System Academic Assessment Committee

System Board Room/Interactive Video

May 3, 2005 
1:30-5 P.M.
Members Present:


Debra Billings/S, System Director of Assessment

Jeff Chapko/O, Dean of Engineering and Technology and System Department Coordinator for Engineering and Technology

Bart Daig/CG, Vice President for Operations Center for Graduate Studies

Chris Davis/S, Director of Effective Teaching and Learning

Sheryl Dean/S, Director of Systems Support

Ron DuChene/CT, Faculty

Sheree Duff/ PH, Department Chair for Dental Hygiene and System Program Coordinator for Dental Hygiene

Donna Fiebelkorn/M, Dean of Human Services and Education

Shelly Gardner/CS, Registrar for Corporate Services

Phil Grimes/OL, Dean of Information Systems and System Program Coordinator for Web Design

Mike Helsen/M, Vice President for Student Services and System Director of Career Services
Mary Ann Herbst/M, Vice President for Academics

Nancy Hill/J, Dean of General Education and System Department Coordinator for General Education

Barbara Honhart/S, System Vice President for Academics
Paul Hulka/M, Faculty

Julia Jackson/F, Program Coordinator for Surgical Technology/Sterile Processing and System Program Coordinator for Surgical Technology

Trudi Kenny/M, Dean of Health Sciences and System Department Coordinator for Health Sciences

Jim Koenig/CT, Dean of Technology/CIS and System Department Coordinator for CIS/Networking

Jill Langen/AH, Faculty

Bill Livingston/CG, Faculty

Amie Losee/OL, Dean of Business Administration

Kim Lutz/S, System Director of Curriculum

Richard Meltzer/S, System Director of Institutional Research

Lynne Morgan/CT, Dean of Education and Human Services and System Department Coordinator for Human Services
Alison Rhoads/S, System Assessment Coordinator

Jim Riddell/F, Dean for Engineering and Technology and System Department Coordinator for Engineering and Technology

Chris Schram/S, System Director of Teacher Preparation

Maureen Steen/F, Department Chair of Engineering/Faculty and System Program Coordinator for Engineering
Cindy VanGieson/J, Dean of Developmental Education

Members Absent:

Dana Clark/O, Dean of Education and Human Services

Leslie Crawford/O, Faculty

Jodee Salisbury/S, System Director of Business Administration Programs

Mike Tyler/CG, Dean of Research

I. Introductions.  New member, Ron DuChene from Clinton Township was introduced.
II. Approval of minutes from the February 8 meeting.  Minutes were approved as submitted.
III. Old Business

A.
Status of Mapping Program Outcomes:  The report, which has been sent out to system program coordinators, VP/CAOs, and Presidents regarding the status of program outcome mapping was reviewed.  Discussion ensued regarding what is being done to assist the programs who have not yet submitted their mapping.  The Assessment Department is offering whatever assistance is needed to those who have not submitted their mapping.  It was discussed that it was not clear when the mapping was due.  If this was the case, it was suggested that a new due date be issued to redefine when things are due.  It was also suggested that mapping be included as an attachment to the assessment plan and the new due date would be June 17, 2005 to prevent future misunderstandings.  If for any reason a program can not make this due date, the System Program Coordinator must contact the System Assessment Department for a new due date.  D. Billings will send an email out to all System Program Coordinators notifying them of the new due date.
B.
Status of Program Assessment Plans:  The report, which was also submitted to the system program coordinators regarding the status of program assessment plans, was reviewed.  It was decided to re-define the plan guidelines to include mapping as an attachment to the report and to set the date of Friday, June 17, 2005 as the due date for those plans not yet received.  If for any reason a program can not make this due date, the System Program Coordinator must contact the System Assessment Department for a new due date.  D. Billings will send an email out to all System Program Coordinators notifying them of the new due date.
C.
Status on Collection of Direct Measures:  
1.
Discussion regarding due dates and other issues connected with direct measure assessment took place.  The Online campus is offering their INF courses in a different version than the rest of the System.  It was decided that the data still needs to be collected regardless of the version being used.  When Online and on ground classes are using the same version of the software, Online will be included in the System report and will not be included when they are using a different version.  It is very important that Online and the System track student learning.  
2.
There is still the feeling that “buy in” to the collection of the data is not there because no one ever sees why this is being done.  Discussion followed and the issue needs to be explored to discover ways in which to better disseminate information.

