	Meeting Minutes
	AQIP Assessment Action Project


	Members:

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

Ned Young, BUS Liaison

Lori Zakel, FPA Liaison & Gen Ed Chair

Rebecca Butler, Project Manager

Tom Huguley, AQIP Coordinator
	Thursday, 4 November 2004

1:00-3:00 pm

6142

subsequent scheduled meeting:

1 - 3 pm, Thu, Dec 2


	Meeting Objective(s):

1. Share insights from 2004 Assessment Institute.

2. Clarify work tasks associated with performance targets and meeting minutes.

3. Develop timeline for year one tasks, including specs for CMT V2.

4. Discuss possibility of a Top 45 approach.

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

6. Launch next steps.


	Agenda Item
	Process
	Time
	Person Responsible

	Insights from 2004 Assessment Institute
	Discussion
	20
	Mary, Jane, Gloria and Sue

	Action Items from Last Meeting
	Discussion
	15
	All

	Tasks and Timeline
	Discussion
	40
	All

	CMTv2
	Discussion
	30
	All

	Top 45, Common rubrics
	Discussion
	10
	All

	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.
Minutes, November 4, 2004

Members present include:  Rebecca Butler, Mary Connolly, Gloria Goldman, Sue Merrell, Jane Myong, Joan Patten, Teresa Prosser, Steve Wendel, Ned Young, Lori Zakel

Member absent:  Tom Huguley

INSIGHTS FROM THE 2004 ASSESSMENT INSTITUTE:

Those who attended the 2004 Assessment Institute (Sue, Mary, Jane, Gloria) shared insights and materials from their experience.
· Mary noted she was particularly interested in what she learned regarding e-portfolios.  She was also impressed with the laminated 3-ring promotional piece on Principles of Undergraduate Learning created by IUPUI.  It was suggested that we might want to include a request for budget dollars to create something similar to get the SCC equivalent of this information in front of faculty, students and staff.  
· Jane discussed the use of assessment, especially in liberal arts.  She noted the use of rubrics as a common theme, and how some institutions use rubrics against a collection of essays to assess student progress on outcomes.  She provided copies of rubrics developed by others including Miami University.

· Gloria felt she still was seeing an interchangeable use of the terms of assessment and evaluation and felt that SCC needed to work through clear alignment and definition about what we want to use and in what context.   Felt there was an implicit need to educate chairs and faculty re: these distinctions, as they can be difficult to discern.  

· Gloria also found at the institute a strong connection between assessment, accreditation and program review.  She shared a checklist of program review process tools.  Joan and Ned also suggested that the tools developed by Lansing Community College also be considered as well. 

· Sue provided the team multiple handouts and shared books she bought related to assessment.  It was decided that a library system should be established re: these materials.  Books purchased include:

1) Assessment Clear and Simple:  A Practical Guide for Institutions, Departments and General Education.  B. Walvoord.

2) Assessing Academic Programs in Higher Education.  Mary Allen.
3) Community College Assessment.  T. Banta.

4) 2004 Assessment Institute Catalog

 Mary volunteered to develop the system and serve as librarian.  It was suggested that additions to this library be funded through next year’s budget       

Ned announced that Gloria Rogers will be coming to Sinclair (for business division) either December 3rd or January 14th.  He will inform the team once the date is settled.
TO DO items for the team as a result of Assessment Institute Discussion:

· SUE should include a request for budget dollars to create promotion piece like IUPUI laminated piece described above to get the SCC equivalent of this information in front of faculty, students and staff.  
· MARY to develop a dissemination system for materials and serve as librarian.
· NED to provide information to team once dates are re-established for Gloria Roger’s return to Sinclair.  

