SYSTEM ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE MEETING 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 2005 

2 P.M. – 5 P.M.
SYSTEM BOARD ROOM and INTERACTIVE VIDEO SITES
Present:  

System Building:  Debra Billings/S, System Director of Assessment; Jeff Chapko/O, Dean of Engineering and Technology/System Department Coordinator for Engineering and Technology; Chris Davis/S, Director of Effective Teaching and Learning; Sheryl Dean/S, Director of Systems Support; Nancy Hill/J, Dean of General Education/System Department Coordinator for General Education; Barbara Honhart/S, System Vice President for Academics; Jim Koenig/CT, Dean of CIS/System Department Coordinator for CIS/Networking; Amie Losee/OL, Dean of Business Administration; Richard Meltzer/S, System Director of Institutional Research; Lynne Morgan/CT, Dean of Education and Human Services/System Department Coordinator for Human Services; JoDee Salisbury/S, System Director of Business Administration Programs; Maureen Steen/F, Department Chair of Engineering/Faculty/System Program Coordinator for Engineering; Mike Tyler/GS, Dean of Research; Shelly Gardner/CS, Registrar/System Program Coordinator for Industrial Relations/Industrial Technology; Phil Grimes/OL, Dean of Information Systems/System Program Coordinator for Web Design; Kim Lutz/S, System Director of Curriculum; Chris Schram/S, System Director of Teacher Preparation; Jill Langen/AH, Faculty; Ginny Ruffner/S, System Curriculum Auditor/Guest Minute Taker
Muskegon Campus:  Donna Fiebelkorn/M, Dean of Human Services and Education; Mike Helsen/M, Vice President for Student Services/System Director of Career Services; Mary Ann Herbst/M, Vice President for Academics; Paul Hulka/M, Faculty; Trudi Kenny/M, Dean of Health Sciences/System Department Coordinator for Health Sciences
Jackson Campus:  Cindy VanGieson/J, Dean of Developmental Education

Auburn Hills Campus:  Pete Karsten/AH, Vice President for Academics (Guest)

Absent:

Sheree Duff/PH, Department Chair for Dental Hygiene/System Program Coordinator for Dental Hygiene; Julia Jackson/F, Program Coordinator for Surgical Technology/Sterile Processing/System Program Coordinator for Surgical Technology; Bill Livingston/GS, Faculty; Alison Rhoads/S, System Assessment Coordinator; Jim Riddell/F, Dean for Engineering and Technology/System Department Coordinator for Engineering and Technology; Dana Clark/O, Dean of Education and Human Services; Leslie Crawford/O, Faculty; Bart Daig/GS, Vice President for Operations for Graduate Studies
I. Introductions:  The meeting was called to order at 2 pm.  Introductions were made.
II. Approval of minutes from the October 19, 2003 meeting: motion to approve the minutes M. Tyler, seconded by J. Koenig.
III. Old Business
A.
Status of Program Outcomes
· D. Billings stated that almost all programs have completed their program outcomes and that they are in better shape than past outcomes.  She is currently working with E. Creason/CIS department to put new outcomes on the Baker College Web site.
· M. Steen asked about program outcomes being put in catalog.  B. Honhart was concerned about adding to the length of the catalog.  J. Koenig was not in favor of putting program outcomes in the catalog.  Instead he recommended that a reference be place in the catalog to the Web site.
· D. Billings commented that she is also working on making program outcomes available to public on Web site.  
· J. Chapko had questions regarding mapping program outcomes that two of the HVAC courses did not map to any of the program outcomes, what was he supposed to do regarding these two classes?   It was asked, “Do these classes have a purpose in the program?”  If they do not, then the classes should be removed from the program.  If they do have a purpose, program outcomes should be added.  He should check with his advisory board regarding the content of these courses. 
B.
Status on Collection of Direct Measures

· D. Billings stated that we are still struggling with data collection from the campuses.  
· C. Davis is currently working with the System Assessment Department and CIS to automate this process to help alleviate this problem.  
· The new process will first be tested with the General Education Department.  The General Education Department was chosen for two reasons:  1) General Education touches all students. 2) There is a report due to the Higher Learning Commission in 2006 regarding the assessment of the General Education outcomes or “threads.”  
· C. Davis then explained the process.  Blackboard will be used to verify data receipt or collect information electronically.  Campus administrators, as well as System administrators, will be able to track who has submitted their data and who has not.  There will be built in flexibility to allow campuses to decide who will actually put in the data.   The deans will still be the ones held responsible on each campus to make sure that data is collected and input.
· J. Koeing stated that he would rather assign key instructors to collect the data. 

