Washington Center’s Annual Report 2006-07 

Introduction

The Washington Center was established twenty years ago to support grassroots efforts to improve undergraduate education. Over the past five years, following two successful national grants, the Center has emerged as the National Center for Learning Communities—host of the National Summer Institute on Learning Communities, the web-based National Learning Community Resource Center and LC Directory, and most recently, of a national project to assess interdisciplinary and integrative learning. In the process of achieving national recognition and establishing ourselves as the National Center for Learning Community work, we have clarified our mission and identified four objectives related to that mission. 
Mission: We are for the academic success of all students. Ultimately, the measures of our success are improvements in students’ persistence, achievement, and graduation rates, particularly students who are the first in their families to go to college and those whose families have been historically under-represented in higher education.  We work with educators in two- and four-year post-secondary institutions to develop strategies and practices leading to the success of all students by organizing institutes, retreats, workshops and publications, frequently in collaboration with other professional groups who share a similar mission.   

Objectives:

I. Demonstrate the power of collaborative work within our Center and with other educators;

II. Provide high quality professional development experiences on and off campus for faculty and staff from diverse post-secondary institutions;

III. Provide substantive, up-to-date resources in print and on our web site;

IV. Organize and support communities of practice within and beyond Washington State.

In this report, we use these objectives as a way to review our work and identify questions and issues for the coming year, including the ongoing challenging of weaving together national work, statewide work, and our work with Evergreen colleagues. 
Section One – National and Washington State Work
Objective I: Collaborative work
The value of people constructing knowledge together lies at the very heart of learning community work and, as a Center, we endeavor to model robust collaborative work. This year we have intentionally strengthened three areas: 
a. Within our Center: In 2000, we signaled the importance of removing structural obstacles to collaborative work environments whenever possible by shifting from the director/associate director to two co-directors—a move that honored the authentic collaborations that occurred before our time. This year, we carefully reviewed and revised all four position descriptions in the Center, seeking to better describe the ways we need to work as a team in order to successfully manage all of our projects and commitments while making best use of everyone’s talents and abilities. We continue to experiment with graceful ways of coordinating our multiple projects among two co-directors and two staff —and we are acutely aware that it is only through the efforts of highly productive staff, acknowledged for their multitasking abilities, that we have been able to carry through with the promised outcomes of the 2000-2004 PEW grant to become a National Resource Center for Learning Communities. Like an anaconda, we swallowed a large set of responsibilities determined by the terms of that grant, and we are still digesting the best ways to incorporate the new levels of responsibility and visibility that come with doing national work while continuing our state-wide work along with projects at Evergreen. 

b. With Washington state two-year and four-year schools: funding for the Washington Center came from the State Legislature to create a grassroots resource for the state, focused on improving undergraduate education. As the Center becomes more prominent in its national work, we must simultaneously renew our support of Washington schools. Our primary strategy for weaving state and national work together has been twofold: we are purposefully nurturing leaders for statewide work, and we have initiated a biannual retreat designed to bring statewide leaders up to date with the newest national work.  Last year, we listed a number of objectives for strengthening our ties with campus leaders in Washington State, and we met those objectives, including the most ambitious, to establish a Washington Center leadership formation program. 
In January 2007, we invited a group of learning community coordinators (including several people from Evergreen) to campus for a workshop on the three core practices in our national work:  
i. using campus facts as the basis for learning community program planning to insure that these initiatives are designed to improve student achievement and success; 
ii. introducing faculty to a heuristic for designing assignments that invite students to integrate outcomes from two or more disciplines or areas of expertise in service of addressing a larger public issues or question; 
iii. using the collaborative assessment protocol, which provides faculty teams with a method for assessing and discussing student work together, and for connecting student learning with learning community program outcomes. (See Appendix A for the list of participants.) 

