To: John Nixon, VP, Instruction
       Virginia Burley, Dean, Instruction

From: Jemma Blake-Judd, Coordinator, SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team
Subject: Summary/Evaluation SLOs Implementation Team Year-One Activities 
Date: May 25, 2005
The SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team has focused on six areas this year: 

· Consistent and Equal Coverage

· Effective Communication and Documentation

· Quality of Implementation Process

· Support of New Program Review Process

· Creation of Accreditation Self-Study Warehouse

· Initiation of General Education Outcomes Assessment

These areas have informed the coordinator’s reports to the campus and will serve as the framework for this summary/evaluation of the team’s work to date.  
Area 1: Consistent and Equal Coverage 
Summary of Team Activities: 
In spring 2004, when the SLOs Steering Committee was creating its implementation plan and timeline, it considered the recent failure of the college’s CQI initiative.  While there were many causative factors, one of the most obvious was an inconsistency of application on campus; silos of activity occurred, but never took hold across the college. As a result, the project failed. The Steering Committee believed that a consistent and even implementation effort by the SLOs Team would ensure a successful initiative. That focus has been a driving force behind the SLOs team’s work with campus constituencies.  
The project began with an informational survey that went to every dept chair/ unit manager in August of 2004. Those areas that returned surveys and requested appointments received them.  Those areas that did not return surveys or returned negative responses received a follow-up call from the Coordinator to answer any questions or address any misconceptions the chairs/ managers might have had.
The time spent by the team during the initial presentations has ranged from thirty minutes to an hour and a half, depending on the area’s level of interest and the questions posed. Each step an area completes has taken from one to four hours, depending on the size of the group, its enthusiasm, and the assessment tool being utilized (i.e. creation of a rubric takes significantly longer than modification of an existing survey).  
The Coordinator has continued to maintain contact with those areas that have not participated in the hopes that the gradual shift in campus culture and/or word of mouth referrals will prompt their eventual involvement

. 

Evaluation of Team Activities:  

As of May 5, 2005, the initial presentation, covering the basic principles of the Nichols model and Mt. SAC’s timeline for implementation has been made in 91% of departments/units across campus.
In addition, 35% of the entire campus is working on SLOs/ AUOs, and 20% is working on Means of Assessment. The support areas, although appearing to lag behind a bit, have actually been performing at much the same rate; many of them discovered their unit mission statements were out of date and decided to rewrite them. This has added an extra step to their process but points to the positive nature of SLOs/AUOs assessment. 
The SLOs Team, mindful of the Steering Committee’s concerns, has put a great deal of effort into avoiding the silos of activity referred to earlier. Its members voted to change its name to SLOs/AUOs Implementation Team, they speak of SLOs/AUOs as two sides of the same coin, and they make a conscious effort to use examples from areas outside of the ones they’re working with.  Most recently, the first article on the team’s accomplishments published in the Campus Connection (May 18, 2005), celebrates all active participation across campus rather than one area’s success story. 
The demand prompted by the PIE process Aug-Nov 2005 will be a challenge to the team’s efforts at consistent coverage. The team anticipates requests from both participant departments/units, wanting reassurance that the work they’ve done so far is sufficient and non-participant departments/units wanting last-minute help. 
The team also continues to face the challenge of eliciting more participants from the academic areas. The team has taken steps to address this by planning for a monthly newsletter, highlighting the efforts of particular areas (to demystify the process) and by circulating the names of department chairs who have worked with the team (to shed a positive light on the project).  
Area 2: Effective Communication and Documentation
Summary of Team Activities:
Historically, poor communication has been another factor in the failure of Mt. SAC’s campus-wide initiatives.  The Steering Committee took this into account when developing a timeline of activities that included numerous forms of campus wide communication. The team has taken this issue seriously, and has targeted three levels of communication: within the team itself, across the campus, and with other colleges.  
Team communication: 
The Team’s weekly meetings alternate between practical and theoretical discussions, reinforcing the team members’ sense of purpose and connection to the project. 
The coordinator follows up with an email summary immediately following the meetings (in addition to minutes) in order to clarify and reinforce the results of those discussions. 
The team members also communicate among themselves and document their activities electronically on Lotus Notes’ Quick Place (see attached). Here team members can solicit advice/suggestions from other members and share their ideas (see attached). 
Campus-wide communication:
The team communicates to the campus through its web site, through the coordinator’s appearances before the senates, management teams and instructional divisions, through bi-semester informational letters that are paired with the campus-wide update spread sheet, and most recently, through an article for Campus Connection, highlighting SLOs/AUOs activities across campus. 

