To:  John Nixon, VP, Instructional Services

      Virginia Burley, Dean, Instructional Services
From: Jemma Blake-Judd, Coordinator, SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team

Subject: Final Summary/Evaluation of SLOs/AUOs Team Year-Three Implementation Activities

Date: June 10, 2007
The SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team has focused on four areas in the final year of the implementation process:

· Campus-wide participation
· Effective communication and documentation

· Quality of the SLOs/AUOs efforts
· Team support of the Planning for Institutional Effectiveness Process (PIE) and the Conversion to Trac Dat
These areas have informed the coordinator’s reports to the campus and will serve as the framework for this final summary/evaluation of the team’s work. Because this is the final year, a section entitled “Future Considerations” has been added
Area One: Campus-Wide Participation
Summary of Team Activities:
When the final year of SLOs/AUOs implementation began in fall of 2006, 60% of the college’s 158 departments/disciplines/units were working on outcomes/objectives. The SLOs/AUOs team continued to meet the same challenges it had met during the first two years. Those departments/units that had moved easily into outcomes assessment in the first year continued their work, and, in many cases, moved directly into a second round of outcomes assessment while those areas that had showed no interest during the previous two years fell into several categories: 

· Departments whose faculty were willing to work on outcomes but were stymied by a resistant department chair 

· Departments whose faculty were willing to work on outcomes, but were dominated by 2 or 3 outspoken opponents
· Departments whose faculty had rarely participated in any projects or committees on campus 

Evaluation of Team Activities:

In June of 2007, at the end of year-three, 80% of the college is working on SLOs/AUOs, 72% on Means of Assessment, and 35% on Summary of Data and Use of Results. While a portion of these significant gains can be attributed to the team’s continued attempts to work with resistant departments, the major changes came as a result of two external forces. First, the installation of a number of new department chairs prompted, as in the case of the Nursing department, a decision to begin SLOs work. The second occurred with the distribution of the 2006-2007 PIE form. Deans and Associate Deans actively touted the merits of the process and reasserted the direct connection between evidence presented in PIE and consideration of Budget requests, which prompted departments like Physics to begin working on outcomes after a two year opposition to the process. 

Recently Mt.SAC’s definition of “campus-wide SLOs participation” came into direct conflict with the AACJC request for an update on the college’s SLOs work. This request conveyed the expectation that the college have permanent SLOs for every class it offers and that those SLOs are being assessed using pre-determined methods semester after semester. The Coordinator’s response to ACCJC outlined the ways in which this expectation was contradictory to the Nichols model and adjusted the format of the ACCJCs matrix to depict the percentage of disciplines/departments working on SLOs.  It remains to be seen how the commission will react to Mt. SAC’s approach.
Future Considerations:

While the new Coordinator will continue to work toward the goal of 100% participation in outcomes/objectives assessment, this goal is secondary to quality assurance issues that must be addressed (see Quality of SLOs/AUOS Efforts following). 

Area Two: Effective Communication and Documentation

Summary of Team Activities:

Team Communication

2006-2007 saw fewer informal SLOs Team meetings as the coordinator’s availability was greatly impacted by the accreditation midterm report, but the team’s formal meetings were extended to two hours, and the team met several times over fall and spring to evaluate the 5 column models being generated on campus (see Quality of SLOs/AUOs Efforts following). 
Campus Wide Communication
Communication of SLOs/AUOs information continued to occur through the Coordinator’s appearances before the academic senate, management teams, and instructional divisions. These appearances were once again augmented by beginning and end-of -semester informational emails and campus update spread sheets as well as the bi-monthly electronic newsletters. Documentation of all SLOs/AUOs work on campus continued to occur through Quick Place, which will officially close in June, but will be available for the accreditation site visit in 2010. Beginning in fall 2007, Trac Dat will house all SLOs/AUOs documentation and supporting data, and its reports will facilitate communication of the college’s progress toward its goals. 
Formal and Informal Dialogs with Other Colleges
Conversations with other colleges slowed in year-three as the other institutions became immersed in their own processes, but the continual requests for information on how Mt. SAC put together its SLOs web site, how the team documents SLOs work and how the college reconciled program review processes with outcomes assessment reinforces the fact that Mt. SAC continues to lead outcomes efforts state-wide. 
Evaluation of Team Activities:
As in the previous two years, the best indicator of the effectiveness of the efforts at communication was the increase in campus-wide participation. In year three, Mt. SAC moved from 11% of the campus working on Summary of Data in May 2006 to 35% in May of 2007. 
Future Considerations:

