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	El Camino College
Student Learning Outcomes and Assessment


End-of-Semester Report – Spring 2009 (Semester 6)
SUMMARY:  Our accreditation visit in October 2008 determined our emphasis this semester.  According to the ACCJC’s recommendation, the college needs to: 
…immediately define and publish a timeline in respect to how it will develop and implement student learning outcomes at the course, program and degree levels, establish systems to assess student learning outcomes and use the results of such assessments to make improvements in the delivery of student learning, to ensure the College shall attain, by 2012, the level of Proficiency in the ACCJC Rubric for Evaluating Instructional Effectiveness—Part III: Student Learning Outcomes.  The college should immediately implement processes to communicate to students expected student learning outcomes in course outlines, course syllabi, college catalog and/or other effective channels (II.A.1.a; II.A.1.c; II.A.2.a-b; II.A.2.f; II.A.6)
The committee and the coordinators focused on responding to this recommendation and came up with a timeline that would put the college on track to reach the proficiency level according to the ACCJC’s “Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness—Part III: Student Learning Outcomes.” 

SLO proposals and assessment reports continue to be submitted at a trickle.  According to the published timeline, all programs should have submitted a complete set of program-level SLOs by June 2009, and a majority of programs have done so.  Also according to the published timeline, all regularly offered courses should have at least one SLO proposal in place by the end of the year (December 2009).  While most divisions indicated that they would not have trouble reaching this deadline, the numbers indicate that there is still quite a bit of work to be done in order to reach this goal.  
The following table documents the current number of SLOs and assessment reports submitted to the Assessment of Learning Committee.  

Conservative Summary of Progress for Academic Divisions*: Spring 2009 
	Division 
	# (and %) of Courses with at least one SLO Proposal
	# (and %) of Courses with at least one SLO Report (a Complete Assessment Cycle)
	Programs with at least one SLO

	B&SS
	46 (34% of 134 courses)
	9 (7%)
	8 (62%)

	Business
	56 (49% of 115 courses)
	3 (3%)
	11 (100%)

	Fine Arts
	108 (44% of 245 courses)
	18 (7%)
	4 (57%)

	HS&A
	106 (55% of 193 courses)
	31 (16%)
	6 (75%)

	Humanities
	73 (78% of 98 courses)
	13 (13%)
	8 (100%)

	I&T
	49 (14% of 342 courses)
	11 (3%)
	5 (29%)

	Math Sci
	17 (44% of 39 courses)
	20 (51%)
	7 (100%)

	Nat Sci
	37 (42% 88 courses)
	18 (20%)
	8 (73%)

	Inst. Div. Totals
	492 (37% of 1320 courses)
	123 (9%)
	57 Programs


* Please see below for a progress report for the Student and Community Advancement Division. 
The information above and in the report below is based on the files that have been submitted to the SLO co-coordinators, which may lag a bit behind what has happened in each division.
REPORT

I. Division Progress:  This section reports the progress made in each academic division as well as in counseling and student services.  
A. Behavioral and Social Sciences Division: 
Division SLO Committee:

Chris Gold – ALC Representative

History:

Christina Gold 

Sociology:

Stacey Allen

Economics:

Tanja Carter

Psychology:

Julio Farias

Political Science:
Eduardo Munoz

Human Dev’t:

Juli Soden

Child Dev’t & Educ.:
Janet Young

Anthropology:

Angela Mannen

Philosophy:

Joan Thureson

The departments in BSS continue to report substantial progress in writing SLOs and in conducting assessments.  Most departments are assessing course-level SLOs this semester.  In addition, all departments have written their program-level SLOs (one department is still in the draft-phrase).  History and Political Science will be conducting program-level SLO assessments in fall 2009.  All departments will meet the June 2009 deadline of writing program-level SLOs.  All departments also project that they will meet the December 2009 deadline of writing one SLO for all courses and developing an assessment plan for program-level SLOs.

There is a growing amount of productive dialogue about teaching and learning that has been stimulated by writing SLOs and conducting assessments.  The Political Science, Anthropology and Human Development departments have involved a significant number of full-time faculty in the assessment process and report useful dialogues about teaching.  Throughout the Division, departments report that the development of the timelines has encouraged the inclusion of more full-time faculty in the assessment process, significantly spreading the opportunity for more dialogue between more faculty members.

As reported last year, faculty resistance to the process continues to weaken.  Although, some faculty still resolutely oppose the process in principle, more faculty are involved in writing SLOs and assessing.  Faculty members who have conducted assessment, generally find that the process is much less time-consuming and less cumbersome than they expected.  They also find that they enjoy talking about teaching and learning with other faculty in their departments.  Growing participation was stimulated in part with the creation of department timelines.  The timelines completed on flex day, led more faculty to commit to participate in the process.  Growing participation was also stimulated by the ACCJC warning.  As part of a wider process of change on campus, faculty seem more amenable to begin assessment.  It is seen as a necessary component to maintaining accreditation.

