CCI Assessment Initiatives Subcommittee

Tuesday, November 25, 2008

4187 Smith Lab

Approved Minutes

Attendees: Collier, Hallihan, Vaessin, Shanda, Trudeau, Irvin

1. Approval of Minutes from 11-4-08 Approval tabled until next meeting – no quorum.

2. Updates 

A. CS 4 Wrap Up Meeting (11-12-08), reports due 12-15-08 
i. At least half of the reporting group sought out follow-up assistance offered, mostly in the form of individual consultations with FTAD or ASC Curriculum and Assessment office and felt individual feedback was most helpful. Group also felt that at least one general workshop would be useful. 

ii. Support team offered two workshops for CS4 group in addition to a kick-off and a wrap-up meeting.
iii. Wrap-up meeting to address any last minute concerns or questions and get feedback on process

a. Attendees were mostly those who had been heavily involved

b. All discussed an increased awareness of GEC goals that they had not had before

c. Feedback – wanted good examples; found reporting requirement form confusing; wanted more space to write; confused about difference between “plan” and “report”
d. Comment: data dump within reports was a problem for reviewers, perhaps fear of oversight where reporters tell everything so as not to miss anything

e. Suggestion to make clear that if committee would like more information they will ask for it

f. 4 page max encourages conciseness and focus

g. Joanne Dehoney can help with Carmen level course reporting and could be included in a workshop to demo how sample models can help people collect data – might be worthwhile to identify a Carmen-heavy course to help create a model for embedded outcomes assessment (i.e. Theatre 100) Is there grant money available to partner with TELR for this purpose? What are capabilities of Carmen with reference to assessment? Is there a potential for down-stream competency/surveys within courses?
h. 2 or 3 courses might provide a broader range of courses as models (Theatre 100)
B. Nat Sci Sequence Topics List e-mail sent 11-14 

C. Recap of 367 Rubric Development Workgroup meeting (see agenda and 367 Faculty Focus Group Final Report attached below) 
i. Report summary by Kate

ii. How to use rubric to collect data on AP credit change on how this is/is not affecting student performance; semi-constant instrument to put in place this spring and compare next spring to see whether or not students who had Eng 110 perform differently than those who have not

iii. Teachers not trained in writing education are teaching this course

iv. WS rubric example: very small % devoted to 3 most common complaints of writing ability

v. Good effort to get commonality across discipline – will likely never be consensus but such a tool could be a useful aid to instructors

vi. One constant re: AP3 is writing component of GRE scores from students leaving OSU, which taps into those students interested in grad school – is there institutional comparison level? Difficult to get this information from institutions. Could be looked at for a department with large incoming samples
D. University Level Advisory Committee on the GEC : next meeting Wednesday, November 26, 2008, 12:00 - 2:00 p.m., Bricker 200 


3. Review discussion of Econ 201-202 resubmission (see paper packet for 201 primary reviewer document and samples of past reviews. See also Alexis Collier's 11/4/08 e-mail for other review examples) 
See Econ 201-202 folders in SharePoint and C&A Office for details


4. ASC Majors assessment: discussion of approaches to review of majors reports
A. Valuable that depts. are aware of past reporting and are collecting/using data and it is important that departments receive feedback and recognition for doing these

B. Suggestion: identify a 1-2 reports from each college (largest departments?) and examine reports as a committee

C. Assessment responsibility was assigned to CCI and implementation was challenging. Separated major program asmt from GE asmt. Assessment subcommittee could reasonably have oversight for GEC as a subset of the curriculum. College reporting was left to colleges and curricular. If there are any changes to college review system, this should be communicated to curricular deans.

D. What is role of this committee in review of majors reports as defined by their charge? College level? Departmental level? Should there be some common standards of assessment among majors?
E. This could be the place where we could become most proactive with regard to calendar conversion – guidance provided to support change based on assessment.

F. Program review process – what is relationship between ASC majors reporting and Program Review?  

a. Currently curricular/course-level structural information could be but is seldom included
b. Some programs pay more attention to self-study portion of Program Review than others

c. Reports from the college deans are supposed to be transmitted via the executive dean to the provost’s office.

d. Should the CCI be asked what they want in terms of oversight mechanisms? Yes – Randy and John Ryan should be present, A-Deans should be informed ahead of time.
e. What is consequence for not reporting?

f. Historically, only at revision times were reporting mechanisms proposed/required (excepting cross-disciplinary majors and centers)

g. What is expectation in terms of reporting and level of oversight for majors reporting? What does it mean to review a major program?
h. Positive recognition could promote good reporting

i. Such reports are good for recruitment and program promotion.

j. Next steps - Request this as discussion at CCI, first identify some reports to review and discuss at next subcommittee meeting
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