At the close of the meeting, we invited participants to indicate their interest in acting as resource faculty for statewide curriculum planning retreats, for the national summer institute, and for campus consultations. Nine people led the two spring curriculum planning retreats, three people visited campuses and/or presented at national conferences, and three worked at the National Summer Institute.  As a consequence of this meeting, we succeeded in creating a stronger group of state leaders whose own campus practice is being enriched with the most current iteration of learning community practice.
c. With other organizations. The Center’s ability to improve undergraduate education multiplies when we work with like-minded organizations. Since we are now clear about our core practices and our mission, it has become easier to establish strong collaborative partnerships based on shared values and to move established relationships to a new level of intentionality
Washington State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC):  This year we continued our long term collaboration, principally to develop faculty’s capacity to create intellectually rigorous curriculum and supportive learning environments for first-year and developmental education programs articulated in relation to college readiness expectations. We meet regularly with SBCTC’s Policy Associate for Teaching, Learning and Assessment, Bill Moore, who also co-sponsored five two-year schools’ participation in the National Project on Assessing Learning in Learning Communities.  
Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCU) Faculty Development Network:
Given our focus on supporting students historically excluded from higher education, we are very pleased with our new partnership with the HBCU Faculty Development Network who helped to recruit a strong cohort of five HBCU campuses for this year’s National Summer Institute on Learning Communities.  Together with Johnson C. Smith University, and leadership from Phyllis Worthy Dawkins, we also hosted a curriculum planning retreat in June attended primarily by Johnson C. Smith University faculty and other HBCU teams from surrounding states. With Dawkins and Joye Hardiman (Evergreen-Tacoma), we developed the agenda for that retreat and led sessions.  The promise of this partnership is that more HBCUs will embrace learning communities as a strategy for increasing retention, engagement and academic achievement, and a cohort of faculty leaders from HBCU’s will be recognized nationally for their work with learning communities.  
Institute for Higher Education’s  Building Engagement and Attainment for Minority Students (BEAMS) Project:  Since the inception of this project several years ago, we have had the privilege of working with educators from a diverse group of HBCUs, tribal colleges, and Hispanic-serving institutions These experiences—and the extraordinary professional development involved--combined with the experience of learning how to sustain our dynamic partnership with the HBCU Faculty Development Network, will be instructive for establishing similar partnerships with parallel organizations working with Hispanic-serving institutions and with tribal colleges. We anticipate that this level of collaboration will help us accomplish our mission—promoting learning communities as a strategy to improve all students’ academic achievement and success.
MDRC:  Our new partnership with MDRC, a non-profit, public policy research center, has also represented a new and equally satisfying collaborative venture. MDRC has a federally-funded demonstration grant aimed at investigating the effectiveness of learning communities for students who place into developmental courses in community colleges. They have contracted with us to provide professional development for the participating campus teams. In preparing for this July “Evergreen Institute”, we made substantial revisions to the synthesis assignment and team plan that is the center-piece of the National Summer Institute on Learning Communities, The new Pedagogical Plan focuses squarely on students’ experiences of learning, and the faculty development and the assessment efforts from the classroom to the campus as a whole that would support those experiences. Because the work of the teams will be followed for the next eighteen months, we have an opportunity to study the effectiveness of this approach to an institute. 

The MDRC  project dovetails with our mission in that it focuses on those students who are least likely to succeed in college—adults who place into developmental courses in community colleges. MDRC staff members are using empirical research methods to assess the impact of learning communities as an intervention strategy; given that we have a strong qualitative focus in our own research, our partnership with them has become a significant professional development experience for us.
Objective II:  High quality professional development experiences
Our aim in designing professional development opportunities in different contexts and for different groups of people is to create conditions where learners (participants) experience meaningful and genuinely transformative learning—where the practice and theory of adult learning are congruent. For the most part, we are successful, as evidenced by positive evaluations of our events, by regular invitations to present at campuses, and by growing interest in our summer institute. As interest in our work grows, however, the more diverse our learners become, and the more challenging it becomes to design appropriate curriculum. For example, at our National Summer Institute on Learning Communities this year, among the thirty-two campus teams in attendance we had colleagues who teach upper division courses at “Research One” institutions, colleagues who teach adult basic skills courses at community colleges, and colleagues who teach at selective liberal arts colleges. Outside of our institute, these colleagues do not have many occasions to interact with each other as peers. We take this diversity in learners to be the most significant challenge in our work—and our goal is to insure that all participants experience substantive, engaging learning that supports the work they intend to do with their own students and colleagues. That we can draw on an equally diverse group of educators from across the country to serve as summer institute resource faculty illustrates how integral the quality of collaborative work and relationships are to realizing the “high quality” we aim for in Washington Center’s work.    
The professional development we do falls into four major categories, listed as areas of practice on our web site. This section of the report describes in brief our work in each area, and then outlines our emerging questions and issues. 
1. Learning Communities
Since we began working together in 2000, we have become clear that for learning communities to become a powerful educational reform, we must attend to three factors:
a. “who”-- the students for whom learning communities are being designed;