3.
The issue of due dates for submission of direct measure results was discussed.  It is important that we, as an institution, form the habit of submission of this data.  It was suggested that new submission deadlines be piloted.  It was decided that the due date for instructors will be the Friday after the grades are due.  Online and Corporate Services have different end dates so their deadlines will follow their end dates.  Deans will be required to submit their campus summaries to the System Program Coordinator by the fourth Friday after the end of the quarter.  The System Program Coordinator will then have two weeks after the previous due date (or six weeks after the end of the quarter) to submit their results to the System Assessment Department.  It was also decided that if a deadline is missed it does not mean that reporting of the data collected shouldn’t be done.  
D.
Status on Developing Direct Measures for Each Program:  An update on the status of each program in developing direct measures of student learning to measure each program outcome was reviewed.  The original goal was to have at least one direct measure for every program by the end of this academic year.  This date has been changed to have at least one direct measure in place for every program by the end of Fall 2005.
E.
Status on Computer Program for Assessment:  The pilot for collection of assessment data for General Education on Blackboard was explained.  The Blackboard instructions for the General Education Department were distributed to the group.  Information Systems will work on a program, with a September deadline, to be able to demonstrate how the computer system can support collection of assessment data.  The search for an outside computer program to support collection of assessment data countinues, if needed.
F.
Updates on Training General Education Deans and Faculty:  D. Billings gave an update on the progress in training General Education Deans and faculty on assessment issues.  Each campus was offered the informational training on assessment.  The Assessment Department has been to the following campuses:  Allen Park, Auburn Hills, Clinton Township, Flint, Jackson, and Port Huron.  The System Assessment Department will work with Online to develop a presentation for their general education faculty.  Other assessment workshops have also been provided in Flint.  No additional campuses have requested the assessment training.

G.
Update from Subcommittee on Revising Assessment of Student Learning:  Very little information was received from the programs regarding what they would like to see happen with the surveys currently being administered by the College.  These surveys (indirect measures) are an important way for programs to gather additional data regarding student learning.  For spring quarter, the programs have been charged with looking more in-depth at these indirect measures which include the following:  Course and Program reviews by Students and Faculty, 90-Day Graduate and 90-Day Employer Surveys, ACT Alumni Survey, the Work Experience Survey, and the Work Experience Report.  The due date for this feedback is one week after the system program meeting.  The subcommittee meeting, has been moved to May 25, to look at revising these surveys..
H.
Revising Definitions:  The motion to accept the revised definitions was made by C. Davis, supported by S. Gardner, approved.  D. Billings will revise the current “Baker College Definitions for Assessment” document. (See attached definitions)

1)
Standardized measures.
2)
Norm-referenced measures.
3)
Criterion-reference measures.
I.
Update on AAHE/HLC Workshop Conference:  The process for application for this conference was outlined by D. Billings. Cost is $750 for room, food, and conference.  This workshop addresses the process of assessment from beginning to end.  The idea behind sending a team to this conference is to:

1)
To educate additional faculty on assessment.
2)
To gain knowledge to improve the current assessment process.
3)
To focus on how assessment is to drive the curriculum.
4)
To learn more about how assessment ties into the new criteria established by the Higher Learning Commission.

IV. New Business

A.
Restructuring System Academic Assessment Committee (See attached Points for Discussion):  Restructuring of the System Academic Assessment Committee was previously discussed with the System Curriculum Committee.  Questions which have arisen are:  Should there be levels of approval set up like curriculum currently has in place?  Should there be a systematic approach for an approval process?  B. Daig agreed that curriculum, assessment, and instruction are all interrelated and possible combination of the oversight committees would be a good approach.  Other concerns which exist are:  It is unclear to the committee what their charge is.  Should the System Academic Assessment Committee or System Assessment Department approve processes and procedure?  M. Herbst provided an overview of a proposal from Muskegon to revise the curriculum/assessment committee.  The Muskegon proposal is similar to the current proposal in many areas.  Additional comments included:  The committee should be more of a working group.  Discussion needs to take place regarding whether a two tier academic approval process, with subcommittees for curriculum, assessment, and instruction should be the process.  Whatever the group decides it was pointed out that the scope and the membership of a new committee needs to not be too large.  To keep both within a reasonable frame will enable the committee to focus on its charge.  It was suggested that we take a little more time to make this decision instead of moving forward.  It was decided that we need to allow the new assessment process to settle for the next year before any more changes take place.  It was also suggested that incorporating both assessment and curriculum would better streamline the process and that the combination would help to better define the purpose of the committee.  It was suggested that even though it would be nice to let the dust settle this is a great opportunity to really implement an overall committee to help lead the process and changes.  It was proposed that a subcommittee be formed to further investigate this issue.  Moved, supported, and passed.   