One particular success is that the Human Development department, under Juli Soden’s guidance, has held several faculty workshops about SLOs and assessments.  In Human Development 5, every full-time and adjunct Instructor participated in a concurrent assessment.  The report for that assessment is currently being written.  Human Development should be commended for the extensive amount of faculty involvement and dialogue.  In addition, they have involved many adjunct faculty members in the assessment process.

One weakness in the process is the fact that although participation is steadily increasing, faculty and departmental involvement remains uneven.  Some departments have conducted several course-level SLOs and are planning a program-level assessment for fall 2009, while a few other departments have not conducted their first course-level SLO.  Within some departments, assessment is being conducted by only one instructor. In addition, BSS has not partnered effectively with the Compton campus in conducting assessments.  Although Compton faculty have collaborated with ECC BSS faculty in writing the SLOs during flex days, they have not significantly participated in assessment.  The addition of David McPatchell (a Compton Instructor) to the BSS ALC begins the process of including Compton faculty.  

Finally, faculty are frustrated when they write SLOs, complete assessments and report their results; and then their assessments never appear in the on-line data base.  Statistics about SLO progress in BSS, therefore, under-represent the amount of work being completed in the Division.  Lack of administrative support on the college level has slowed the process of recording SLOs and assessments, and in a few cases, has made it unreliable.  The continued work of the new administrative support staff should help rectify this problem.  As a growing number of course and program-level assessments are conducted on campus, the volume of information will make the work of the support staff and SLO Coordinators even more critical.

Recommendations:  Resistance to the process has continued to weaken as participation continues to strengthen.  Chris Gold’s leadership has been pivotal in the division’s progress, and the division should continue making progress.  
B. Business:  Donna Grogan and Ollie Hadley – ALC Representatives


Information about this division’s progress during the Fall 2009 semester is not

available.  
C. Fine Arts Division: 
Division SLO Committee

Harrison Storms—ALC Representative
Music: 



Leslie Back 

Dance: 



Daniel Berney 

Theater: 


Bill Georges

Film/Video: 


Kevin O’Brien

Photography: 


Darilyn Rowan 

Speech Communication: 
Chris Wells 

Art: 



Karen Whitney

All areas have written the Program Level SLO Statements as required.  Many of these also designated assessment dates and are prepared to meet the Spring 2010 deadline for assessment of one Program-level SLO.  To meet the deadlines for Course-level SLOs, specific faculty have been assigned to each course to oversee the writing of the SLO statements and reflecting the assessments.  

The division faculty and staff have produced a spreadsheet file that compiles all SLO proposal, SLO assessment, and curriculum review information together for each course in the division.  This document includes the faculty assignments and provides better organization which facilitates the SLO and curriculum review processes. 

With respect to successes, the Art Department is currently completing the first program-level assessment for the division (ahead of the Spring 2010 deadline).  The department hopes to be able to apply what they learn from this process to facilitate other program-level assessments in the division. The Speech Department now has all course-level SLOs written (ahead of the December 2009 deadline).  They have also run many assessments which have allowed for reflection upon the link between class objectives and the lecture material.

The Division SLO Committee has cited several areas for improvement.  Record-keeping has been difficult due to the nature of SLO submissions.  Once a document is submitted by a faculty member, the dean and other committee members have no way of accessing the information to maintain their own records. The division also has indicated that it would also benefit from more feedback from SLO leadership in regards to those submissions. There is a need for funding for greater administrative support as well as for equipment to assist in assessment and analyzing data (e.g. digital recorders and monitors for dance).  

Another weakness is the exemption of courses taught only by part-time faculty from SLO assessment.  In some cases, part-time faculty members have been willing to participate in SLOs, but these courses should be held to the same level of inquiry. Lastly, more time set aside on Flex Days solely for SLO work in divisions and departments would help the division stay on track in meeting its deadlines.

Recommendations:  This division continues to make strong progress and should continue to do so.  
D. Health Science and Athletics Division:  
Division SLO Committee
Kelly Holt--ALC Representative 
Physical Education:

Mark Lipe

     
Special Resources Center: 
Bill Hoanzl 
     
 Nursing: 


Leila Miranda Lavertu 
     
Athletics: 


Dean Lofgren 

In the radiologic technology program, during flex day this semester the faculty met and reviewed the timeline.  Adjustment were made for RT 233 since the instructor did not submit the course level SLO’s last semester, a new due date of June 1 was set.  All other dead lines were accurate and will be attainable.  The faculty also drafted 4 program level SLO’s; the first program SLO will be assessed in Fall 2009 and reported in Spring 2010.   The Rad Tech program maintains out side accreditation through JRCERT.  JRC requires student assessment so the faculty are very familiar and comfortable with the process.