b. “what”-- the substance of the learning students will experience in learning communities; and
c. “how” –the actual experiences of learning students have in learning communities. 

These questions led us to name the three core practices outlined in the section above: using campus facts to determine where to situate learning communities; using a simple heuristic to design integrative learning experiences; and using the collaborative assessment protocol to discuss students’ work with other faculty colleagues. 
In addition to Curriculum Planning Retreats, quarterly events for campus teams held on the east and west sides of Washington State, at Johnson C. Smith University, and at regional meetings, we support learning community practice through two major national projects: the National Summer Institute and the National Project on Assessing Learning. Each of those initiatives is reviewed below.
· National Summer Institute: This institute, held at Evergreen each June, is the centerpiece of all our work—the most visible, with the highest stakes. Because of that, we spend an enormous amount of time planning the program, using data from the previous year’s evaluations, conversations with selected campus teams, and observations from resource faculty to insure that we create a powerful learning experience for teams. In reviewing the evaluations from the Institute in 2006, we were surprised by the very mixed reviews of concurrent sessions facilitated by resource faculty. Consequently, in planning for this year’s institute, we worked with resource faculty to find a balance in sessions between presenting information and providing time for teams to share their own experiences. Because several teams had over a decade of experience with nationally-recognized learning community programs, we created sessions where these team members could reflect on their experiences. We also revised the plenaries and the campus plan to focus more centrally on students’ experiences of learning. We had more four-year colleges and universities this year than we have had before (twenty campus teams of the thirty-two present). Usually, one half to two thirds of the teams are from community colleges and this year two thirds were from four-year colleges and universities. We aren’t sure why this happened and we still don’t have an effective way to determine how campuses decide to submit applications although some patterns are evident, especially for community colleges who learn about the effectiveness of learning communities through various national projects such as Achieving the Dream or through Lumina or William and Flora Hewlett Foundations funded research projects such as MDRC’s Open Doors and Catherine Engstrom and Vincent Tinto’s Pathways to Student Success. 
The evaluations of the institute indicate that teams find their experiences to be useful—they leave with action plans in hand, and a renewed sense of purpose. What we lack, however, are the resources to follow up with teams to find out what happens when they get home: are they able to enact their plans? What helps their work? What impedes it? And based on that, are there things we should do differently in the institute? Ed Dolan, who has served as a resource faculty at all the summer institutes held at Evergreen, has offered to explore sources of funding for follow-up visits, similar to what was provided for in the PEW grant. We have also begun exploratory conversations with a colleague connected with MDRC’s demonstration project, about how we might evaluate the effectiveness of the institute over time, in addition to what we currently do on site. Finally, we will study the results of the institute we designed for campus teams in the MDRC project to learn more about the consequences of explicitly focusing on students’ experiences of learning. As mentioned previously, what we learn from that project, we will certainly adapt for the National Summer Institute.
This year, we also began encouraging a scholarly focus to session presentations themselves. For example, Scott Evenbeck, who is a dean at IUPUI, facilitated a session with research universities that have established learning community programs. Participants in this session intend to write a version of their presentation for the Learning Community Journal published by Kennesaw State University, and they have also submitted a proposal for a session at American educational Research Association.  We want to continue this effort to connect theory and practice at next year’s institute.
· National Project on Assessing Learning in Learning Communities: We just completed the first year of this two-year project, which is already having a significant effect on the twenty-three participating teams. Using the collaborative assessment protocol designed by Veronica Boix-Mansilla and colleagues at Project Zero and the Interdisciplinary Studies Project at Harvard, teams are discovering that while their learning community programs value integrative and interdisciplinary learning, those values aren’t apparent enough in students’ work. One well-established team stopped using the protocol for instance, and held sessions for faculty on designing integrative assignments. Then, they began looking at student work again that was in response to the now more explicit assignments. Another well-established program discovered that moments of integration happen primarily in seminar conversations, not in students’ written work or in their formal projects. All teams are discovering that involved faculty yearn for more clarity about the particular outcomes that matter—in terms of disciplines or in terms of areas of expertise—so that they can be clearer with students about what exactly is to be integrated. Team members are also discovering the value of distinguishing between integrative and interdisciplinary learning, and they are noticing the multiple forms that integrative learning can take from interdisciplinary approaches to problem-based learning to rethinking life experiences in light of key disciplinary concepts and methods of inquiry. 
