System Academic Assessment Committee

October 19, 2004

System Board Room/Interactive Video

2:00-5:00

Members Present:


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

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

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

Nancy Hill/ J, Dean of General Education/ 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/System Program Coordinator for Surgical Technology

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

Jim Koenig/CT, Dean of CIS for Clinton Township/System Department Coordinator for CIS/Networking

Bill Livingston/GS, Faculty

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
Alison Rhoads/S, System Assessment Coordinator

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

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

Cindy VanGieson/J, Dean of Developmental Education

Visitors:
James Stark/CA, Dean of Business Administration

Gedy Helmer/JK, Chief Academic Officer
Members Absent:


Dana Clark/ O, Dean of Education and Human Services

Leslie Crawford/O, Faculty

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

Shelly Gardner/CS, Registrar for Corporate Services

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

Toni Houtteman/CT, Faculty

Kim Lutz/S, System Director of Curriculum
Tim Martin/CA, Faculty

Chris Schram/S, System Director of Teacher Preparation

Time:   2:00 p.m.

Approval of minutes from the June 13 and September 10, 2004 meetings:

The minutes from the June 13, 2004 meeting were reviewed for approval.  M. Tyler made a motion for approval of the minutes, J. Koenig seconded. The minutes were approved without correction.  The minutes from the September 10, 2004 meeting were reviewed for approval.  J. Riddell made a motion for approval of the minutes, L. Morgan seconded. The minutes were approved without correction.
Baker College Annual System Academic Assessment Summary Report: 
D. Billings asked for a consensus regarding whether the format and content of the report is approved or whether the group would like to change the format.  Suggestions that the following corrects be made:  1) The Executive summary should precede the report (the previous year summary is provided for comparison) and 2) If the summary for the previous year is being included, an actual comparison between the two years should be made and moved to the end of the report. Corrections will be made and the report will be posted to Blackboard for final approval.
Location of Direct Measures:  
D. Billings provided an update on a previous decision by this group.  Direct measures for assessment have been moved from supporting resources to directly below curriculum on the Baker College web site.
.
Assessment Reference in Curriculum:

Assessment references in curriculum are currently in the process of being changed.  This committee decided last spring that an assessment statement be placed in the syllabus and syllabus guide and any reference in the course outcomes be deleted because a direct measure is not a course outcome.  A direct measure is a way to measure learning outcomes for either programs or courses.
Update from Survey Subcommittee:  
R. Meltzer provided an update regarding the Noel-Levitz Student Satisfaction Inventory.  The 10 additional questions have been developed and the Survey Subcommittee is moving forward, focusing on implementation.  Discussion within the subcommittee is leaning toward identifying a possible point person on each campus to head up the implementation process on each campus. 
Update from Academic Assessment Revision Subcommittee: 
Discussion took place regarding the Baker College Annual Academic Assessment Plan/Report Instructions/Template.  Concerns regarding the amount of data collected, the process of summarizing and then re-summarizing it, and how we are going to get everyone in the system to report the data were discussed.  J. Salisbury has already looked at multiple computer programs to address concerns regarding data collection.  The many limitations of any computer program were discussed.  These limitations need to be seriously considered while reviewing various computer programs.  The ability to customize the computer program so that it can meet many different needs is essential.  The overall feeling is that the College needs to make sure we do not slip back into a standardized format because “one size fits all” has not worked in the past.  It was thought that the implementation of assessment needs to be seen as “a process” as opposed to “a project” and any tools we can identify to assist with this process are important.  
This template was developed to be used as an initial tool to get programs started on this process.  The cycle spelled out does not involve a complete re-write each year.  Discussion took place regarding the importance of having program outcomes which match what a graduate should know and assessing all of these outcomes.  It was decided that all program outcomes will be assessed each year.  Concerns discovered by the assessment should then become focus questions for the following year.  If multiple concerns are discovered, programs do not have to address all issues the following year.  For example, if a program has nine concerns they may only be able to address two the following year and address others in subsequent years.  B. Honhart suggested that we not “water the document down” for fear it would not give the programs enough guidance.  To move the process forward, the decision was made to use this document as a draft. Any feedback can be given to D. Billings regarding changes which should be considered for the following year.
New Assessment Plan/Report Process Directions:
It was recommended that the System Assessment Department either develop a rubric or use the checklist provided to the group to assess the program outcomes.  It was decided that the System Academic Assessment Committee should play a role in assisting programs that are having difficulty meeting the main points of the plan.  System Department Coordinators would act in an advisory capacity for the programs.  The System Academic Assessment Department would be in charge of gathering and approving all program outcomes this quarter and reporting back to the committee at the winter meeting.  Chapter 3 of Peggy Maki’s book covers writing program outcomes and system program coordinators and participants should be referred to this chapter as an additional guide in writing new outcomes. The programs should also be looking at how they are supporting the General Education outcomes within the major.  
The question was raised regarding programs that do not meet the deadlines that have been set. B. Honhart will take the deadlines and that discussion to the Chief Academic Officer’s meeting next week. It was emphasized that everyone needs to be on board from the top down.  The suggestion was given that if new program outcomes are not turned in and completed that the program not appear in the catalog.  B. Honhart suggested that it should be assumed that programs will turn in their program outcomes, plans, and reports as requested and such issues will be addressed if or when they become a concern.
New Form Develop Program Outcomes:  
The Developing Program Outcomes document, developed by D. Billings and the spreadsheet for mapping program outcomes will be placed on the Baker College web site once approved.  Both documents are to be used as guidelines for programs while writing their new program outcomes.  Prior to being posted it was suggested that any information from Chapter 3 in Peggy Maki’s book be reviewed for any additional inclusions.  
Assessment Committees on Every Campus:  
The idea was raised at the September 10, 2004, System Academic Assessment Committee meeting that Assessment Committees be formed on each campus so that we begin the process of developing our own experts on assessment throughout the Baker College System.  The recommendation is that this idea be discussed at the Chief Academic Officer meeting.  B. Honhart will add it to the CAO meeting agenda.
Training Modules for Assessment: 
B. Honhart suggested that the Teacher Preparation program take the lead in putting together information/guidelines regarding developing test questions and rubrics.  It was discussed that this group would probably have a large number of individuals very knowledgeable in these areas.  It was also recommended that C. Davis, Director of Effective Teaching and Learning, work with the individuals who are identified by their campus as being an expert in Test/Rubric Development.  The training modules to be developed are as follows: developing test questions, developing survey questions, and developing rubrics.  These training modules or presentations are due by winter.
Next meeting date: Tuesday, February 8, 2005
Meeting adjourned:  4:15
Submitted by:  Alison Rhoads
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