The only concern with SLO’s is making time in busy schedules to do a good job of SLO creation, rubric creation and analysis. 
In the special resources area, within the curriculum for Educational Development and Sign Language, there are SLOs for all courses with the exception of one course which is taught exclusively by a part-time faculty member.  Faculty who are comfortable and confident with the SLO process are assessing, to a lesser degree submitting assessment results and continuing to progress independent of deadlines.  Others continue to belabor and require encouragement and follow-through.  Among this area’s successes, sign language continues to forge ahead with developing additional SLO’s for language and interpreting level courses. One faculty member reported back changing the methodology for teaching a particular concept because the SLO provided info that comprehension was not at the level expected with the original teaching style/methodology.  Within the SRC a core group has gathered to discuss and draft a subsequent program level SLO. This opportunity has brought to light the many facets of providing accommodations in this area which may assist guiding and informing students along the path of request and delivery in a more timely and cost efficient manner.  Faculty for the most part are developing and gathering data for their SLOs but delaying in reporting completed cycles.  
No information is available from the other areas.

Recommendations:  Our recommendation is that they continue to make progress; this division is a model for the rest of the campus.  
E. Humanities Division:  
Division SLO Committee: 

Rebecca Bergeman and Darrell Thompson—ALC Representatives
Academic Strategies: 

Sharon Van Enoo 

Foreign Languages: 

Bernie Rang 

Journalism: 


Lori Medigovich 

ESL: 



Evelyn Uyemura 

Developmental English: 
Susan Corbin 

Literature: 


Sara Blake

Reading: 


Cynthia Silverman, Stephanie Schwartz

Library Sciences: 

Claudia Striepe 

CEC: 



David Maruyama, Jose Bernaudo, Thomas Norton 
Faculty members in the Humanities division have been working hard to meet the upcoming deadlines.  Every department in the Humanities division except for Library Sciences has a program-level SLO on file. Course SLO assessment plans have been developed for all academic strategies courses that are taught by full-time faculty.  Most courses in the English, ESL, foreign language, journalism and library sciences programs have a course-level SLO on file.  With approximately 98 courses in the Humanities division requiring course-level SLOs, 76 of these courses (78%) have submitted assessment plans to the College’s SLO committee. The division is confident the upcoming deadline will be met.  It should be noted that instructors in the English department have completed course-level SLOs for English B, A, 1A, 1B, 1C, 80, 82, and 84.  A majority of the English department’s course offerings are in these classes.  Therefore, even though there are many different courses in English requiring course-level SLOs, the deparment has already completed SLOs for a majority of the sections offered each semester.

Dialogue occurs during department meetings and at the Division SLO Committee meetings concerning problems faculty have encountered with the process (such as distinguishing between the different forms, described by some as having “a bureaucratic appearance that makes the process seem artificial”), crafting an assessment proposal that is manageable, and keeping accurate and up-to-date records on what has been completed with attendant data to support assessments.  Union and Senate concerns regarding the linkage of SLOs to performance evaluations has also been discussed. Other discussions have addressed how the process has resulted in instructional improvements by fostering a culture of on-going dialogue and assessment.

Staff and faculty involvement with SLOs has improved since last year.  Participation and interest increased because the administration allowed faculty to develop SLOs on flex day.  Finally, there is a sense that everyone has an idea of what needs to be done.  The SLO instructions at first, seemed to be a poorly-written assignment that was thrown at the faculty.  The instructions, requirements and forms have improved.  There is still some resistance because there is no time for all faculty to meet at the same time to discuss SLOs.

Successes include: 

· 76 out of 98 (78%) of the course-level SLOs have been submitted.

· The Humanities division is required to complete 16 SLO cycles by December 2009;  14 (88%) have been completed.

· Five out of six departments (83%) have submitted program-level SLOs.

Staff development workshops are needed to help faculty navigate to the sites where SLO proposals and reports are archived.  Oversight by Academic Affairs is needed to assist with the accounting and archiving of submissions based on the model used for curriculum review.  Instructional areas have had to allocate and request additional resources in order to meet the District’s goals.

Recommendations:  This division continues to make strong progress and should continue to do so.  
F. Industry / Technology Division:  Ray Lewis—ALC Representative

Information about this division’s progress during the Fall 2009 semester is not 


available.  
G. Learning Resources Unit:  Claudia Striepe—ALC Representative

Area SLO Committee: 
Claudia Striepe—ALC Representative

Book Collection: 
Noreth Men

Basic Skills: 

Lisa George

Patron Services: 
Ed Martinez

Periodicals: 