We look forward to the second year of this project, having established definitions for interdisciplinary and integrative learning, and gained experience working with the protocol. We expect to focus on strategies for designing integrative assignments, including assessing the benefits (and potential limitations) for students of being more explicit about integrating different kinds of outcomes or ideas. We also look forward to teams’ reports about efforts to link program assessment with authentic assessments of students’ learning. And we look forward to another year of collaborating with Veronica Boix-Mansilla. As teams have reported, conversations examining students’ work using the collaborative protocol have led to the most invigorating faculty enrichment of their careers; we are finding this to be the case for ourselves as well and are already anticipating how best to share this work through publications and presentations.   
. 
2. Access and Equity
· A commitment to equity runs throughout our work. In recognition of this commitment, we were invited last year to edit a special issue of the on-line journal Inventio, focusing on diversity and equity issues in the scholarship of teaching and learning. Our approach for addressing campus equity issues advocates campus conversations based on disaggregated institutional data leading to action plans whose efficacy can be assessed over time. At our annual Campus Equity and Engagement Retreat for campus teams, we collaborate with colleagues who have attended from previous years to design the agenda. At their request, most of the time at the retreat is given over to intensive team-time and focused conversations. Each year, we introduce teams to an additional resource for thinking about equity issues. Last year, Tina Kuckkahn presented a case on Native American identity which sparked good conversation about identity issues broadly construed as well as specific questions on creating conditions where Native American learners can succeed. In 2008, we are hoping that Sharon Parker will introduce Washington campus teams to “Making a Real Difference with Diversity: A Guide to Institutional Change,” the Association of American Colleges and Universities’ publication of which she is co-author, so that campuses have access to leading edge national work in this area. 
3. Curricular Initiatives
· Quantitative Literacy: Students’ lack of quantitative literacy skills, combined with the massive failures in mathematics courses, continues to be focal point of conversation for educators across the country. While neither of us is trained in mathematics, we have successfully collaborated with colleagues in other disciplines to advocate strategies designed to increase students’ quantitative literacy skills. This year was the third and final year for Spreadsheets across the Curriculum, an NSF funded project, which has succeeded beyond anyone’s expectations. Final spreadsheet modules are being published on the Science Education Research Center (SERC) website (http://serc.carleton.edu/), which is one of the most robust websites of science education resources nationally. Most of our work on this spreadsheet project has focused on assessment, working collaboratively with colleagues at Duke University, Eckard College and the University of South Florida to develop strategies for evaluating the curricular materials themselves and additional strategies for assessing the modules’ impact on students’ learning. Results of this assessment work will be reported to NSF in the spring of 2008, and we plan to submit an article to the National Numeracy Network Journal next summer. In addition, in recognition of the Center’s steady commitment to quantitative literacy at all levels, Emily has been invited to serve as an associate editor for the National Numeracy Network Journal and Gillies has been invited to interview Bob Moses for an article to appear in the first volume.
· Developmental Education: Increasing students’ success in developmental courses is a critical issue across the country, given the low number of students who successfully complete these courses and the high number of first generation students who place into them. Truly, the democratic promise of post-secondary education in the United States depends on making sure that students in developmental courses succeed and move into college-level work. At least a third of the colleges we work with at the National Summer Institute are designing learning communities that will include students in developmental courses, and we continue to urge leaders in developmental education in Washington state to adopt a research-based approach to curriculum design, including using college-level materials in developmental courses, designing assignments that build on what students already know and can do, and clearly articulating integrative outcomes. More Washington campuses are experimenting with linking college-level courses and developmental courses—Spokane Falls Community College is a statewide leader in this regard, while others are now designing learning communities that include developmental courses—North Seattle Community College and Skagit Valley College, for instance. We have made the fall curriculum planning retreat that focuses on integrative learning in developmental courses an annual event, and we will continue to invite colleagues at other campuses to step into leadership positions at this retreat. The State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, our long-time partner in this project, is experiencing staff turnover and some reorganization, but we anticipate that our collaborative work on designing professional development opportunities for faculty teaching in developmental education will continue.  We also appreciate that we need to think through a follow-up publication to The Pedagogy of Possibilities: Developmental Education, College-Level Studies, and Learning Communities. 

