	Meeting Agenda and Minutes
	AQIP Assessment Action Project


	Members Present:

Mary Connolly, ELHS Liaison

Gloria Goldman, ALH Liaison

Sue Merrell, Team Leader

Jane Myong, LAS Liaison
Joan Patten, Assistant Director, IPR

Teresa Prosser, Assessment Chair
Steve Wendel, EGR Liaison

Lori Zakel, FPA Liaison & Gen Ed Chair
Rebecca Butler, Project Manager
Tom Huguley, AQIP Coordinator
Teresa Prosser, Secretary


	Thursday, 14 October 2004

1:00-3:00 pm

6142
subsequent scheduled meetings:

1 - 3 pm, Thu, Nov 4
1 - 3 pm, Thu, Dec 2


	Meeting Objective(s):

1. Clarify work tasks associated with performance targets.
2. Develop timeline for year one tasks.
3. Discuss possibility of a Top 45 approach.

4. Consider potential of a common rubric approach for CMT.

5. Launch next steps.


	Agenda Item
	Process
	Time
	Person Responsible

	Tasks and Timeline
	Discussion
	60
	All

	Top 45
	Discussion
	20
	All

	Common rubrics
	Discussion
	20
	All

	Next Meeting—Russ Little, CMTv2
	Discussion
	5
	Sue

	Homework
	
	5
	All


Performance Targets for the Assessment Action Project
June 1, 2004 – May 31, 2005
Year One – Current state of assessment at Sinclair documented and accessible via the Internet and other publications; general education outcomes approved; Curriculum Management Tool developed and beta tested; Learning Liaisons identified and work initiated; end-user training of newly developed tools.

June 1, 2005 – May 31, 2006
Year Two – General education assessment methodology and instrumentation developed with limited pilot testing; research and implementation of institution-wide outcomes repository options completed.  Systematic updates of the current and future state of assessment, including work plans, posted to and accessible via the Internet and other publications.

June 1, 2006 – May 31, 2007
Year Three – Assessment process operational and enculturated.
Meeting Minutes

Sue distributed the agenda for the meeting along with the minutes from the last meeting.   After reviewing the agenda items, Sue asked the team to proof/review the minutes from the previous meeting so they could be posted to the website.  Questions arose about PDF files and the possibility of web links being embedded within the posted minutes. Sue will explore this with Rex Mt.Castle…

Sue then presented the handout “Outcomes, Assessment Tasks, and Performance Criteria” and explained its creation of/use in the meeting with the LAS chairs (10/12/04).  She will send an electronic copy to the LL.  After some discussion as to the handout’s benefit for helping to explain the CMT, Sue asked the LL to complete page 3 of the handout or to pick courses from the Top 45 list; these would serve as examples/models for completing the outcomes, assessment tasks, and performance criteria sections on the CMT.  Lori suggested LL using page 3 as a possible group work with a division’s leadership (chair and dean) team. Discussion then focused around the performance criteria section since it seems to be the most challenging area.  The inclination is to use verbiage indicating an individual student standard rather than the aggregate standard.  Steve Wendel shared Gloria Roger’s model (Steve will send Sue the information/CD to share with all) which addresses this with an additional step between the individual and the aggregate responses.   The question then became: how do we operationalize the understanding of performance criteria?  The team agreed that a logical place to start was in the understanding of evaluation vs assessment.  Gloria and Lori will work on developing a simple and logical explanation for this which can be incorporated in the CMT as a FAQ and/or online help.