Moon Ichinaga

Distance Education / 

   Library Classes: 
Vince Robles
Using a program level SLO as a basis, the unit has been divided into 5 areas/teams that have constructed individual SLOs that contribute to the overall program SLO aim.  The teams are - Book Collection (Chair Noreth Men), Basic Skills (Chair Lisa George), Patron Services (Chair Ed Martinez), Periodicals (Chair Moon Ichinaga), Distance Education and Library Classes (Chair Vince Robles). The Compton campus, under the SLO representative Eleanor Sonido, is going to choose one of the aforementioned SLOs to run and assess on the Compton campus. The teaching librarians, Robles, Martinez and Striepe, were also asked to submit SLOs for the library skills classes (currently running under the Humanities Division) Most of the projected deadlines will be met. Some areas, however, continue to be severely impacted by staff shortages that make SLO work a lower priority.
Some particular successes this semester are the following:, the Periodicals team, headed by Ms. Ichinaga, really rose to the occasion and completed an assessment cycle. Working with the teaching librarians Mr. Martinez and Ms. Striepe, the team compiled pre and post test questionnaires and ran the tests with the Library Information Science program classes. Based on the results the questions have been further refined and alternative teaching strategies discussed with the teachers. Ms. Striepe ran pre and post tests with 2 Library Internet Research classes and the assessment of these results provided good insights into student thinking and ideas for future approaches and reworking of the assessment questions.
The Book Collection team, led by Ms. Men was able to get equipment (portable barcode scanners), and introduce  previously unused areas of the Millennium Circulation module to process the collected barcodes and to establish a query using the Millennium Create Lists function  to track book usage data. Both of these initiatives will provide statistical data for the library.
The overall weakness in the SLO process is a philosophical one for our largely service driven areas. Is the process truly meaningful to us and the students we serve or is it busy work in an already busy area?  The SLO process seems to have some real benefits in the educational areas as with the library classes and orientations. But, while it does provide interesting feedback and ideas in other areas, it remains to be seen whether the feedback and ideas are worth the time spent on generating and gathering all the data. Also, at this stage, the SLO work is largely on the staff and we have not yet seen or explored the student angle – at which this process should be directed.  Communication with the Compton campus has not been fully realized.
Recommendations:  This area should be commended for working hard on its SLOs and assessments despite severe staff shortages.
H. Mathematical Sciences Division: 
Division SLO Committee: 

Kaysa Laureano-Ribas—ALC Representative

Basic Skills: 




Kaysa Laureano-Ribas
College Mathematics 2 and Engineering: 
Milan Georgevich

Precollegiate and College Mathematics 1:
Arturo Martinez

Math for Future Elementary Teachers:
Judy Kasabian 
This division has divided itself into seven committees, each in charge of a particular group of courses.  These committees include: basic skills, precollegiate, college mathematics 1 (calculus), college mathematics 2 (general education), college mathematics 3 (math for future elementary school teachers), engineering, and computer science.  These committees are tasked with overseeing various processes, including textbook review, curriculum review, program review, and SLOs.  Most of these committees are actively drafting SLO assessment proposals, assessing and collecting data, and reflecting on the results.  Most of the committees, with the exception of engineering, which is a small program in which most of the time, courses are taught by adjunct faculty, have indicated that the deadlines will be met.  
There is widespread but not universal involvement in drafting and assessment of SLOs.  Some have realized that reporting on assessment of learning is a professional responsibility and an institutional mandate. Others, having worked on an assessment cycle, have realized that it is not so difficult. Generally most people are taking an active role in the SLO work, everyone sees it as a necessary chore and are accepting the responsibilities. Dean Goldberg and Lars Kjeseth did an excellent job of preparing the department and for this positive attitude.  There are still pockets of resistance in the division, but overall, the division is moving forward in the process despite these resisters.  

One particular success is the positive change in attitude over the course of this past year. In the beginning many people were very much against the added responsibility of assessing student learning. They didn't see the value in this endeavor and complained bitterly. These voices have become a very small minority and now a great number of people have come to accept the process and understand its value in the education.
Recommendations:  There is an impressive amount of activity in this division around SLOs.  This division should continue to make progress, but faculty need to make sure to send completed work in to the committee for recordkeeping.
I. Natural Sciences Division:  
Division SLO Committee: 

T. Jim Noyes—ALC Representative
Astronomy:

Vincent Lloyd 

Biology: 

Nancy Freeman 

Allied Health: 

Margaret Steinberg 

Physics: 

Susana Prieto 
CEC: 


Bill Keig
The Natural Science Division continues to make progress in writing and assessing student learning outcomes. Currently, there are 72 regularly taught courses in the division (no 99 or 50 courses included).  Of these, 33 have submitted an SLO statement. This is just under 50% of the courses.  However, the earth science department has spent a great deal of time developing SLO statements for the three courses with the most sections. They still have 17 courses with no SLO statement. The SLOs developed for Oceanography 10, Geology 1 and Geography 1 can easily be adapted to the remaining courses, which will probably be ready during the fall semester. As a division, it is unlikely that there will be an SLO proposal for every course, but a large percentage of the courses will be ready.

This year, SLO updates have become a regular item on every department and division meeting agenda.  Currently, the agenda items consist mostly of reminders which SLO statements need to be submitted and which SLOs need to be assessed.  On the whole, the greatest amount of dialog still takes place on the flex days when the faculty members have a block of time to discuss statements, rubrics and assessments.  The Earth Science Department has a strong leader in Jim Noyes. He has made it a priority to develop thoughtful SLO statements and involve the whole department in discussions of how to assess and how to interpret the results.  They usually discuss via email, but also spend a significant portion of each department meeting discussing how to perform the assessments. 

Faculty members in each department no longer seem so resistant to participating in the SLO process. There seems to be a better understanding of how to proceed with the SLO development and assessment.  There is still uncertainly about the relationship of course SLOs and program SLOs.  

