September 14, 2009
SLO Committee Meeting

Black is the agenda

Blue is the conclusion or recommendation

Attendees

Fred Hochstaedter, chair

Diane Boynton

Marilyn Townsend
General: We’re all worried about the time it takes to do all this assessment. If we decide to do this assessment, we have to not do something else. We agreed that it is important to have the conversation, make a recommendation to move forward on assessment, and then let the institution decide if it is worth allocating the resources. 

General Education Outcomes (GEOs)

Reveal clear connections between IGETC-CSU-MPC GE patterns
Figure out which courses are really used for GE purposes 
· ask counselors

· ask instructors (go to classes and ask students maybe?)

Figure out who is “responsible” these courses

Vet the GEOs with instructors who teach the courses

Make it clear which courses get these GEOs and talk with instructors about them.

The general goal here is what we decided last year. Diane thinks Fred is making this too complicated.
Fred has already met with Rosaleen to try to get a handle on this, and will probably talk to a few instructors as well.
Assessing program outcomes (the “major” part of the program) 

I think CTE is the place to start. We need to do this.
· Work with CTE faculty on strategies 

For Transfer, we need to figure out which majors students are choosing

· Then, which ones of these courses have sequences of courses

· A sequence of courses is the ONLY place a program SLO that is different than the individual course SLOs makes any sense to me.

· Are there enough of these to worry about it? (it has been our assumption all along that there are not; I want to make sure it’s true)

This was generally agreed to. 

We’re talking about the major, or emphasis area, part of the program here, not the GE part.

We think CTE programs are the place to start here because they have sequences of courses and students are expected to have specific skills when they’re done. It’s these specific skills that we’d like to know about.
Recommendation to the Academic Senate is that MPC should start working on assessment of the program/major SLOs in the CTE programs. The only place where non-CTE programs should try to assess program/major SLOs is where they involve a significant sequence of courses, after which the student is expected to put the parts together and do something different than all of the various course-level SLOs that comprise the program.  Programs that have a “capstone” course are good examples of what we’re referring to here.  
Institutional Outcomes that are Unified (IOUs?)

I maintain that these make no sense for a community college

My hope is that our GEOs morph into our institutional outcomes

Are there any other ideas?

We agreed that institutional-level SLOs are a low priority. If the GEOs morph into institutional SLOs, that would be great. Institutional-level SLOs at other institutions are very similar to our GEOs.
General Worries – things that may (or may not?) become “mandatory”.
· The “make public” part of the SLO thing (currently in the standards in terms of phrases like “communicate the results of assessments”)
· The cross-course and maybe even cross-curriculum comparisons of student learning will come to equal standardization
· This is currently a “plan” in our self study for standard IB7: “Programs, services, departments, divisions and areas will codify the assessment of SLOs and incorporate this effort into the program review process. Each program review cycle will improve the systematic aspect of the evaluation mechanism.”

· The word “codify” worries me

1. The SLO committee recognizes that SLOs mean many different things to many different people and that some aspects of what will become “required” parts of the SLO process are difficult to predict. We are referring here to things similar to those listed above.

2. The SLO committee recommends that the word “codify” be removed from the plan of IB7 in the accreditation self study, or that the definition of the word “codify” be fully explained and agreed that it is appropriate for a plan in the accreditation self study.
Case Studies of SLOs in use at MPC
· We need to provide examples of how this works.

· SLO assessment does not have to be equal to assessing for grades.
· BSI and PASS are the places to start, since this is a place where clear differences are being made in instruction. We want to know whether they work or not. Don’t we?

· Important to look at student learning as purely as possible—i.e., employ SLO and assessment—as part of the evaluation of the program and allocation of resources.
This is a non-unanimous recommendation from the SLO Committee: 
· When MPC allocates resources to support curricular or pedagogical changes, as it is with PASS and many of the other BSI projects, it should assess whether or not these decisions have affected student learning.  
· The assessments should be aimed at student learning as directly as possible using the SLO process, and should be used in concert with as many other sources of data as possible, such as student achievement and other such measures of student progress. 

· Baseline information should be collected from the “old” or “standard” methods of instruction or providing services, so that information gathered from the “new” methods has a baseline to be compared to.
Rationale: 
· In situations where MPC makes changes or develops new strategies that are big enough to require the allocation of resources, the institution owes it to itself and to its constituencies to demonstrate whether those decisions affected student learning and/or institutional effectiveness.
· With limited resources to assess SLOs as required by the ACCJC, we should allocate resources towards assessment where the information will be most useful to us.
Independent test of whether SLOs improve student learning or not

How can we possibly do this? 

What is our evaluation tool?

Back to student achievement?
The SLO committee does not want to go here, at least not now.