C.
Status on Training Modules – Chris Davis

The training module for rubrics is done and being used for Corporate Services training.  The training module for developing test questions is in the works.  The handouts are completed and being reviewed.  The module for developing surveys has not been started.  

D.
Status on Assessment Committees on Every Campus-Barbara Honhart

The discussion that CAOs were asked to have on their campuses regarding campus assessment committees had mixed results.  Approximately half of the campuses now have campus assessment committees, while approximately half feel that these committees are not necessary at the campus level.  
The following questions were raised: 

1)
If individual campuses have assessment committees, should member(s) from the campuses’ committees be on the System Academic Assessment Committee?
2)
What would the role of the campus committee be?
It was suggested that the campus committee could assist deans in data collection, and representatives from the campus committee could attend the System meetings to be a liaison between campuses and the System.  Campuses with assessment committees reported on different things that they are doing on their campuses with assessment.

E.
Revising Definitions
The revised definition for “rubric” was approved with the corrections of “of an assignment.”  C. Schram will develop better definitions for standardized measures, norm-referenced measures, and criterion-reference measures and post them to Blackboard.  C. Schram raised a concern with terminology used in Peggy Maki’s book.  She stated that in the Maki book the definitions for the terms listed above were not clear.
(See attached definitions)  

J. Koenig asked that from now on could tracking be using in revising documents, so that it can be easily seen where revisions are being made.
IV. New Business
A.
Role of this Committee (See attached proposal)
D. Billings presented a proposal regarding the role of the System Academic Assessment Committee, and she asked for feedback on the committee’s general impression of the proposal.  Much discussion ensued.

· M. Tyler stated that the duties need to be more specific and that he feels it isn’t the assessment committee’s role to assist in assessment training.  Instead he suggested that perhaps an individual could be assigned on each campus to assist with the training.  He went on to state that “assessment lives and breaths with faculty in the classroom.  We have a role as a committee, but the assessment happens out there and not in this room.”
· B. Honhart noted that this committee has struggled for years with a purpose and a role and she feels that there needs to be a focus on what the committee is about and it needs to be clear for all to understand.  

The following suggestions were made:

1)
This committee is not the outreach staff.  It acts more in an advisory role to share goals, but not do the work.  
2)
Committee perhaps may be too large. 
3)
This committee should be the champion of the assessment process system wide and continue to demonstrate the importance of assessment by continuing to support all assessment efforts.
4)
Assessment needs to be the responsibility of more than the two person staff currently available. 
5)
There needs to be a division between the System Assessment Department duties and the committee’s duties.

It was determined to make the suggested modifications to the proposal and place it on Blackboard for further discussion.

Discussion then took place regarding reviewing program assessment plans.  C. Davis stated that there needs to be a process in place to review the assessment plans.  The question was asked “What makes these committee members qualified to review the plans?”  Should the plans be reviewed departmentally or should the plans be reviewed by a mixture of reviewers from different departments.  J. Salisbury believes that we need to look at what the committee’s role is and then allow committee people to make informed decisions on if they want and are able to serve on the committee.  D. Fiebelkorn noted that specific people should have specific tasks.  R. Meltzer wants the committee to look at campus assessment committees in comparison to the role of the system assessment committee.  
B. Composition of Committee

It was determined that the composition of this committee would be looked at after the role(s) of this committee has been determined.

C.
Assessment of Student Learning and Institutional Effectiveness-Institutional Academic Outcomes (Goals)

The Presidents Counsel will be addressing this issue at the next meeting and B. Honhart will report back at the next meeting.
D.
Update from Subcommittee on Revising Assessment of Student Learning

The subcommittee will be meeting again in March to review what programs state in their assessment plans regarding the surveys and what they would like to see.