· SUE is requested to request budgeted funds through next year’s budget for future additions to this library be funded through next year’s budget  

· STEVE volunteered to compress the Roger’s graphic to send out with the minutes

· JANE was asked to provide the team the URL for obtaining assessment handouts from IUPUI.  The address is noted below: http://www.planning.iupui.edu/conferences/national/National/2004/Handouts/Handouts.html
· SUE was asked to put a scanner in the budget to facilitate the College’s ability to share information regarding assessment.  Till that time, NED volunteered to scan needed materials.
ACTION ITEMS FROM THE LAST MEETING:

1) Sue explored with R. Mt. Castle the ability to embed files in PDF.  Have determined it is better to just list materials in the minutes.

2) The team discussed where to begin getting materials into the CMT.  The TOP 45 was considered as a viable starting point, but the team determined that it wanted 3 courses from every chair.  If a chair oversaw 1 or several TOP 45 courses, they needed to be part of the 3 courses submitted.  It was determined that only one chair, L. Gonzalez had more than 3 TOP 45 courses, and he would be asked to add the additional course as well.  These changes would need to be submitted by May in order to meet institutional KPI.  Sue will discuss with Jeanne.

3) Lori and Gloria’s piece regarding definitions is not yet complete.  More to come.
4)  Jane and Mary reviewed the proposed interview questions in light of the NCA levels of context, process, results and improvement.  The team reviewed these questions and all agreed the LLs would do interviews based on these questions.
Mary also suggested that as new LLs begin, they start with the interview process as a way to familiarize themselves with the processes. Rebecca questioned whether we wanted a centralized repository for the interview responses.  Others questioned whether we could develop divisional and/or institutional rubrics as benchmarks against Lopez Levels.  This would provide aggregate scores.  Sue will hyperlink Lopez levels into the minutes.  While Mary and Jane did try to use Lopez Levels in the development of the questions, Steve has agreed to track these questions to the levels for further validation.  If LL ‘rate’ department against the Lopez Levels, is there any value in also having Chair’s do the same, then looking at the gaps?  Discussion for next meeting. 

5) The issue of student’s perception of assessment was not addressed at this meeting.  Sue will be forwarding to the team the URLs Joan provided for the team to review.

TO DO items for the team as a result of Action Items from Last Meeting
· SUE will discuss with Jeanne the need for Chair’s to submit through the CMT process three courses each, especially TOP 45 courses.
· LORI and GLORIA will continue to work on definition piece.

· TERESA will review the last NCA Self Study in relationship to Assessment
· SUE will hyperlink Lopez levels into the minutes.  

http://higherlearningcommission.org/resources/assessment/AssessMatrix03.pdf
· STEVE has agreed to track Mary and Jane’s questions to Lopez Levels for further validation.  
· While there is currently no direct measure of student’s perception of assessment SUE will be forwarding to the team the URLs Joan provided for the team to review related to student insight on numerous questions which could proxy as assessment views. 
From Joan:  I was charged with reviewing CCSSE and the Vanguard Learning Principle Survey to look for the current state of assessment at Sinclair.  I found no direct questions seeking student's perception of assessment activities or their knowledge of same.  However, students have through both the CCSSE instrument and the Vanguard Learning Instrument provided some valuable insight into their educational experience and what they value.  I would encourage the team to review the two attachments that follow.  I believe there are questions here which could be used as benchmarks related to the types of learning activities, academic challenge, what students value et al within their educational experience et al and a base student assessment of their educational experience. 
 

The links are:

http://our.sinclair.edu/sites/ipr/intranet_reports/f_vanguard_learning_principles04.pdf
http://our.sinclair.edu/sites/ipr/intranet_reports/f_CCSSE04.pdf
TASKS and TIMELINES:

TO DO items:
· SUE and REBECCA will send around the updated WBS.  

· SUE will send an updated timeline for CMT2 to feed into the WBS.
· REBECCA will input the KPIs into the WBS (already in project plan).

· MARY will draft an e-mail for contacting chairs re: interviews.  It was noted that both chairs and deans want to see questions in advance. 

· SUE will mention to Jeanne the value in having Dean’s help the interview process by providing flexibility in chair’s time for said interviews.  For example. H. Grove is prepared to cancel select meetings to help Chair’s find time for these interviews.  