The division has had two clear successes.  In the chemistry department, the faculty members identified one common area of content in all of their classes and wrote SLO statements to assess chemical equation writing in all the offered chemistry courses. The assessments have the same starting point, equation writing, but are easily adapted to the different levels presented in each class. In addition, they now have a ready made program level SLO.  The Earth Science Department is a second success. This department has one faulty member willing to take a leadership role and he has engaged the whole department in developing and assessing three SLO statements for the most commonly offered courses in the department (geology 1, geography 1 and oceanography 10).  These courses all have 3 SLO statements that have been assessed this semester.  It has been a very thoughtful process. These SLO statements also are designed so that they can be easily adapted to the rest of the courses in the department and also as a program level SLO.

The overall weakness in the SLO/assessment process is the lack of time for the faculty members to meet and discuss proposals and the results of assessment. The department meetings cannot be solely devoted to student learning outcomes, and so there is no time for thoughtful discussion.  

Overall, the regular meeting of the NS division SLO committee was a big step for the division. However, more time needs to be spent looking at the goals of each department and clarifying what the expectations are for each department. These goals are not always clear to everyone after the initial flex day.  It would also be helpful if one faculty member would be willing to take leadership for the division SLO committee.

Recommendations: This division is making good progress and should continue to do so.  
J. Student and Community Advancement: Claudia Lee—ALC Representative 

The following chart summarizes the status of SCA SLOs as of June 2009.

EL CAMINO COLLEGE-TORRANCE

	Division
	SLO Reports
	SLO Proposals
	SLOs Due
	% SLO Identified
	% On-going Assessment

	Admissions/Records

4 departments
	1
	1
	2
	50
	25

	Community Advancement

5 departments
	-
	2
	3
	40
	0

	Counseling 

8 departments
	2
	6
	-
	100
	25

	Enrollment Services

5 departments
	5
	-
	-
	100
	100

	TOTALS

22 Departments
	8
	9
	5
	77.3%
	36.3%


COMPTON EDUCATION CENTER

	Compton Student Services
	SLO Reports
	SLO Proposals
	SLOs Due
	% SLO Identified
	% On-going Assessment

	14 departments
	1
	13
	-
	100%
	7%


Student and Community Advancement
Throughout the spring 2009 semester there were a number of meetings and activities in the Student and Community Advancement (SCA) Area related to maintaining progress on Student Learning Outcomes (SLO) in each division.  

	DATE
	ACTIVITY
	OUTCOMES

	Jan. 23
	CEC SLO SCA Workshop
	26 participants engaged in discussion on evaluating student learning in a student services setting. They created learning outcomes based on student’s level of knowledge of particular services and procedures. Each department reviewed the status of their current SLO.

	Jan. 30
	ECC SLO SCA Workshop
	34 participants. The CEC workshop format was repeated for ECC SCA staff.

	Feb. 11
	Flex Activity
	All counselors reviewed SLO status for various student service departments. There were breakout sessions for each department to discuss assessment status and assessment results where applicable.

	March 27
	CEC Student Services Workshop
	8 staff that report to Trish Bonacic met to review SLO progress for various student service departments. Various assessment methods were discussed. 

	April 20
	SCA Management Meeting
	Distributed SCA SLO At a Glance Report for both ECC and CEC. Reviewed status with managers. Explained the import role of the SCA SLO Committee.

	April 21
	SCA Area Council Meeting
	Provided information on the status of each department’s SLO development and assessment. Discussed the importance of reaching a level of on-going proficiency. Reviewed the composition and role of the SCA SLO Committee.

	March through April
	SCA SLO Focus Group
	This 8 member team met several times during this period to prepare our response to the Accreditation Report as it related to SCA SLO status. These meetings resulted in the establishment of SLO timelines, reporting cycles and posting information for each department within Student and Community Advancement.

	May 1
	Mini Conference
	5 staff from SCA departments attended the Mini Conference that was the culmination of the spring Assessment of Leaning Week activities.

	June 5
	SCA SLO  Committee
	7 members of the SCA SLO committee had their first meeting. This committee represents all SCA and is responsible for the continued progress of implementing SLO into the culture of SCA at both ECC and CEC. The format for the SLO posters was determined and all members will be meeting with the SCA departments for which they are responsible. The committee plans to meet monthly during the fall and spring semesters.


Enrollment Services
In the Assessment and Testing Office, there is a single SLO that deals with students’ satisfaction with their placement results, which is then linked with preparing for the tests.  There was much success in the dissemination of placement test information that the office now does.  It was a huge task, but one that is very helpful to students.  The overall weakness is the lack of SLOs that can be written for a Testing Office, and the fact that the process has not produced the intended success was hoped for.  This area would like to see examples of SLOs from other Testing Offices at other colleges to get more ideas for future SLOs. 
In Financial Aid, an SLO assessment is in progress.  The staff is waiting for the spring ’09 grades to assess the effectiveness of the SLO this semester.  The SLO reps have tried to involve more staff in SLOs and Assessments but they have been very reluctant because they do not see the impact of SLOs in a non- academic department so they say that they are too busy to get involved.  One particular success is that a Satisfactory Academic Progress (SAP) brochure was developed that is enclosed with letters that are mailed to students and circulated on campus to better educate students about succeeding in college.  One particular problem is that it is very difficult to measure student success because there are not the additional resources like assessment and tutoring to support this endeavor. We probably need to work more closely with other programs and services like Assessment and Testing and Basic Skills Initiative.