E.
New Programs Present Program Outcomes
The program outcomes were presented for the following new programs:


1)
Computer Animation-Jim Koenig


2)
Digital Video Production-Jim Koenig


3)
Interpreter Training-Chris Schram


The following changes were suggested for the outcomes:
· Correction Computer Animation: 

Outcome #5: Remove “working knowledge of Maya computer animation software” and put in “working knowledge of computer animation software.”  Remove “Java” and replace with “knowledge of a programming language and its related object oriented concepts.”  Outcome #2: Singular word form.
· Digital Video Production:

Outcomes were written at too simple of a level.
· Interpreter Training:  

Outcome #2:  Change “Discuss” to “Describe.”

Outcome #7:  “Be prepared to attain a QAII interpreter rating from the State of Michigan on Deaf and Hard-of Hearing (DODHH)”

J. Koenig and D. Fiebelkorn will make the suggested changes post to Blackboard for approval.
F.
Training General Education Deans and Faculty

D. Billings is available to work with General Education deans and faculty regarding implementing direct measures.  
V.
AAHE/HLC Workshop conference

Any one interesting in attending the AAHE/HLC workshop/conference in either April or June please let D. Billings know by February 15.  She will post information on Blackboard.  Please let her know which one you wish to attend.  They are asking for teams of 3-8 people.  The two times are April 20-22 (Arizona) and June 28-30 (Chicago).  
Next meeting date:  May 3, 2005 at 1:30
Minutes respectfully submitted by Ginny Ruffner
REVISED DEFINITIONS
1.
Rubric:
A rubric is a scoring tool or guide that lists the specific criteria and the ranges for multiple levels of achievement for a piece of work or performance.  A rubric consists of a set of well-defined factors and criteria describing the dimensions of a assignment to be assessed or evaluated.  Various levels of criteria are divided into competency categories for measuring particular tasks.
2.
Standardized measures:-A standardized measure is a tool that is adopted by all faculty for use in all sections of a course at all campuses.  It provides data to compare the relative quality of various sections across locations as well as across time, and also to allow for consistent assessment of student performance in relation to specific course, program, or institutional outcomes.

3.
Norm-referenced measures:  A norm-referenced measure compares an individual student’s performance to other students’ performances either throughout the class, the academic institution, the city, the state, or throughout the country.  
4.
Criterion-referenced measures:  A criterion referenced measure compares an individual student’s perform to a criterion that has been established by an industry, state, or country.
OLD DEFINITION

Rubric—A rubric is a scoring tool or guide, developed by faculty, that lists the specific criteria and the range for what is “acceptable” and “unacceptable” for a piece of work or performance.   A rubric consists of a set of well-defined factors and criteria describing the tasks of an assignment to be assessed or evaluated. Various levels of criteria are divided into competency categories for scoring the particular tasks. 

SYSTEM ASSESSMENT PROPOSAL

Submitted By:  Debra Billings, System Director of Assessment




Subject:  Restructuring the System Academic Assessment Committee
Proposal:  The System Academic Assessment Committee establishes processes and procedures for conducting student learning assessment within each program in the Baker College system.  This includes establishing timelines for annual plans and reports and for creating documents to aid programs in creating their reports and plans.  Further the System Academic Assessment Committee is to carry out the following duties:

A.
To develop institutional student learning outcomes.

B.
To act as a resource to academic programs, committees, administrators, and faculty for the purpose of assessing student learning outcomes.

C.
To help each program develop an annual assessment plan.

D.
To receive and approve assessment plans from departments and programs.

E.
To verify implementation of approved assessment plans through review of annual assessment progress reports.

F.
To sustain assessment of student learning throughout the Baker College system.

Implementation Date:  Immediately
Rationale:  The entire Academic Assessment Process is undergoing a restructuring in an attempt to make the process more useful.  As part of this process, the System Director of Assessment would like to make this committee more functional, efficient, and effective.  As an attempt to help with this process, the above duties have been proposed for the System Academic Assessment Committee.
Supporting Assessment:  In reviewing the minutes from the System Academic Assessment Committee meetings for the past several years, the committee has not taken an active role in the assessment process.  Various members of this committee have commented that their time in these meetings is not being used in the best capacity.
	ACADEMIC GOALS

	Critical Thinking Skills.

	Information Literacy Skills

	Cultural Diversity Awareness

	Global Awareness

	Teamwork

	Professional Etiquette/Appropriate Professional Behavior

	Customer Service
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