Related to this work, we have brought together a team of mathematicians from two- and four-year Washington State institutions, who are also skilled math teachers, to serve as national and regional leaders.  Their charge is to work with mathematics departments, developmental educators, and learning community programs to rethink how to effectively teach foundational mathematics to entering students.  In this regard, we support Washington State’s exemplary Math Transitions Project, which has worked to align expectations regarding math education within a K to 16 policy and pedagogical framework. Our fall curriculum planning retreat emphasizes integrating mathematics with other disciplinary and basic skill curricula.
· Curriculum for the Bioregion: While the importance of this initiative, led by former Washington Center associate director Jean MacGregor, is clear, we are not in a position to support the work in a very substantive way given our other commitments. The steering committee Jean has assembled brings together acknowledged campus, regional, and national leaders whose collective expertise informs the project work.  On our part, we appreciate opportunities to meet with Jean to help conceptualize directions for the work and to participate in professional development events. We are very interested in how Jean is adapting the heuristic for designing integrative learning for use with composition teachers and biology teachers to integrate sustainability outcomes and disciplinary outcomes. While we recognize that the time we can contribute to this project is regrettably limited, we will continue to do all that we can do to support this critical work.
4. Faculty Enrichment

· Learning-centered pedagogies: Our students continue to be our own best teachers as we get to know them in our classes in Evening and Weekend Studies. Our classrooms are the places where theory and practice are integrated at the most intimate level, and what we learn from our students about teaching enriches all of the work we do with our faculty colleagues in Evening and Weekend Studies, and our colleagues on other campuses.   Last year, the Dean of Evening and Weekend Studies visited both of our classrooms and reviewed our teaching portfolios with us. We both received glowing letters of commendation for our thoughtful and effective teaching. We were invited by the Dean of Evening and Weekend Studies, Russ Fox, to work with members of the faculty Susan Preciso and Sarah Ryan to design an end of July/beginning of August team planning institute for Evening and Weekend Studies, and appreciated the opportunity.  The Dean of First-Year programs, Eddy Brown, also has invited us to design a September institute for faculty teaching in core programs. 
· Scholarship of Teaching and Learning:  An early finding from the National Project on Assessing Learning in Learning Communities is that many teachers want greater clarity about their own disciplinary outcomes—what are the most important ideas, questions, and habits of mind in a discipline, and how can we introduce these to students? In the effort to design integrative projects, the outcomes from specific disciplines or areas of expertise are sometimes overlooked. In the spirit of scholarly teaching, we have both returned to this fundamental question as we organize our courses and work with students, and we anticipate writing about this in the coming year, both in the context of the National Project, and for disciplinary journals. We also are working on how to weave these kinds of foundational conversations into our understanding and use of the heuristic for designing integrative assignments. This implies reconnecting in a more intentional way with the work of the National Council on Education in the Disciplines and colleagues in the Carnegie Foundation’s Scholarship of Teaching and Learning Initiative. 
Objective III: Provide up-to-date resources in print and on the web