The First Year Experience Program has made great strides in creating and assessing three SLOs within the last academic year. Each SLO was created in fall 2008 and assessed in spring 2009. This program has exceeded the requirements set by the campus SLO team. The dialogue in this program has included discussions about improving the FYE orientation, adding a parent orientation in English and Spanish, and faculty have discussed student perceptions of the program and how to modify some of the workload in both linked courses. The level of faculty and staff involvement is extremely high, and everyone is willing to participate in the SLO process. One of the more successful assessments had to do with our FYE orientation in which students took a pre and post questionnaire and at the end of their orientation process their scores increased because of the instruction that had taken place.  The only weakness is the turnaround time given by the Office of Institutional Research on campus. They are overwhelmed with SLO assessments and surveys take on average 1-2 months to be assessed. However, they do a great job despite the fact that their staff and resources are limited. 

In Outreach and School Relations,the progress made in writing and assessing SLOs was slow in getting the necessary information organized but progress was made nonetheless and it is believed that the upcoming deadlines will be met.  An SLO committee has been put together to monitor the progress of SLOs and assessment. The committee consists of a group of Student Ambassadors that meet every other Wednesday (about twice a month) unless planned otherwise.  One particular success was getting the students involved, which was very important, since they would be the ones providing the assessment as well. One particular hurdle is the time needed to implement the SLO and assessment can sometimes distract from the job at hand of getting ECC information to the prospective students.  The assessment needs to be timely and quick – often prospective students want the information and then want to move on. It is difficult to then ask them to fill out a survey or questionnaire without infringing on their time. Ways to assess the SLO without inconveniencing the prospective student should be explored and considered. 
In Student Development, there has been great success in writing the SLOs in this area.  They needed to be tweaked with regards to the wording but the staff are confident on the things they want to measure.  The deadlines will be met.  SLOs and assessment are discussed during the bi-weekly staff meetings and the staff members dialog with one another when elements of the SLO are observed when they occur in student leadership meetings. There are only four permanent staff that work with the student leadership groups: ICC, ASO, Alpha Gamma Sigma, and these staff members form the committee: Jeannine Barba, Harold Tyler, Janice Watanabe and Carolee Vakil-Jessop.  The staff is very highly involved because the staff sees the students every day, they comment to one another when they observe individual student growth or the grasping of a concept related to leadership development.  They have always monitored student involvement and growth as the students participate in event planning, meetings, etc., and at the end of the year they have always discussed each student especially those returning to serve another year.  Now they have a better way to document each class of students and leadership group.  They are in the process of developing a student involvement transcript.  The primary success is the ability to be more objective with the assessment process.  The staff thinks and writes more clearly and concisely about what it is that they do with students and how they impact their development over time.  One weakness is that the assessment outcome in some cases has been met before the student gets involved with our programs.  Some come ready and they have had success in high school, their church, volunteer work, etc.  The staff feel the need to develop an SLO for the advanced leader or maybe some type of independent study exercise. 
Recommendations: This division is making good progress and should continue to do so.  
Accomplishments of the Assessment of Learning Committee (ALC):  

The ALC had many successful accomplishments this semester, including:
· Guidelines for Evaluating Assessment Proposals: This semester the committee developed a rubric and guidelines for evaluating successful assessment proposals (See appendix).  Faculty members often ask whether their SLO is “good” or “right.”  These guidelines are the committee’s attempt to answer this question in a consistent way.  
· Assessment of Student Learning Week: This week took place from April 27 to May 1.  On Monday and Tuesday, workshops were held about the forms and processes involved in SLOs and assessment.  On Wednesday and Thursday, the “Guidelines for Evaluating Assessment Proposals” was unveiled and discussed.  On Friday, the committee held a half-day mini-conference to train division SLO committees on the processes involved in SLOs and assessment at El Camino, on how to use the “Guidelines for Evaluating Assessment Proposals,” and to talk about the history and accomplishments of SLOs and assessments at El Camino and what the plans are for the future.
· Timeline in response to ACCJC recommendation 2:  The ALC made great strides in developing a timeline for how to reach the “proficiency” level in SLOs by 2011 (one year before the 2012 ACCJC deadline).  The current draft of this timeline is in the appendix.
Guidelines for Evaluating Assessment Proposals


DRAFT  4/20/2009
	
	Getting Started
	Getting Better
	You’re on your way!

	Clarity
	The statement and assessment plan do not seem complete enough to evaluate the clarity.
	The statement and assessment plan are somewhat clear, but more needs to be done to develop the clarity (e.g. get rid of jargon or unclear phrasing)..
	The statement and assessment plan are such that a reasonably educated reader (e.g a student) could understand what the expected student outcome is and how it will be evaluated.

