Sub A

2/18/2008

UNAPPROVED Minutes

Present: Hume, Pride, Noe, Gustafson, Vanderheijden, Ward, Lee, Guest: Ed Adelson

1. Approval of November Minutes  Approved

Motion to Approve: Ward;  2nd Gustafson
2. Interdisciplinary programs assessment


Introduction of Assessment Discussion by Ed Adelson: discussions have been useful in the past, some centered on Major Field Tests, funding and support, best practices, gaining access to survey instruments in addition to ASC Exit Survey (i.e. NSSE, CLA), tweaking the ASC Exit Survey; Reaccreditation body (NCA) was impressed with ASC’s recent assessment efforts, especially cultural shift toward faculty and administrative buy-in.  Only criticism was engagement of regional campus faculty in process, which has resulted in visits to these campuses.  Limited applicability for Sub-A, because regional offerings are mostly GECs with the exception of a very few majors.  Those interdisciplinary programs that involve GECs (Middle Childhood, for example), may be topics for discussion. Suggestion to use program review asmt data for appropriate incorporation into these reports.

Terry Gustafson: similar CCC discussions had departmental representatives there either through membership or by default.  For interdisciplinary programs, perhaps coordinators or directors should be present for information and feedback in terms of what they are doing, how they interact with report, and how they would like to proceed.  Could be useful for Sub-A to develop expectations to be communicated to the directors as a group.
What could be useful today might be to collect questions and comments based on reports for directors and invite them to another discussion at the next meeting.

Q: How does this process work?  What is college committee’s function in this process?  Share ideas, increase departmental awareness of asmt on undergrad curriculum committee level and incorporate an awareness of CCC feedback in yearly departmental asmt report (this process is flexible). Kate and Terry then report to director/chairs the committee’s feedback and make recommendations.  

Q: Tendency to test students who do well; do we assess recruitment vs. retention? What is % attrition rate?  Is this an important statistic to have?  If attrition is an issue, is screening tough enough?  Do we follow up with students who leave to find out why they left?  Is there anything we can do to keep them and if so what? This data without explanation can be misinterpreted, but can be useful and helpful.  Very difficult to track people, especially those who leave much less those who graduate.
Q: How much of the asmt how much is mandated vs. voluntary?  Which parts are(not)? NCATE

Q: What is link between Majors Goals and Objectives and actual reports?  Some reports have a marked disconnect.  ASCCO office can send MGO and previous reports with new reporting requests.  Reexamine template to speak to established MGOs, “Emerging Objectives” section?
Q: Budget issues: look at quantifiable and find measure that would mandate success and see if budget model accounted for problems.

Different character to the 3 reports. 
MCE very detailed, much thought to asmt and processes to improve on weaknesses.  Program is in its 4th year.  Detail could have to do with well-established accreditation bodies (NCATE).  Follow-up surveys what are teachers doing?  Are they staying in the field?  

MGOs for MCE should have something more akin to IS goal above and specifics enumerated which can be then tied to assessment tools which can measure that. Suggestion to make these connections stronger.  Licensure system requires this as a very important and measurable goal that could be included in the MGOs.
Film Studies shorter report – an emerging program
International Studies 900+ majors


IS attempts to link learning objectives to measures and outcomes very well.  Recently finished a detailed program review and Terry will share at a later date once response is finished.
Invite directors to next meeting to discuss how goals are being met by their reports.  Supply with MGOs and reports, specific committee questions, help them align objectives with measures/tools if they would like further help.
Interdisciplinary programs do not have benefit of more structured programs in terms of curricular review and development and could benefit from the CCI Sub-A structure as an feedback body.

Well done, impressed with content which reflected much time and effort on part of reporters.

3. American Indian Studies Major Proposal

i. intro by Beth
ii. Discussion of the Proposal:
a. p. 4- (1) 5 credit hours versus 3 credit hours courses (2) 20 credit hours (3) definition of “Native college” (4) whether ASC 489 and 699 can substitute for a category (5) Music 694A is still being proposed (p.6) (6) 20 credit hours is the minimum

b. how many majors or minors similar are there in other univ. (see Appedix D)?
c. Why some dept. did not concur? The Curriculum Office should follow up on the concurrence (Appendix C p.12)

d. Spanish 650 (p.5) – a seminar course could be different year to year, how can it involve Native Americans? Merijn: Indeginous perspective. HAVE THEM ADD: [A FOCUS ON INDEGINOUS STUDY ON….], so that it would fulfill the objective of the category.

e. can taking any 3 courses fulfill the learning objectives on p.8? how would these courses fulfill the learning goals? Thinking about it from the assessment perspective.
f. [there isn’t any one course that every AIS student need to take.]
g. request revision and invite representatives to the committee

h. p.2- second last paragraph—how did it make them unique?

i. Clarification: is this the Indians of the America or North America or US? “American” What is the target group?

Beth and Sophia will work together to send them the request.

Send back.

4. ASC 400.01 & 489.02


i. intro and summary of change by Terry


ii. question: #17 of 489.02 seemed awkard- that is secure through…