The new SLOs Coordinator is aware of the need to continue campus–wide communication efforts and will utilize email announcements and public appearances to address this issue. 
Area Three: Quality of the SLOs/AUOs efforts
Summary of Team Activities:
In year three, the team participated in a number of activities to insure quality SLOs/AUOs work on campus. One of the most important of these occurred with the hiring of the Educational Research Assessment Analyst. One of the contributing factors to low levels of SLOs participation in California Community Colleges has been traced to a disconnect between the Research Office and the individuals coordinating the outcomes efforts. With this in mind, the SLOs Coordinator spent the winter 2007 intersession training the new researcher on the Nichols model, accreditation standards, the team facilitation and documentation processes, the team –generated rubric for the assessment of 5 column models, the Planning for Institutional Effectiveness process(PIE), and campus culture and politics. The Researcher then wrote a summary of the role of research in SLOs/AUOs work on campus for the Department of Research and Institutional Effectiveness web site.

In spite of the continual notices to the campus via email and Coordinator appearances, the team did not work with as many departments and areas as it would have liked. In order to assess the quality of the outcomes work occurring without the team’s input, the Coordinator requested copies of all PIEs submitted on campus. The Coordinator distributed those PIEs to the appropriate SLOs team members who then contacted department/unit representatives with suggestions for improvement to the 5 column models and offers of future assistance. The departments’ work was then documented in Quick Place. Finally, the team rated a representative sample of all 5 column models that had been created and turned in during the 2006-2007 academic year.
Over the course of two semesters, the team continued to update its Web Site. The most recent addition to the site was a modified rubric available to any departments working on SLOs/AUOs as a means of evaluating the quality of their work. This rubric is also included as an appendix in the Trac Dat User Guide (see Team Support of PIE and the Conversion to Trac Dat following).
Evaluation of Team Activities 
The team used two assessment methods to evaluate the effective engagement of departments/units in the outcomes process. The first method required a simple tally to determine the degree of increase in SLOs/AUOs participation campus-wide, and the second stipulated “50% of a representative sample will be rated as acceptable or above on each completed column.”  To address this statement, the Team rated 107 models (77 SLOs, 30 AUOs) from 66 college units/offices/disciplines, with the greatest representation from the Instructional Services and Administrative Services areas.  It is important to note that 28 models, done independently of the Team, were extracted from the PIE documents.  Since PIE does not require a specific entry for the mission/goals, Column 1 information for these models was missing.  Each model had at least two raters, with 74% of the models having at least four raters.  If there was a tie in the responses of the raters (always between below and meeting standards), the column rating was unable to be determined and, for the purpose of comparison, excluded.  Thus, the following is a table of results:

	
	        COLUMN 1

Mission & Goals
	        COLUMN 2

Outcomes/Objectives
	COLUMN 3

  Means of Assessment
	COLUMN 4
Summary of Data
	COLUMN 5

Use of Results

	 
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007
	2006

	 STANDARDS
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	n
	%
	N
	%

	Below 
	42
	53%
	83
	51%
	28
	26%
	47
	29%
	46
	44%
	66
	59%
	34
	55%
	16
	67%
	29
	59%
	13
	76%

	Meets or Exceeds
	35
	44%
	80
	49%
	63
	59%
	116
	71%
	51
	49%
	46
	41%
	21
	34%
	8
	33%
	17
	35%
	4
	24%

	Unable to Determine
	2
	3%
	-
	-
	16
	15%
	-
	-
	7
	7%
	-
	-
	7
	11%
	-
	-
	3
	6%
	-
	-

	Total
	79
	100%
	163
	100%
	107
	100%
	163
	100%
	104
	100%
	112
	100%
	62
	100%
	24
	100%
	49
	100%
	17
	100%

	REPRESENTATION FROM MODELS
	74%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	97%
	69%
	58%
	15%
	46%
	10%


