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1:00-3:00 PM







4187 Smith Laboratory

ATTENDEES: Vaessin, Hallihan, Collier, Jenkins, Shanda, Andereck, David, Severtis
AGENDA:

1. Carmen competencies update

a. Valerie Rake has created a shell Carmen course to help show this teaching tool to those interested: pre-population of shells with GEC categories and Carmen-competency interested faculty
b. Some departments have shown interest- they are in the process of being contacted by CURRICULUM & ASSESSMENT OFFICE
c. Within the competencies tool of the Carmen site quiz questions and assignments could be linked to the site to give assessment data

d. Cannot be done on the question level, but can be linked to assignments. Information is there and can be pulled out into a report. Embedded questions are the technical next-to-do. 
e. Part of piloting effort is to see if they find value in this competencies tool

f. Can go into the normal quiz tool and for each question you get percentage of completion and right/wrong.  But it will not link to the individual question.

g. Also these instructors will provide feedback on the usefulness of the tool.  What sort of data can be provided to Assessment Subcommittee?  

h. CURRICULUM & ASSESSMENT OFFICE to send list of courses and instructors to Assessment Subcommittee
i. Online conversion of courses has its skeptics. Theatre 100 is looking to compare experiences of students online vs. in-person. Student demand is high but dropout rate is higher for online courses.  Enrollment can be increased and outcomes can be similar or improved but workload on delivery increases.  Money to be saved is only if the faculty member assigned to the course is paid less.  Hybrid continues to be the best approach.  
j. Molecular Genetics 500 hybrid covered more material; grades comparable. In traditional format, it would be impossible to cover the same amount of material. Defining the credit hour by login/logout is ideal.  Re-think the role of the lecture. 
2. Diversity: International non-w/global Focus Group update

a. Monday, October 26- Judy Ridgway (from the Center of Life Sciences) is facilitating, Chris Highley from this Subcommittee is observing.  We are expecting some instructors from the Newark campus as well as a good mix of faculty from various divisions on this campus.  Courses (handout). Draft of agenda/ELOs and focus group questions (handout). Will send the exit survey data ahead of time but not the questions. Please send feedback on this to Kate Hallihan in CURRICULUM & ASSESSMENT OFFICE.
b. Diversity is a zero-credit, 3-option category.  

c. The other diversity focus groups are winter/spring quarters.

d. Facilitating these categorical, cross-disciplinary focus groups are a great function of this office and body.  This gets colleges and departments talking and often produces fruitful outcomes.  
e. These discussions have final reports. They could be posted in public on CURRICULUM & ASSESSMENT OFFICE as focus group results.  Perhaps OSU today.  
f. Fourth focus group: Capstone category for synthesis.
3. GEC Report parameter discussion 

a. Request for feedback and assistance. Developing a report on the GEC for ULAC-GEC.  What would you like to see in the report?
i. # of courses in each category (how each category is doing), # of reports solicited & received/reviewed, overall findings addressed, direct/indirect measures, combining with focus group results and Exit Survey data (which is most important)

ii. Snapshot of existing delivery of GEC (reality and assumptions could be different); for instance, 50 primary GEC courses based on enrollment.  Quantity of courses, top 3-5 in a category helpful.

iii. How is it being assessed and how is it going? (categories: common themes like portfolio vs student survey vs embedded testing)

iv. There are places where current goals are not being met. Such as 2nd level writing with oral expression embedded within. This is a founding principle of general education; instructors were either surprised oral communication was included in the course or cannot do oral communication in the curriculum. Also, the American experience. And history of science.  “Yellow flags”

v. Goal: achieving minimal standards.  Are we happy with that is another argument

vi. Enriching experience; does student get something out of this? Does it fit the fine print of the category?

vii. Previous focus groups: Natural Science sequence and 367 2nd Writing

viii. Side note: Is there recourse for those not turning in a course report and is that fair?

