire any classified, can we look at this district wide. 

As Facilitator, Inger Stark offers to solicit themes and ideas from all Colleges to then put out to all before our next meeting.

The Colleges should also do this by March 10th so they can go on the website.

	We as the Ed Committee want to make sure all requests fit into our Ed Plans, although each area of requests will go to a separate PBI Committee.

We need to make sure we have Measure A funds set aside for repairs and upgrades.
“Math” (after Physics) got left off of Merritt’s list; please add it on.


	

	V.   Reports/Updates

Update on IT Strategic Plan 
	Minh Lam passes out a brief overview of the overall IT plan; the more detailed report is being assembled and copied now.  Lam has incorporated points made at the meeting with him.

IT has to develop their own internal curriculum for their staff so they stay current in updates in technology.  

Each College will have their own technology in place, and so will the District.  Much of this will be virtual capacity, with updates on a 3 year cycle.  

They are also creating a plan for disaster recovery in a worst case scenario.  We will carve out a space to be able to bring up a college’s technology if one college’s infrastructure goes down.  Staff will be trained by vendors and inhouse.  

Part of the plan includes getting equipment at the Colleges.  We always use Bond money to purchase, then have to go to general funds for upkeep or replacements.  

The draft IT plan will be put on the PBI Ed Committee website so the DEC can review before it is presented to the Tech Committee Meeting next Friday.
	Part of the plan includes getting equipment at the Colleges.  We always use Bond money to purchase, then have to go to general funds for upkeep or replacements.  

The draft IT plan will be put on the PBI Ed Committee website so the DEC can review before it is presented to the Tech Committee Meeting next Friday.

	

	VI.  Close

	Meeting adjourned at 10:32 a.m. by Facilitator Inger Stark.
	
	

	Next meeting: 

	March 18, 2011,  9:00 – 12noon; D.O. Board Room 

[Next Agenda Items:  Common themes throughout the Colleges, 
Future review of committee recommendations, Update on Chancellor’s AdHoc Committees]

	
	


Minutes taken by Pat Jameson
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