As part of the discussion on how to increase awareness and understanding of assessment and the role of the LL in this, Mary shared a list of interview questions she developed. The intent was to help her know where she needed to help chairs, but the team saw the advantage and usefulness of all the LL doing this also in their divisions.   This would provide a starting point for their work and help set a direction and would also again provide a consistency of message.   It would also provide specific qualitative information while the already developed student/faculty/administration and staff surveys would provide the quantitative data.  Joan asked if these interview questions were or could be aligned to the NCA levels of context, process, results, and improvements.  Mary and Jane will review/work on this and will provide a final set of questions by the next meeting. Mary then asked if everyone could review the language of the questions to ensure clarity and send those comments to her by Oct. 21st; she will also work on the email message for the LL that will accompany the request for the interviews.  Sue will send all the LL work plan which was developed using these same levels.  All agreed that there is potential to analyze the results of these interviews (responses of which will be summarized according to the questions) as a way to determine at what level (Lopez) which department is functioning at this point in time.  This information could also be useful as a way to determine where the resources need to be allocated.  It was also agreed that the LL would have the interviews within their divisions completed by the end of Winter Quarter 2005. Between the surveys and the interviews, the team will begin to have the current state of assessment at Sinclair.  In addition, Teresa will review the last self-study, and Joan will check data in CESSE and the Learning College Survey.  As for the future view of assessment at Sinclair, Sue and Ned will investigate and document. 

Discussion then turned the AQIP Assessment Action Project chart distributed by Sue.  Objective 1 has been addressed in parts; Objective 2 will be fleshed out by Lori since it pertains to gen ed, and Objective 3 will be fleshed out by Sue since it deals with CMT.  Russ Little’s participation will contribute to Objective 4 while Gloria Rogers’ proposed visit will constitute Objective 7.  The work plan for the LL will serve as the content for Objective 5 (Teresa will send a copy of the work plan to Sue).  Rebecca’s responsibility will be to embed all this information into the chart as Sue forwards it to her.

Given the time, Sue concluded the meeting by summarizing the work that needs to be completed by the next meeting along with those responsible.  All concurred.

Next meeting:  November 4, 2004 from 1-3 pm in room 6142.

Attachments:

Draft Email to Chairpersons

Suggested Questions for Chairperson Interviews

Relationship of Chairperson Interviews to Learning Liaison Work Plan

Learning Liaison Work Plan

DRAFT email to chairs with rationale for interview DRAFT

Mary Connolly 10/18/04

Dear (  ),

Last spring I met with the Leadership group to introduce the Learning Liaison program to you.  At that meeting I mentioned that I would be scheduling an individual appointment with each chairperson to discuss their program assessment system(s).  This will give me an opportunity to increase my understanding of each department’s assessment system as well strengths and areas needing development and necessary resources.  All chairpersons in each division are scheduled to be interviewed.  The AQIP Assessment Team will use the data from these interviews as part of the research to document the current state of assessment at Sinclair.  

This interview will be quite similar to the process followed for the program assessment interviews for department reviews. The interviews will be scheduled on Outlook and conducted in your office.  The interviews will be semi-structured.  All Learning Liaisons will be asking the same questions but additional questions to follow-up or clarify may also be asked.  The interview data will be compiled by me into a short report.  You will have an opportunity to review the report for additions or corrections before it is submitted.

I’m looking forward to talking to you about your program.

Suggested Learning Liaison Questions

 for Department Chair Interviews

Mary Connolly

October, 2004

1. What is the purpose of your department/program assessment system?

2. What are the advantages of your department/program assessment system?

3. What are the limitations of your department/program assessment system?

4. How is your department/program assessment system plan implemented?

5. How is the data gathered and stored?

6. When is the assessment data analyzed?  Who analyzes the data?

7. What program changes have been implemented as a result of your assessment system?

8. What do students in your department/program understand/perceive regarding assessment?

9. What resources would help your department/program improve your assessment system?

10. What can your Learning Liaison do to help in the growth/development of your department/program assessment system?

Relationship of Department Chair Interviews 

to Learning Liaison Work Plan

Mary Connolly and Jane Myong

October 2004

1.  Context:

· Coordinate data collection with AQIP Assessment Team to triangulate data with IPR surveys on current state of assessment at Sinclair.

2.  Process

· Individualize introduction of LL to chair.