Our website continues to function as a frequently-visited and substantive resource for colleagues around the country. Wherever we go, we hear stories about colleagues who use resources from our website for their faculty development projects, most recently from a colleague at Tennessee State University. We faced several challenges last year in terms of our website: first, a hacker got in to the site during the break between December 25th and New Year’s and wreaked minor havoc; we closed the site while Sy Knackstedt, on an hourly contract with us, worked with staff in the Computer Center to make the site more secure while still allowing it to be user-friendly. In turn, the new security measures affected our staff’s ability to access our database when we most needed to communicate with campus teams who had applied for the national Summer Institute. Second, as our work grows, we are struggling to maintain current resources on the public part of the site, as well as keeping the data base that works behind the scenes up to date. We will be working with Susan Bustetter in the upcoming year to move more of our website operation to the campus website. We hope to retain the usefulness and accessibility of the website while relinquishing some of the maintenance. We also are exploring strategies of working with graduate students to update sections of the website in a regular rotation.
We learned this year that print publications are, in the main, too expensive to use as a venue for sharing information. We are following through on a monograph led by Barbara Leigh Smith, on collaborations between student affairs and academic affairs in support of learning communities, but after careful analysis of the costs of publishing monographs, we have become much more cautious about launching new publication projects. We intend to investigate the merits and downside of online publications in the coming year, especially in relation to the National Project on Assessing Learning in Learning Communities. 
Objective IV: Support communities of practice
While the Washington Center can help to launch regional networks, or communities of practice, unless or until schools in a region find a network valuable for their own purposes, the regional networks are not sustainable. The two viable regional learning community networks—the Mid-Atlantic Learning Community Network, and the Midwest Learning Community Consortium-- have strong leaders who have been working with learning communities for over twenty years, and they have regular, annual events. In March 2006, at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte, we convened a group of learning community leaders from campuses in the South at their request. They formally agreed to establish a very broadly defined regional network; they wrote a mission statement; two colleagues volunteered to become co-directors; they signed up over thirty member institutions; a colleague began to work with us to design a section on Washington Center’s website for their regional activities, but they have yet to plan their own event and consequently, the network has no identity of its own. This fall, at the request of another group of colleagues, we will convene a meeting in California for learning community leaders in that state. The California group includes regional leaders who have been part of a longstanding learning community network for community colleges and since all campuses, both two and four-year, are affected by statewide policies and trends, the conditions for sustaining collective work seem more fertile than is the case for the Southern regional network.  
Our work with the HBCU Faculty Development Network may also become a community of practice—a network of HBCUs with strong learning community programs. We will continue to nurture this network by presenting workshops at their annual conference and at the Johnson C. Smith curriculum planning retreat, and by working with the network to recruit HBCUs for the National Summer Institute on Learning Communities. 
We are beginning to recognize another form that communities of practice can take, and that is when a campus elects to transform an entire college to focus on integrative learning. This is the case with the University of Minnesota’s College of Education, particularly with the formation of their new department—Postsecondary Teaching and Learning. We worked with fifty faculty from the College of Education in May to lay the groundwork for organizing first-year learning communities focusing on integrative learning tied to substantive public issues, and we anticipate working with this group in the coming year as they prepare to launch their new program. We have a similar enduring relationship with faculty at Johnson C. Smith, who have also revised their entire first year program so that students are in Freshman Academies. We work with faculty there on an annual basis, providing resources and support. Johnson C. Smith’s learning community work was a highlight of their re-accreditation plan, and they received a perfect score and high commendation from the SACS team that visited their campus last year. Phyllis Worthy Dawkins was invited to give a presentation at a SACS regional meeting on learning communities, and she chose to share the heuristic for designing integrative assignments.