The goals of this subcommittee are as follows:

1.
Recommend a structure for system assessment and how it relates to system curriculum..
2.
Recommend specific goals for the committee.
3.
Recommend membership for the committee.
This subcommittee will bring back a recommendation to the fall System Academic Assessment Committee meeting.  Subcommittee members:  Donna Fiebelkorn, Julia Jackson, Kim Lutz, Chris Schram, Jill Langen, Deb Billings, Lynne Morgan, Marianne Herbst, Bart Daig or Mike Tyler, and Jodee Salisbury  
B. Course and Program Reviews for the 2005-2006 Academic Year:  The question was asked if programs should continue with the same process for Course Reviews as they have the 2004-2005 academic year.  The Course Reviews have been placed on hold for this academic year with only new courses being reviewed or those specifically requested by the programs.  It was decided for the 2005-2006 academic year, that all new courses will be reviewed at least the first time they are offered and it would be up to the programs which other courses they would like to have reviewed.  Once the surveys are revised that could change.
V. Miscellaneous:   M. Steen reported back on a question she had the last meeting regarding focus groups.  She had read that an ABET accredited program listed focus groups as a direct measure.  In a follow up telephone call, she was told that focus groups are an indirect measure and that the information had been incorrectly stated.
Next meeting date: Tuesday, October 25 1:30 PM
Meeting adjourned:  4:00 PM
Submitted by:  Alison Rhoads
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REVISED DEFINITIONS
Standardized Assessment.  In a standardized assessment, an objective measure is given and scored in a uniform manner.  Assessments are issued with a manual giving complete guidelines for administration and scoring. The purpose of standardization is to ensure that all students are assessed under the same conditions so that their scores have the same meaning and are not influenced by differing conditions.  

Norm-Referenced Assessment. In a norm-referenced assessment, student performance is compared to a larger group. The larger (“norm”) group is usually a national sample representing a wide and diverse cross-section of students. The results are designed to be compared with the norm group to provide a performance standard. Students, schools, districts, and even states are compared or rank-ordered in relation to the norm group. The purpose of a norm-referenced assessment is usually to sort students and not to measure achievement toward some criterion of performance.

Criterion-Referenced Assessment.  In a criterion-referenced assessment, an individual's performance is compared to a specific learning objective or performance standard and not to the performance of other students. The "criterion" is the standard of performance established as demonstrating mastery for the assessment purpose. Scores have meaning in terms of what the student knows or can do, rather than how the test-taker compares to a reference or norm group.  In criterion-referenced assessments, it is possible that none or all of the examinees will reach a particular goal or performance standard. 

POINTS FOR DISCUSSION

The system academic staff recently met and would like to consider the following question.  Should we dissolve the current System Curriculum Committee and System Academic Assessment Committee in favor of one committee that will acknowledge and support the interrelationships among curriculum, instruction and assessment?

· Currently assessment and curriculum operate independently, with curriculum typically given a higher priority at system program meetings.

· Instruction is rarely discussed in these meetings.

· Assessment should inform both curriculum and instruction decisions.

· Acknowledging the interrelationship among these areas will help support them all.

If we consider making this change:

· What would be this new committee’s responsibilities?

· Who would serve on this committee?

· Should we have different levels of approval for assessment comparable to current levels of approval for curriculum, or should we rethink all existing processes?

· What would be the responsibilities of the Curriculum, Assessment and Effective Teaching and Learning departments?

· What would be the responsibilities of the system directors (Teacher Prep and Business) within this committee/structure?  

· What would the roles of the other department coordinators be?

· How would the roles of the system program coordinators change?

· How do we maintain the progress we’ve made this year in assessment while undergoing this change?
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