A total of 107 models were rated in 2007, as opposed to 163 in 2006.  Although there were fewer models to rate, there was an increase in the participation of models in columns further in the model, such as Columns 3, 4, and 5.  The “Representation from Models” indicates that each of the last three columns saw a great increase in participation. 
In examining the 2007 results, over 50% of the models were rated as meeting or exceeding standards in Column 2 only.  Column 1 results may have been skewed because of the absence of Column 1 on PIE documents from the aforementioned 28 models.  Although Columns 4 and 5 did not meet the designated percentage, there was still an increase in the number and percentage of models that met or exceeded standards.  Furthermore, Columns 3, 4, and 5 experienced an increase in participation from the previous year.  This is a very positive sign indicating that a greater portion of the campus is getting further in the assessment process and working to increase the quality of its assessment elements in meeting or exceeding standards.

Based on these results, a few recommendations can be made to further streamline the process.  The rubric, including the embedded checklists, can be reviewed to further standardize the definitions of below, meeting, and exceeding standards.  A few of the ratings could not be categorized in the table above because there was an even split between raters who thought it was below or meeting standards and perhaps a revision of standards and the rating process could advance them into a standards category.  Thus, although a majority of the model ratings worked well, a redefinition with a pilot run as well as periodic reviews would help standardize the rubric and its elements.  
Furthermore, since many of the models were below standards in Columns 1, 3, 4, and 5, an analysis of these models could be performed to localize certain persistent challenges.  These challenges, depending on their breadth, could be addressed through individual meetings with the departments or workshops.  Overall, with an increase in campus participation of the assessment process as well as having more units and offices move further within the process, there is great opportunity to continue to modify the assessment tools and processes for campus growth and development.

Discipline/Department: SLOs/AUOs Team




Recorded by SLOs/AUOs Team Coordinator: Jemma Blake-Judd
Administrative Unit Objectives Assessment Model: The purpose of this assessment process is to improve service

	Mission & Goals
	Intended Objectives

               2-10-07    
	Means of Assessment 
2-10-07
	Summary of Data Collected

6-10-07
	Use of Results

6-10-07

	College

To provide quality transfer, career and lifelong programs that prepare students with the knowledge and skills needed for success in an interconnected world.

Team:

The SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team provides training and resources for faculty, staff, and mangers while documenting and ensuring the quality of the SLOs/AUOs process


	1.The SLOs/AUOs Team will increase the number of dept/unit participants who effectively engage in the SLOs/AUOs process
	1a. Using the SLOs/AUOs May 2007 Team Campus Update as compared to the May 2006 update, SLOs/AUOs  participation in all 158 depts./units will increase to 95% and means of assessment participation will increase to 75 %as calculated by the ERRA by June 1, 2007.

1b. Using the SLOs/AUOs Team generated rubric,  50% of a representative sample of 5 column models submitted will be rated acceptable or above on each  completed column as evaluated by SLOs/AUOs Team members and calculated by the ERRA by June 1, 2007 
	1a. May 2006:

SLOs/AUOs 64%

Means of Assessment: 45%

May 2007:

SLOs/AUOs:80%

Means of Assessment :72%

1b .Over 50% of the models were rated as meeting or exceeding standards in Column 2 only.  Column 1 results may have been skewed because of the absence of Column 1 on PIE documents. Although Columns 4 and 5 did not meet the designated percentage, there was still an increase in the percentage of models that met or exceeded standards.  Furthermore, Columns 3, 4, and 5 experienced an increase in participation from the previous year.  
	1a.While there has been a significant increase in SLOs/AUOs activity, at this point, a comparison of participation in 2006 to that in 2007 is not possible as no current data is available on Administrative Services (21 units/depts) or Student Services 

(15 units/depts).The SLOs Coordinator will update the summary of data and use of results columns as soon as the data is available.

1b. A greater portion of the campus is getting further in the assessment process and working to increase the quality of its assessment elements in meeting or exceeding standards.

Although a majority of the model ratings worked well periodic reviews would help standardize the rubric and its elements.  Furthermore, since many of the models were below standards in Columns 1, 3, 4, and 5, an analysis of these models should be performed to localize certain persistent challenges.  These challenges, depending on their breadth, could be addressed through individual meetings with the departments or workshops.


