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Steps for Analyzing Evidence
Step 1:

Review the specific standard section to be analyzed.  

Step 2:
Read and review the suggested questions identified from the Self-Study Guide about the evidence needed to make a strong case.  

Step 3:
Carefully review the evidence several times before drawing conclusions or making judgments.

Step 4:
Draft a brief one or two paragraph description of what the College is doing to address the standard and its related questions focusing on the facts.

Step 5:
Provide a rating of how well the College is addressing the specific standard (see below for scoring rubric).Draft a one or two paragraph explanation for this rating based upon your assessment of the College’s activities in relation to the standard. Pay particular attention to the quality of our involvement and interventions since the last WASC self-study report. 
Step 6:
Conclude with comments and suggestions relative to the College’s response to the standard.
Scoring Rubric
	Superior
	College has worked on this issue/area and considerable improvement is noted

	Satisfactory
	College has taken some actions to address the issue/area and some improvement is noted.

	Needs Improvement
	College has not adequately addressed the issue/area.


Step 1:
 Review the Specific Standard Section
Standard 3.A.1.c:  Faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated student learning outcomes have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning outcomes.

Step 2: Read and Review Self-Study Questions

Suggested questions from the Self-Study Guide to help you think about how best to address the standard:  

· What are the roles of teachers, tutors, and others in producing student learning outcomes?
· What deep thinking have faculty, as individuals and collectively, engaged in about how well students are learning in their courses and programs?  What measures have they, again as individuals and collectively, created or selected to measure that learning?

· What discussions have faculty had about how to improve learning?  What plans have been made?

· What changes have faculty made in their methodologies to improve learning?
· What changes in course content or sequencing have resulted from analyses of how well students 

are mastering course content?

· What methods has the institution developed to evaluate effectiveness in producing student learning outcomes?  Are these methods yielding meaningful and useful results?

· How does the institution use evaluation results to improve student learning outcomes?

Step 3:
 Review the Evidence
· For faculty evaluation and evaluation criteria consulted with Brian Ellison, Dean Curriculum, Tenure Review and Faculty Evaluation
· Enhanced Self Study Procedural Handbook – Striving for Excellence Through Student Success (Sept. 2000), Academic Senate and Office of the Chancellor
· Basic Skills Committee Minutes (Fall 2003 – Spring 2004)
· Student Learning Outcomes and Student Development – A Synopsis of the Forum for Practitioners,  K. German, L. Leung, & L. McKnight for Student Development Faculty & Staff (Fall Flex 2003)
· Pre-Collegiate Basic Skills Accountability Report – Parts 1 & 2, Office of Research, Planning, and Grants (April 2004, May 2004)
· For information regarding the Asian Infusion Seminary Series check out the Behavioral and Social Sciences website
· For information regarding the Multi-Cultural Infusion Program (MIP) refer to Resolution 040826-B15 and consult with Sue Homer
· For information regarding the Curriculum Committee consult with Dean Brian Ellison (handouts:  Curriculum Handout – Introduction, Orientation Notes, and Credit Course outlines web link:  www.ccsf.edu/Offices/Office_of_Curriculum_and_Catalog/Outlines
· For information about DACUM visit the California Resource Ctr. Website:  www.ccsf.edu/Services/Vocational_Education/crc/crc.html
· For information about SCANS visit www.ccsf.edu/Services/Vocational_Education/ove/SCANS
Step 4: Briefly describe how CCSF is addressing this standard

The institution meets the standard.  Faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated student learning outcomes do have as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning outcomes.  In the evaluation of classroom faculty, faculty within a department may decide if appropriate, to submit to the evaluation committee chair three representative documents demonstrating that the course outline is being followed or that appropriate duties are being fulfilled.
  In practice, the dialogue that ensues between the evaluation committee and the evaluatee is inclusive of a review of these documents, and findings are incorporated in the applicable evaluation form.    As course outlines specify unit value, scope, objectives, and course content, the evaluation of such shows a direct link to the significant role faculty play in the integration of student learning outcomes into their curriculum and teaching practices.  It is important to note, that faculty involved in course outline development engage in a technical review process, of which a primary goal is to ensure that the learning outcomes, course content, and instructional methodology reinforce and support one another.   Moreover, proposed course outlines are subsequently subject to the review and approval of the Curriculum Committee.  

The evaluation process also includes a student evaluation component for all classroom instructors, and if applicable for non-classroom faculty as well.  Classroom and/or formal work site visitations/observations may also be conducted if faculty and undergoing management-initiated evaluations.


The following paragraph responds specifically to the Self-Study Guide questions in sub-standard 3.A.1.c pertaining to faculty engagement in institutional dialogue pertaining to the student learning outcomes paradigm.   The Enhanced Self-Study, initiated after the last accreditation, is a key example of a process that provoked intensive dialog on five core areas of the College’s mission.  These dialogs produced recommendations for specific initiatives for consideration through the shared governance procedures.  Over half of the recommendations were approved and implemented, including significant improvement noted in instructional and student support services.  For example, in the student services arena, the Student Development Forum was designed to specifically explore the nature and impact of student learning outcomes resulting from the College’s contributions to the growth and development of the students, as outlined in the synopsis, “Student Learning Outcomes and Student Development – A Synopsis of Our Forum for Practitioners”.  Additional examples include the “Bridge to Biotech Program”, the Title III grant, the Koret Foundation grant, the VATEA funded SCANS project, the Asian Infusion Project, the Multicultural Infusion Project, and the DACAM process utilized in the vocational arena of the College to create and update training and education programs.

Step 5: Provide rating of how well College meets the standard.  Provide written explanation of why you gave that rating.
My rating (see p. 1) is: Satisfactory
The reason I gave this rating is:  As noted in section 4, the College has worked to address student learning outcomes, and is very committed in integrating student learning outcomes in the curriculum and teaching practices.  The faculty evaluation process certainly addresses performance indicators that are linked to institutional effectiveness and improvement.  As stated, modifying the evaluation form would require collective bargaining with AFT 2121.  
Step 6:
 Comments and suggestions relative to the College’s response to the standard
Many other efforts to improve academic programs and delivery of student services have been undertaken throughout the College.   The limitation of this template does not allow for unlimited illustration of the many examples of College-wide strides in producing student learning outcomes.   
The response given in section 4 of this standard focused primarily on examples that represent college-wide collaboration.  
Standard 3.A.1.c


Section:  Faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward achieving stated student learning outcomes have, as a component of their evaluation, effectiveness.








Team Members 


 


		


		














Team Members 


 


		


		














Team Members 


 


		


		














Team Members:  Elisa Dillahunty, Stephanie Duncan, Amy Kern, Carolyn Norris, & Lety Sazo (co-chair)
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