	Simplicity
	The assessment is too complex to be performed with the resources available and / or requires the faculty to completely change the way they teach or practice their discipline.
	The assessment somewhat builds on current practice, but may also require an unreasonable amount of resources.
	The assessment will not involve a complete “reinvention of the wheel.”  It is a reasonable assessment of a student outcome that builds on current practice.  It may require additional resources but within reason.

	Culmination
	The outcome being measured is a single item from a list of content items to be learned in a course / program and the assessment may not involve critical thinking skills or application of knowledge or skills in the discipline. 
	The outcome being measured might be considered a culmination of knowledge or skills in the course or program, but there seems to be room for developing a more holistic assessment.
	The outcome being measured is a culmination of knowledge or skills that a student attains in a course or program. The assessment is holistic and involves critical thinking skills or application of knowledge or skills in the area or discipline.

	Instrument
	It is not clear yet whether the assessment instrument measures whether a student has achieved a Student Learning Outcome. 
	The assessment instrument only partially measures whether a student has achieved a Student Learning Outcome.
	The assessment instrument directly and completely measures whether a student has achieved a Student Learning Outcome.

	Data
	The resulting data from the assessment will be of limited use to faculty in improving student learning.
	The resulting data might be somewhat useful, but there seems to be room for developing the assessment so that more useful data can be gleaned.
	The resulting data from the assessment will be useful to faculty, and it can be used to improve student learning.

	Dialogue
	The assessment includes little basis for dialogue with other faculty/staff (e.g. if multiple sections are taught, only one contact person is listed or only one section targeted for assessment).
	The assessment may include a basis for dialogue (e.g. more than one contact person is listed or more than one section is targeted for assessment), but it is unclear how or whether the data will be aggregated. 
	The assessment includes a basis for dialogue (e.g. more than one contact person is listed or more than one section is targeted for assessment) and a way to aggregate the data is described.


Student Learning Outcomes Timeline

I. Ongoing and Comprehensive Student Learning Outcome Assessment Program Established
	
	A.  Create, align, update, assess, and report SLOs for all courses, programs. (faculty and administration)
	B.  Core competencies regularly assessed, with broad participation; results publicized and discussed. (faculty and administration)
	C. Publish SLO assessment timelines, integrated with course review and program review cycles. 

(faculty and administration)



	June 

2009
	Complete sets of program-level SLO statements published for every instructional and student services program.


	Core Competency selected for first college-wide assessment. 
	SLO database designed and work plan developed.

	December 

2009
	At least one course-level SLO assessment plan published for every course. 

Complete sets of program-level SLO assessment plans published for every instructional and student services program. 

Division SLO committees meet throughout the semester to discuss SLO progress and guide division faculty through the process.

	Assessment plan published for first competency. 

Order established for rotation of  college core competency assessments, one to take place each year on a six-year cycle. 
	A complete, integrated 6-year model of a timeline is designed and published.

	June 

2010
	Complete sets of course-level SLO assessment plans published for every course.  

At least one program-level SLO assessment report published for every instructional and student services program. 

Outcome alignment maps designed and a first model published.


	Assessment data collected for first competency.  A full assessment plan published for all competencies.

Assessment plan published for second core competency. 
	Formalized scheduling completed. Model timeline entered and published.

	December 

2010
	At least one course-level SLO assessment report published for every regularly offered course not taught solely by adjunct faculty. 

Other exemplary outcome alignment maps are published.

	Data for first core competency shared/discussed at Assessment of Student Learning Week.  Reflection completed.
	A complete, integrated, 6-year timeline published for every program.

	June 2011
	Outcome alignment maps published for every program.
	Assessment report for first core competency completed and published.  

Assessment data for second core competency assessment collected. 
	A complete, integrated, 6-year timeline for the entire college published.

	Sustainability
	Assessment cycles at all levels repeat at a rate commensurate with resources.
College-wide reports of compliance and progress published annually.
Outcome alignment maps revised in program review.
Each core competency assessment cycle lasts 3-4 semesters.  Cycles overlap so that every core competency will be assessed once every 6 years.
A college-wide schedule of assessments is maintained.




II. Assessments Widely Discussed and Results Considered in Decision-Making and Evaluation

	
	D.  Discussions of SLO assessment results included in course review, program review, planning and budget decisions, and other collegial consultation committees. 

(faculty, staff, and administration)


	E.  Provide frequent professional development topics on assessment techniques and results. (faculty, administration, staff development office)
	F.  Faculty self-evaluations include SLOs and assessments.

(faculty and administration)

	June 

2009
	Program review and course review process instructions modified to include consideration of assessment results.

Expectations and guidelines developed for including outcome assessments in committee work developed.


	As in previous semesters, professional development events are offered throughout the year, and especially on Flex Days and during the Assessment of Student Learning Week (ongoing).
	The ECCFT Faculty Agreement (effective July 1, 2007) includes consideration of SLOs and assessment results in the faculty self-evaluation.