· Reinforce best practices through focus of questions.

· Inform Learning Liaisons regarding training needs of chairs, faculty and programs.

· Identify common resource needs and training requirements across divisions.

3.  Results

· Recognize/publicize successful assessment ventures.

· Determine evidence of divisional assessment practices.

· Determine comparative benchmarking of assessment practices over time.

4. Improvements

· Set targets for improvements based upon interview data.

Sinclair Community College

Learning Liaisons

“Learners All!”
Purpose: In order to institutionalize assessment and the documentation of direct measures of student learning, Learning Liaisons (LL) will serve as divisional assessment advocates.  They will provide a consistent message and understanding of assessment across disciplines in a coordinated, proactive manner.  These LL will help to provide consistent understanding, practice, dissemination, and collection of assessment and general education information across the divisions.  They will, in turn, provide the necessary documentation of assessment and general education activity within the institution itself in a systematic, consistent, and meaningful way, reinforcing the operational aspects of the Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) cycle of continuous process improvement.

The following categories reflect those in AQIP Criterion 1: Helping Students Learn and are used to outline the responsibilities of the Learning Liaisons.

Context:  

· Serve as charter members of the LL Committee (a subcommittee of both the Assessment and General Education Committees), meeting twice quarterly with the chairs of Curriculum Committee, Assessment Committee, and General Education, and the Coordinator of Curriculum and Assessment

· Serve as members of General Education and Assessment committees

· Serve as first points of contact for departmental assessment/gen ed issues

· At dean’s request, serve as member of his/her leadership team
· At least one LL will serve as member of Curriculum Review Committee

· At least one LL will serve as member of Curriculum Committee
Process:

· Participate in necessary learning opportunities to further develop professional expertise in support of divisional assessment needs
· Serve as primary curriculum, assessment, and general education resource in the division, educating and reinforcing best practices relative to classroom and program assessment
· Serve as divisional workgroup leaders, working with departmental representatives

· Serve as champions of the LCP action steps

Strong linkages to LCP Recommendation #1 (develop a comprehensive coordinated curriculum process), LCP Recommendation #3 (communication strengthened for consistency and richness of information provided to faculty, staff, students and/or external community), and LCP Recommendation # 5 (Assessment as Integrator)

· Serve as best practices facilitators (LCP Recommendation #1)

· Continuously promote the advantages of assessment at every opportunity to departments, chairs, and deans as way of engaging interest and enthusiasm

·  Recognize learning/development needs in division; coordinate the learning; possibly deliver the learning opportunities (coordination and promotion of this will occur in concert with the chairs of Assessment and General Education committees or their designees)
· Research and/or create reference materials for assessment
· Develop learning/development info for assessment and general education that can be used across campus (DVD?)
· Participate annually in curriculum review process update for chairpersons
· Serve as early implementer to beta test new developments that support curriculum, assessment and general education
· Link/liaison between division and assessment/general education/curriculum committees for gathering and sharing of successes, challenges, and lessons learned

· Will mentor in the last year of his/her term that individual who will serve in the next term

Results:

· Serve as assessors of quality and usefulness of LL program.

· Recognize/publicize successful assessment ventures

· Determine evidence of divisional assessment practices

· Determine comparative benchmarking

· Link/liaison between division and assessment/general education/curriculum committees for gathering and sharing of successes, challenges, and lessons learned

· Reinforced common themes within the division and institution as a whole

Improvements:

· Recommend improvements to LL program

· Set targets for improvements

· Communicate results and improvement priorities

Selection:

· Collective decision of VPI, chairs of Curriculum, Gen Ed and Assessment committees, Director of Curriculum/Assessment, and the respective dean
Terms:

· 3-4 years on rotation
Learning Liaisons:

· Ned Young (BUS)

· Mary Connolly (ELHS)

· Lori Zakel (FPA)

· Jane Myong (LAS)

· Steve Wendel (EGR)

· Gloria Goldman (ALH)
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