Future Considerations:
The quality assurance issue is not something that will disappear when the implementation phase is over. While Trac Dat does promote better quality in the SLOs/AUOs process through the use of fields that prompt the inclusion of requisite details, the user may choose to ignore those fields; therefore, it is necessary to establish a quality assurance process in which the SLOs and AUOs being created across campus would be monitored through a periodic review of the 5 columns housed in Trac Dat and department representatives contacted if there are problems.  The quality assurance process should also provide for workshops on the most difficult aspect of the outcomes/objectives process, determination of a means of assessment, for cross over credit through the Office of Professional and Organizational Development.
Research across the country over the past twenty years has shown that the quality of outcomes assessment will be compromised if there is a punitive connection between assessment results and faculty evaluations. Mt. SAC’s refusal to comply with the accreditation standard requiring a connection between SLOs work and faculty evaluations, and the resulting resolution written on that topic will go a long way toward insuring that its faculty feel free to engage in meaningful outcomes assessment. 
Finally, the SLOs web site will provide support for the outcomes/objectives efforts on campus. Campus constituents should be able to find current information about Mt. SAC’s activities along with recent articles from experts in the field and resources such as the SLOs Team rubric for the assessment of 5 column models. The SLOs Coordinator will continue to monitor and update the site as needed.
Area Four: Team Support of the Planning for Institutional Effectiveness Process (PIE) and the Conversion to Trac Dat
Summary of Team Activities:

The team received essentially the same number of requests for help with PIE in 2006-2007 as it did in 2005-2006, but the assistance the faculty and managers required was, more often than not, reassurance that the work was correct. The 2006-2007 PIE forms and PIE Summaries copied to the SLOs Coordinator showed a significantly better understanding of the process. The only problems that surfaced were in the outcomes included in the PIE forms submitted by departments that had engaged in the process without SLOs team assistance. 

Trac Dat and the new Accreditation ifolio will provide Mt. SAC with an efficient means of documenting Planning for Institutional Effectiveness efforts and reporting the college’s progress toward its goals. The SLOs Coordinator and team spent dozens of hours working with the Information Technology Specialist on the conversion of the existing PIE process to Trac Dat. This conversion included both a modification of the appearance of Trac Dat’s screens and the creation of a Trac Dat user-guide. The guide was set up to contain corresponding elements of the PIE paper form on the page opposite the Trac Dat Screen image to assist the trainees in their understanding of the similarity between the paper and electronic process. 
When it came time to set up the format for the training process, the team suggested that the training would be greatly improved if the departments could see their previous year’s PIE on the Trac Dat screen during the training sessions. As a result, in spring 2007, all departments/units were asked to submit electronic copies of their PIEs to the IT specialist to be uploaded to Trac Dat before the training sessions begin in the summer of 2007. It was also determined that the SLOs Coordinator should be available at all Trac Dat training sessions  to address any SLOs/AUOs questions. 
Evaluation of Team Activities: 
The SLOs team members successfully modified the Trac Dat software to match the current PIE process, and at the same time, they created an effective training format and user- friendly guide. Further modifications will take place after the first series of evaluations are conducted during the summer training sessions.

Future Considerations:
Trac Dat will be evaluated in a number of ways: through evaluations completed at training sessions, through questions in the next employee survey, and through anecdotal evidence from users. The Trac Dat reporting mechanism will also be evaluated by the Institutional Effectiveness Committee in order to meet accreditation standards IB.6 and I.B.7 which call for scrutiny of the college’s evaluative mechanisms.
Conclusion

Research around the state of California has revealed that while many colleges are actively engaged in outcomes assessment, they are facing serious difficulties sustaining and documenting those efforts and connecting outcomes assessment to institutional effectiveness processes. Although Mt. SAC has not achieved 100% participation in its SLOs/AUOs implementation, it has created a viable connection between outcomes/objectives and planning for institutional effectiveness. It also has a sophisticated documentation and reporting system in place, along with a dedicated researcher, permanent SLOs and Gen Ed Coordinator positions, an active Gen Ed committee, and a well established Web Site-all of which should ensure the college will continue to serve its students and the community well.