4. Course Set 6 notification process update
5. Interim Course Set reporting discussion (See 2009 Addendum, Part II, p.9)

a. Relation to calendar conversion- established a rotational cycle that was set to work in 5 year increments.  1) does there become a course set 7, etc. and in general we have the feeling to not move into 7 or 8 given semester conversion efforts; even if a course has a successor that is virtually identical, given the rest of the workload, it doesn’t make sense to report out and 2) people who did course set 1, now reaching 5 years, what are they now asked to submit and what are the expectations?  Do we ask for the cycle turnovers for CS 2, 3 4, etc.

b. For the next 3 calendar years (2010, 2011, 2012), we report that we see a different role for this group in this window. Advocate for including assessment thinking in course redesign and documenting and potentially linking that to submission material that comes through.  Otherwise, celebrate the journey thus far, report back with new data in 2015 (4 years from the first semester course), so request goes out in Autumn 2014 because they need more time to collect data (that would give 4 semesters of data).  

c. Does everyone have a report due in 2015 or re-start cycles or a different approach?  GEC categories post-2012 are unknown.  If the GEC changes, what is the assessment plan?  Will it stay the same? Inherent in that, there is a subset of courses that students take (say 50 courses) and share in common and we want to evaluate how they are doing.  Proactive: understanding the plan might change but use this as a guideline for now. Rather than stopping completely, do something.  Document how any information used is affecting change.  Most specifically, there are few direct measures.  Advocate direct measures (i.e., embedded testing).
d. One way to alter conversation is regressive analysis.  If we stop regressing and switch to the inverse, as you are developing your courses, how are you embedding direct measures compared to the guidelines?  Do we do that for every course? Definitely the usual suspects.  How specific by department?  What we do not want are rote reports with little content.  

e. What is doable to show assessment is valuable but could be directly done.  Benchmarks across other large classes.  On average, regarding how our assessment is.  Also, ask me to do it or we will forget.  Modify the current assessment plan for semesters.  Tell us what to incorporate.  Oversight or deadlines are good.  
f. Group of 5-6 that have gone through over the next few years; 3 installments, a short (2-page?) summary on how existing plan and previous assessment activities are going forward.  If you divide in 3 stages, it should not be onerous for this Subcommittee
g. 2-3 specific questions: what direct methods are you incorporating into your course

i. How does previous assessment inform semester conversion?

ii. Other assessment methods you are using: Model report- 2 subheadings- direct and indirect

iii. Regional campus involvement- how will you incorporate regional campuses or synchronize

h. Document how you move forward (6)- uses some regressive analysis

i. Not asking them to provide all of the data

j. For re-reports we want a plan; but when communicating to them, they should know when the next data report is due.  If there is too big of a gap then by accreditation they we “starting” it up again.  2014 might be too late.  So the request for the 1st course set should go out in Autumn 2012 to be reported in January 2014.  

k. CS 1-5 a projection of how they are using the data in conversion

l. Next regressive analysis: 2013

m. Major program assessments: relationship between program review cycle and curricular review cycle?  Discussion was ideal to have substantive outcome information in program review, which has been inconsistent. There must be regular reporting: plans for each program & regular reporting more often than 7 years. After every year of collecting data, units can pull together multiple years of data.  

n. Some documentation is key, how current information is being used, then a period of revision. Online reporting yearly.  During transitional period, departments should think about how we phase this in.  

o. Ignoring hybrid (qtr/sem) majors is questionable.  Examine the outcome and the major goal should not be different.  The delivery is different.  And that group of students needs assessed almost more so than past students.  

p. Not asking for lots of data from stuff “going away”
q. For next Asmt Subcom agenda: Ensuring that students in the transition do well.  What works and is reasonable? 
r. At Toledo, for students on a sequence, they developed partial semester courses, to enter after certain exams.  It was run for 1 year.  Asked not to start a sequence they could not finish.

s. In transition plan, ask departments now to think about the major and sequences. What are potential problems? Some departments might need multiple transition plans depending on when students start their major courses. What about appeals procedures?
t. Direct measures on majors during transition: on ASC Exit Survey- an outcome question, such as, how a student feels about the transition. 

u. “I’ve got to retire”- D Andereck, 2009

v. “Engagement not enragement”- D Andereck, 2009

6. Review of ULAC-GEC activities/discussion
a. Not discussed