	December 

2009
	Assessment results indicating programmatic changes are systematically placed into the college planning software for tracking and evaluation.
	Staff Development Office works with the SLO Committee to ascertain training needs in all aspects of outcome assessments. This process begins in December 2009 and will be ongoing.


	Faculty survey created ascertaining student learning outcomes and assessment role in faculty self-evaluations.



	June 

2010
	A reporting mechanism is developed to   record how specific assessment results are used in decision-making.
	SLO and assessment training integrated into new faculty orientation.
	Faculty Evaluation Survey collected and discussed among various campus entities.  

	December 

2010
	Examples of reports which track assessment results are collected for review and analysis.

Examples of committee minutes from committees across campus will be collected for review and analysis.


	
	Further consultation to improve the integration of SLOs and assessment results into faculty self-evaluations.

	June 2011
	Assessment of Student Learning Week devoted to the analysis of how assessment results are discussed in committee work and how they are used in decision-making.


	
	

	Sustainability
	Every 6 years, an analysis of how assessment results are used in decision-making and how assessment results are considered in committee work will be conducted. 

Outcomes and assessments topics are a regular part of professional development, including new faculty orientation. College SLO Committee hosts the Assessment of Student Learning Week every semester.

Participation in the assessment process is a regular feature of an instructor’s self-evaluation.




III. Student and Public Awareness of  Learning Outcome Assessments

	
	G.  Outcome statements and assessment information for all courses, programs, and certificates available to all students and to the public through course information material and division, department, and program websites and offices.  Where appropriate, assessment results will be published. 

(faculty, staff, and administration)

	June 

2009
	Program review process instructions modified to include consideration of how SLO statements and assessment methods are shared with students.

	December 

2009
	All programs submit a plan for sharing course and program SLO statements and assessment methods with students.  These plans include course information, website, and office materials.

SLO statements and assessment methods are built into course outlines of record for all courses undergoing review after December, 2009.  

College SLO committee creates plans for sharing core competencies with students.

College SLO committee develops standards for publicizing SLO statements, assessment proposals and results.

Division SLO committees meet throughout the semester to discuss SLO progress and guide division faculty through the process.


	June 

2010
	Plans for sharing course and program SLO statements and assessment methods reviewed and evaluated by the college SLO committee.  Feedback is provided for each program.

SLO database is accessible to the college community for submission of SLO assessment proposals and results after June, 2010.

Standards for publicizing SLO statements, assessment proposals and results approved by Academic Senate and administration.



	December 

2010
	Plans for sharing course and program SLO statements and assessment methods with students are implemented for every program.

College SLO committee conducts survey of students measuring awareness of course and program student learning outcomes, core competencies and assessments.

Standards for publicizing SLO statements, assessment proposals and results implemented by all programs.



	Sustainability
	Every 6 years, program review asks that each program analyze how SLO statements and assessment methods are shared with students.  As program reviews are completed, the college SLO committee reviews the reports.  

Every two years, a survey of student awareness of student learning outcomes, assessments, and core competencies is conducted.




IV. Resources Support Student Learning Outcome Assessment Infrastructure  

	
	H.  A coordinating team for outcomes and assessments is established and institutionalized.

(faculty, staff, and administration)
	I.  Institutionalize adequate resources for faculty SLO assessment work at all levels.

(faculty, staff, and administration)
	J.  Institutionalize fair processes for assigning adjunct faculty outcomes and assessments tasks.

(faculty, staff, and administration)

	June 

2009
	SLO assessment process designed and implemented:  faculty coordinating team reduced to a one faculty coordinator to oversee implementation of timeline.
	Assessment report section on staffing, equipment, and other resources updated. On-going consultation with program reviews for possible additional assessment support.
	

	December 

2009
	The SLO faculty coordinator coordinates implementation of timeline.

The structure and responsibilities of the college, area, and division SLO committees are formalized

by the college SLO committee. 


	Online suggestion box for assessment resources built into SLO website and CurricUNET SLO component. 
	SLO faculty coordinator facilitates meetings among administration, academic senate, College SLO committee, and the ECCFT to discuss issues related to adjunct work on course review, program review, and outcomes assessments.

	June 

2010
	The Academic Senate, the College Cabinet, and the Board ratify the structure and responsibilities of the college, area, and division SLO committees.


	Online survey created to collect data on time and resource needs for assessments.

Program review reports are consulted to assess needs in SLOs.
	SLO faculty coordinator continues to facilitate meetings among administration, academic senate and the ECCFT to discuss issues related to adjunct work on course review, program review, and outcomes assessments.



	December 

2010
	
	SLO Committee creates and submits an assessment staffing and resources report.
	District and ECCFT, in consultation with the academic senate, negotiate appropriate compensation for adjunct faculty regarding course review, program review, and outcomes assessment work.



	Sustainability
	The college, area, and division SLO committees continue to monitor and guide the ongoing process of assessing student learning.

Every three years, the college SLO committee issues an assessment staffing and resources report to the college community for consideration.

Adjuncts are assigned work on course and program review, and outcomes assessments and they are compensated fairly.
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