CCI Assessment Initiatives Subcommittee

DRAFT Minutes

Monday, May 03, 2010

1:30-3:00 p.m. 4187 Smith Lab

Attendees: Shanda, Hallihan, Collier, P. David, Andereck, Vaessin, 
1. Approval of Minutes from 4/21/10

Motion to Approved by acclimation 

2. Discussion and Recommendations for Diversity Focus Group Report: International Issues, Non-Western or Global

a. Focus Groups indicated that there was not alignment between assessment  at course level and Expected Learning Outcomes (ELOs) at the course level.
b. Some participants lacked awareness of General Education Curriculum (GEC) Diversity Status in general as it applied to the courses they were there to discuss.
c. Because in the newly adopted General Education structure, the categories collapse global Diversity categories into one and those have same ELOs, we can use this as an opportunity to increase instructor awareness. 
d. Recommendation to send out a letter to these faculty from focus groups thanking them for participation in focus group and to let them know that in new General Education, these courses will be in a particular category, present them with the ELOs and let them know that they should be collecting data around these goals to enable assessment of the General Education requirement for future reporting. This would be a positive advocacy approach. Faculty acknowledged and reminded.
e. Follow-up being proactive about the future and not regressive about the past.

f. Suggestion to create a boiler plate letter with revised/reaffirmed goals – one letter to all chairs to forward to instructors for each new category once new ELOs are developed/confirmed. 
3. Discussion of Assessment Plan moving forward with new General Education
a. Do we have a plan for thinking about what new assessment plan (referencing 2005 Plan and 2009 Addendum found in Curriculum and Assessment Operations Manual) will be and is there any interest in developing assessment strategies across courses within categories? (Such as a 367 rubric for 2nd writing) Not yet. VALUE rubrics (created by AAC&U national faculty workgroups) for all central learning outcomes are available on subjects such as critical thinking, writing, diversity)
b. If we could be prescriptive and tell faculty to find and use a rubric that is most applicable, faculty would be more likely to use it. 
c. A less prescriptive approach would be to make available on web and in letters described in point 2. Above that “Here is a sample rubric – please use this or a version that fits your course as appropriate.”
d. When 2005 Plan was developed committee felt it was more important for individual instructors to assess courses in order to embed assessment into culture. Would it make sense now to take a different approach that cuts across a category?
e. We need course, category and graduate level assessment.

f. If we weren’t going through semester conversion, latter two measures above would make more sense. Now since all courses will be new, it still makes sense to concentrate on course-level assessment. Assessment will be ancillary with semester conversion and a reeducation process may be needed at local level.

g. We cannot stop and then restart process after having come this far. Cincinnati and Ohio University are using semester conversion as an assessment opportunity, having goals for every course.

h. It would be challenging to get that into courses at this point. We could set a platform by making rubrics available and pointing out that they would be useful if incorporated now. Prescribing it not a good idea but making it available with a good understanding of how it would be useful might yield desirable results.

i. There will not be a loss of assessment and use, but rather a loss of documentation. Asking for documentation at this point would not be advisable. Our job is to encourage, say it will happen in future and provide tools on web site and with letters to chairs.
j. We still need to think about some course level assessment in next few years to ensure that things are better or at least the same.
k. If you redid the courses would you expect in an assessment report to do comparisons?

l. Fall of 2014 go back to top 50 as starting point, asking depts. to compare and committee could also compare reports. Seems least effort for greatest impact assuming that all 50 have successors.

m. Add the question, “How did your 20XX assessment report inform changes to your course?” 

n. Notify in AU 2012 that reports will be due in 2014, giving them 2 years time to plan, collect data, and write the report.

4. Discussion/response to Dean MacDonald’s letter re: assessment at Newark Campus

a. Two main points

i. Nature of instructors at regional campuses (adjunct, part time, etc.) that may not have a vested interest in assessment

ii. Variance of approaches of how departments react to regional campus requests for help

b. Other regional campuses manage to do assessment with various types of instructors

c. Having many adjuncts, part time instructors could be all the more reason to have an organized assessment process among these instructors.

d. Varying levels of assistance from Columbus campus is an issue.
e. The more prescriptive the process the less favorably it may be received by regional campuses because methods may not fit.

f. We may wish to have more consistent reporting in the future.
g. Whether or not Columbus campus has ownership over regional units varies widely with no clear guidance from anyone as to how to handle things.

h. We look at GEC aspects of particular courses, not non-GEC aspects, all of which should be the same.
i. Whoever is locally responsible for that course, that person is responsible for the assessment of the courses. Adjuncts have less say in what they must do than regular faculty.
j. Columbus campus has articulated syllabi and lectures over large sections. Why would this not be the case on a regional campus? Not an issue we can settle in this committee because it is indicative of a larger issue of articulation and independence between Columbus and regional campuses.