Formal and Informal Dialogs with other colleges

The team communicates to other colleges through its web site and through its mentoring efforts. In conjunction with POD and Dr. James Nichols, the team held a workshop on Dec 2 and 3, 2004 designed to share the practical side of implementation with other colleges. Since then, representatives from colleges such as Chaffey, Saddleback, and Cypress have contacted the coordinator for help with implementation issues. The coordinator will continue these mentoring efforts on June 6-8, 2005 with representatives from Cerritos College who have requested help with creating a proposal, duties list, and timeline for their campus. 

Evaluation of Team Activities: 
In many ways the team has met and exceeded its goals for effective communication, but there were occasions when it didn’t, and those need to be addressed.
The SLOs Steering Committee proposed yearly workshops/forums where faculty, staff, and managers could meet and communicate their concerns and successes. Although the SLOs team planned two for spring 2005, they both met the same fate.

The first was an attempt to provide an open forum “fishbowl” activity in which volunteers from a particular department would participate in an unrehearsed creation of SLOs on Flex day. This fell through when the then-Senate president asked that the volunteers be instructed to create outcomes based on the themes of equity and diversity.
The second was an attempt to provide a workshop for faculty in the design-based disciplines focusing on the use of rubrics as a bridge between portfolio grading and SLOs. This was derailed by one influential department chair who demanded the SLOs presentation be linked with Strengths-Based teaching and learning.  
In both cases the coordinator made the decision not to offer the forum/workshop when
it appeared that the SLOs process was going to be subsumed by the agendas of others.  Although the situations were frustrating, they must be seen as natural occurrences on a large campus with faculty who are passionately involved in numerous initiatives. The issue is how to avoid these occurrences in the future.

The Flex issue will not be resolved in the near future, but the coordinator has determined that the team’s workshop offerings do not have to rely on the approval of chairs involved. The design-specific workshop will be offered in fall 2005 for those who wish to attend. 
On a more general note, in spite of the numerous methods used to communicate with the campus, there are still concerns being raised about basic issues like the model the college is using. These concerns were addressed in the final semester letter, and in the coordinator’s consistent efforts to encourage questions during campus-wide appearances. They will also be addressed, in August 2005, when the team will begin providing monthly newsletters, focusing on individual departments/units and using photographs and quotes to communicate its successes

Area 3: Quality of Implementation Process

Summary of Team Activities: 

The first step to insuring a quality SLOs Implementation process was to have Institutional Effectiveness Associates (Drs. James and Karen Nichols) train the SLOs team and PAC members in August 2004.  During the training, the issue of quality assurance for the process came up. As a result of that discussion, the team decided that creation of team SLO/AUOs and means of assessment were needed to maintain a quality implementation process.
Once the Educational Research Assessment Analyst was hired, the team determined, with his help, that using multiple measures for its means of assessment would yield the most accurate information. They are as follows:
1. Each facilitator completes a self-assessment on Quick Place, covering Comprehensiveness, Professionalism, and Engagement (see attached) 

2. Each department/unit is given an evaluation form, covering the above three areas, for its work with the facilitator at each major juncture in the process 

 (see attached).  
These are compiled by the researcher (see attached).
Evaluation of Team Activities: 
The team is to be commended for its insistence on self-assessment; the members have been determined to take a hard look at themselves and make the necessary adjustments to their methods as needed.

Because the team’s means of assessment phase did not begin until April1, 2005, the numbers have not reached a sufficient level of significance, but the target date of December 2005 for data summary has been set. 
While its members wait for the December data summary, the team has been using anecdotal evidence and informal suggestions from across the campus to make improvements. In March and April, in response to concerns that the team, its facilitators and the model they are using are too rigid, the team discussed ways in which to address this perception. The results of the discussion were:

1. Facilitators are making a concerted effort to demonstrate the flexibility of the process and the model to the areas they are working with

2. The coordinator drafted an end of the semester letter to include these commonly asked questions: 
“Why this model?”

“What about the department/unit that has already been working on SLOs/AUOs?”   
3. The coordinator arranged for the math department (an area that has completed a significant portion of the process and witnessed the forgiving nature of the model) to serve as a campus contact for information on working with the team. 
In December 2005, the Educational Research Assessment Analyst will help the team assess the quality of its work and determine the validity of its means of assessment.  The team’s self-assessment results will then be uploaded on its web site.
Area 4: Support of New Program Review Process: 
Summary of Team Activities:
The Institutional Effectiveness Committee gave the SLOs/AUOs team ample opportunity for input during its modification of the Program Review process. This communication between the SLOS/AUOs team and IEC made for a document consistent with the philosophy behind the Nichols model. The team has had an initial training in the PIE process and will be involved in the June 2005 pilot for the planning workshop to be offered by POD in August 2005.
Evaluation of Team Activities:  

Although it is too soon to evaluate the team’s support of the process, August through November 2005 team evaluation sheets should yield data about department/unit satisfaction with the team’s assistance during the PIE process. 