Section two – Working at Evergreen 
Involvement of Evergreen colleagues in Washington Center’s work: While we have succeeded in developing a strategy that integrates Washington State learning community leaders into our national work, we have not yet arrived at a parallel strategy for including our Evergreen colleagues. This is not to say that Evergreen colleagues are not involved in our national work: some are. We appreciate the colleagues who have worked with us on the National Summer Institute, on the Curriculum Planning Retreats, and in the National Project on Assessing Learning. What we need to develop, however, is a strategy for systematically introducing the work of the Washington Center—particularly the three core practices—to Evergreen faculty who might be interested in statewide and national work. The growing sophistication of learning community work across campuses, including the focus on assessing student learning, means that experience in team-teaching interdisciplinary programs is no longer sufficient grounds for developing the expertise necessary for working with other campus teams. We discovered last year, moreover, that new Evergreen faculty are unaware of who we are and what we do, and so this year, one of our goals is to make our work more visible and more accessible to Evergreen faculty colleagues.
Scholarship of Teaching and Learning (SOTL): Last year, our work with Evergreen colleagues changed forms. While in previous years, we had been convening a group interested in the Scholarship of Teaching and Learning, last year, we helped Evergreen assemble a team to participate in the National Project on Assessing Learning in Learning Communities. Because we are working with all twenty-three schools involved in this project, we elected not to lead Evergreen’s team. Instead, Susan Preciso and Sarah Ryan, longstanding participants in the SOTL group and faculty in the Evening and Weekend Studies program, agreed to serve as team leads. The group met about once a quarter to examine samples of students’ work using the collaborative assessment protocol. We attended meetings when it was possible to do so. A concern we have is that this work on assessing student learning is not connected to other faculty development initiatives at the college, nor is it informed by other initiatives. As we work with campuses across the country, we regularly remind colleagues of the need to create synergy among campus initiatives, rather than competing for faculty attention. We remain perplexed about how to follow our own advice save for our longstanding conviction that faculty enrichment on our home campus is best served when all those involved in faculty development meet a least quarterly to discuss specific initiatives, set common goals where appropriate, and intentionally plan inter-related activities.  When we have been involved in such meetings at Evergreen, faculty benefited from our intentional efforts. 
Collaborating with other offices: An important shift in our work at Washington Center over the past four or five years has been the move from a “do it yourself” approach to increased reliance on the professional expertise of colleagues at Evergreen. For example, we have gone from doing all our own graphics to working with the graphics department on campus to design our postcard mailings. We are no longer selling the monograph series launched by the PEW grant ourselves; instead, they are being sold through the bookstore. Payments for our events are being handled through the cashier’s office, rather than through our office. As Evergreen’s policies evolve, so too do ours. We deeply appreciate the shared commitment of staff across campus to making the National Summer Institute on Learning Communities a success; we would not be able to do what we do without the support of Conference Services, Catering, and Housing.  We still need to find ways to make our collaborations with colleagues clearer, more effective and streamlined. 
Section Three – Priorities for 2007-08
Within Washington Center: 