k. If you meet the same ELOs the delivery can vary.

l. MacDonald’s greater point is the point of how the Columbus campus relates to the regional campus. 

m. We can thank him for pointing this out and we will bring it up with higher authorities as this is a point that will continue to crop up.
n. MacDonald seems to want more clarity on this issue but this group does not know if it can provide it.

o. How does this affect assessment? In one example the Columbus campus was central in assisting Newark; in another case it was not.

p. Response letter: Thank you for pointing this out. We recognize it is a challenge; there are multiple ways to operationalize assessment depending on campus and culture; this needs to be taken up at a higher level; send both letters to OAA.
q. As curriculum revision continues to unfold these issues will continue to come up.
r. Role of regional campuses is changing because of enrollment criteria and they will be entry points increasingly to Columbus campus. This makes a case for having more articulation between Columbus and other campuses.

s. Dean MacDonald is very supportive of assessment. Acknowledge this. 
5. Course Set 5 Reviews

a. Mathematics 104 (combined report)

i. Trying to satisfy the Basic Computational Skills part of the Quantitative and Logical Skills category. 

ii. As is typical of Math department, they look at data and correlation between grades in 104 and subsequent courses

iii. Good correlation between students who get As and Bs in courses and subsequent courses. Correlation does not extend to Cs and Ds so it is not a complete picture.
iv. Would be helpful to look more closely at how final grades are  being achieved.

1. Word problems issues – want to increase student exposure to this but documentation of why is not transparent

v. Came to some other conclusions regarding advancement from 050 to 104.

vi. Good first step for a basic kind of learning outcome and they are showing aspects but they need to look in more detail at test results themselves to see where problem actually arises.

vii. Why does a student end up with a C or D in the first place? Where is it in solving word problem in first place that they are having difficulty? Where is problem actually arising?
viii. Embedded testing of word problems, for example, to show at which step the breakdown in ability is, might be more helpful. 
ix. Is there a drop rate that should be taken into account? Is course completion an issue?
x. Admits that there may be problem with placing students initially.

xi. Is success correlation a student ability assessment or an assessment of instruction?

xii. 5-year follow-up report with recommendations for continuing to enhance diagnostic tools to pinpoint where students are having trouble. 
b. Psychology 100 (Lima)

i. Pre-and Post-12 Item quiz administered to assess knowledge gain

ii. Option to write paper for extra credit – reading academic journal article, write paper emphasizing two points identifying general knowledge and social diversity. Evaluation is then whether students correctly identified the areas.

iii. Students are also given a Post-quiz review to prep them for the post-quiz. This could skew post-quiz results

iv. Optional paper might provide a bias because students choose to do them.
v. Would be nice to see grading rubric or some examples of correct and incorrect answers of how optional essays graded.
vi. No evidence of how this information is being shared.
vii. Not clear how data will be used to inform change.
viii. Concept of having students identify in their own work where they thought the ELOs were is novel, grading could be more rigorous.

ix. Columbus campus builds in ELO-related questions into exams for item analysis. Final exam is partially comprehensive, counts more and most commonly missed types of questions are re-tested with different questions. Students are given topics of weakness but not the questions. Also a student survey and a reflection paper with stem items related to ELOs where students have to apply knowledge from course graded on a rubric, randomly selected and administered over a 3 year period. Not all methods are done all the time in every course.
x. Good start but needs refinement. For post assessment helpful to see questions embedded in final rather than a separate post quiz. Trying and collecting data as first attempt, useful, good try, but here are some things to consider as you think about next assessment. On optional assignment, address issue of a grading rubric to test students. Acknowledged for initial attempts at assessment in future please use more sophisticated attempts. 

xi. Include how it will be shared and used in future.

xii. 5 year follow up report.
c. Biology 101 (Newark)

i. Suggestion to have Alan Kalish (UCAT) and a representative from the Center for Life Science Education to go out and have a conversation with Newark faculty and dean.
ii. Data generated by Carmen generates excellent data. This does not seem like an issue. Carmen not good at output, but making a .pdf of data is in the tool and available.

iii. Can use Zoomerang, Survey Monkey which will collate answers.
iv. Report was non-responsive. We can point out resources and look forward to a revised report in one year.

v. We recognize common challenges however there are multiple resources available.

vi. Carmen survey data is not well-suited to downloaded to other platforms.

vii. Re-report in one year with feedback and resources provided.