It is important to note that the team is likely to be over extended in August-November 2005 as those departments/ areas that have not participated in the SLOs/AUOs process will need assistance while they scramble to complete the PIE forms.  If that is the case, the coordinator will assist the facilitators with any additional work that they cannot cover. 
Area 5: Creation of an Accreditation Self-Study Warehouse: 
Summary of Team Activities: 

One of the most difficult tasks in writing the 2004 Accreditation Self Study was to find accurate accounts of events (no matter how recent) on campus. Often one individual's memory of the creation of a particular policy or alteration of a specific process would contradict another’s. With so much riding on an a clear and substantial account of the college’s SLOs/AUOs Implementation efforts for the next self-study, setting up a user friendly warehouse for anecdotal and statistical information by standard is the Coordinator’s top priority for summer 2005. This warehouse will help insure accurate reports in the early stages of implementation, which will be difficult to reconstruct 6 years from now.  This will also be a great help to the next self-study co-chairs whose monumental task it will be to consider each SLOs/AUOs effort that has been made and to determine the appropriate standard to house it in.
Evaluation of Team Activities:
None to date.  This will occur when the coordinator demonstrates the warehouse to IEC and receives feedback from the committee.  

Area 6: Initiation of General Education Outcomes Assessment Process
Summary of Team Activities:
When the SLOs Steering Committee created the SLOs/AUOs Implementation Plan, its members were mindful of the college’s past response to what were perceived as “top down” initiatives.  As a result, the committee chose not to begin with General Education assessment activities but to wait instead for its “grass roots” approach to SLOs to induce the atmosphere of trust necessary for success in Gen Ed assessment.  The SLOs team began discussing the topic with Dr. James Nichols in August of 2004, and the coordinator has continued to discuss the concept in campus updates. 

In the summer of 2005, the coordinator will begin work with the Educational Research Assessment Analyst to consider how the college might effectively track students to support a Gen Ed assessment project. After this has been determined, the coordinator will submit a researched proposal for the successful initiation of a General Education outcomes assessment process at Mt. SAC for IEC and/or PAC’s consideration.
Evaluation of Team Activities:
None to date 

Final Note: As the issue of reducing released time for the SLOs team has been raised, it is important to consider several points before making a final determination:
1. The PIE process, slated to begin August of 2005, necessitates SLOs team support. While the fact that 35 % of the campus has created SLOs or AUOs is commendable, 65% of the campus still needs to create them in order to participate in the PIE process between August and November.  A number of these areas may wish to work on their own, but the evidence so far indicates the majority will need a great deal of help.  Certainly the deans and managers could assist their faculty and staff, but their other duties limit the amount of time they will be able to devote to this.  Being both more experienced and more available, the facilitators would be an excellent resource during this critical period. 
2. The AACJC visiting team’s report commended the college for involving the entire campus in its SLOs/AUOs implementation project.  These college-wide efforts necessitate more facilitators than might be used at a college focusing only on the required Instructional areas. 

3. The AACJC visiting team’s report commended the college for its commitment to the SLOs/AUOs process as evidenced in its promise of released time for the team members.
4. Dr. James Nichols of the Institutional Effectiveness Associates, nationally recognized experts on SLOs/AUOs examined the proposal, timeline, job descriptions (including proposed released time) and stated at the August 2004 training session that he could not find any aspect of those documents that needed revision.
5. With two years remaining in the implementation process, the college is on track to achieve full participation in spring 2007. While it may appear that cutting team released time would simply slow the process down a bit, it doesn’t take into account the fact that in year-two of the  PIE process (Fall 2006) all areas across campus are expected to be fully participating. This will be hindered if the team is made less available to faculty and staff by a reduction of its released time.
6. Cutting team release time and slowing the process down doesn’t take into account the fact that the campus should have full SLOs/AUOs participation before it begins its General Education assessment efforts. Both of these issues were considered by the SLOs Steering Committee when it created the timeline for implementation.