Because we continue to wrestle with ways to absorb the work load once carried by a staff of seven when we are only a team of four, we continue to search for ways to streamline and organize the work within our Center. The following were the specific priorities we listed for last year, and wile we have made advances on all fronts they will continue to be ongoing priorities in the coming year: 
· Standardize operations to reflect current Washington State and Evergreen policies and practices; 
· Streamline infrastructure support for Washington Center’s annual activities; 
· Institute a division of labor that balances individual accountability and collaborative practice; 
· Implement a project planning system supported by daily status checks and bi-monthly meetings; and 

· Assign projects and identify professional development opportunities that will support and extend staff members’ strengths, aspirations, and personal growth. 
Strengthening our relationship with Evergreen:

From fall 2003 through fall 2004, the group of professionals with responsibility for faculty development at Evergreen met regularly to share information about their respective projects and to plan collaborative efforts. The group included the Dean for Faculty Hiring and Faculty Development, the Directors of the Writing Center and the Quantitative and Symbolic Reasoning Center, the Director of Institutional Research, the Co-Directors of the Washington Center, and occasionally the Dean for Evening and Weekend Studies. As of December 2004, the group stopped meeting, and since that time, we have struggled to find a way to contribute systematically to faculty development at Evergreen. This year, our focus is on finding new ways to strengthen our relationships with Evergreen colleagues. In particular, we will work on the following priorities for the coming year:

· Bring together an advisory team drawn from Evergreen colleagues actively involved in our statewide and national work to brainstorm ways to improve our visibility at Evergreen and strengthen our ties with Evergreen faculty and administrators;

· Prepare professional development session on becoming statewide and national consultants for interested Evergreen faculty, administrators and student affairs staff;

· At the request of the Dean for First Year programs, work collaboratively to develop ongoing professional development opportunities for faculty teaching in Core programs; 

· With encouragement from the Dean for Extended Education, work collaboratively to develop credit and non-credit courses in adult learning theory and learning community program design and assessment;

· At the request of the Dean for Evening/Weekend Studies, work collaboratively to support professional development opportunities for continuing and adjunct faculty teaching in EWS; and
· Work collaboratively with Susan Preciso and Sarah Ryan to support their leadership of Evergreen’s team in our National Assessment Project.
National work—focus on writing and publishing:

We are regularly reminded that the work we have pioneered is work that others find useful. Many colleagues are using the heuristic for designing integrative assignments as the basis for professional development workshops on their campuses and at regional meetings, including the SACS regional accreditation workshop. Other colleagues are using the collaborative assessment protocol to revive faculty development programs and to re-define their learning community program outcomes.  Our primary goal this year is write and publish articles about our approach to learning communities, including early findings from the National Project on Assessing the Learning in Learning Communities. We envision several related writing projects:
· A collaborative project with Veronica Boix-Mansilla on the implications of teams’ work in the National Project on Assessing the Learning in Learning Communities;
· A reflective article suitable for a publication like Change Magazine on our evolving approach to learning communities as an educational reform strategy, guided by an analysis of campus facts and curricular trouble spots;
· A “workbook” for campus teams to support their faculty development efforts;
· A plan for a follow-up publication to Pedagogy of Possibilities; and
· Individual articles based on our own scholarly approaches to teaching.


Exploring new partnerships:

As the BEAMS project draws to an end, we will investigate possible partnerships with the organizations that support the work of tribal colleges and Hispanic-serving institutions. We anticipate that much like the work to develop our partnership with the HBCU Faculty Development network, any working relationship will evolve over several years. 
Extending our national reach—laying the groundwork for a project in 2008-09:
Learning communities continue to gain recognition as an effective strategy for improving students’ persistence and academic achievement, as evidenced by the number of campuses receiving Title III and Title V grants that identify learning communities as their foremost strategy, as well as by the number of schools in the Lumina-funded Achieving the Dream grant that are turning to learning communities. Recent research reports from grant projects and national surveys likewise speak to the potential of learning communities to make a difference for students. This year, we intend to explore the possibilities for a grant-funded project that uses learning communities to improve the persistence and academic achievement of students of color and first generation students. We need to confer with colleagues at the Institute for Higher Education Policy, who directed the BEAMS project, as well as with our colleagues at MDRC. It may be that the next iteration of learning community projects will highlight programs that integrate vocational and academic skills, and professional fields of expertise with the overarching aims of a liberal arts education. 
In conclusion: Our work at Washington Center is a source of deep professional satisfaction.  We feel privileged to work with the colleagues we do and to serve, along with other educators, the interests of students whose success at college will change their lives and those of their families and communities. Likewise, we continue to feel privileged to name The Evergreen State College as our home institution.
Respectfully submitted by
Emily Lardner and Gillies Malnarich,

Co-Directors, Washington Center  
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