ASCC GE Assessment Panel
Approved Minutes

Friday, January 6, 2012





1:00 -2:30 PM

110 Denney Hall
ATTENDEES: Fink, Guatelli-Steinberg, Hetherington, Hogle, Jenkins, Masters, Sanders, Soundarajan, Vankeerbergen. 
AGENDA:
1. Introductions 
  
2. Background re: Assessment and General Education Assessment in particular 
· Importance of communicating purpose of assessment to general audience.
· Assessment can be used to make changes in the course.

· Assessment will need to be adjusted with transition to semesters.

· One member discusses ABET, the non-profit organization that is responsible for the accreditation of Engineering programs
· Currently our GE assessment plan derives from 2005 assessment plan.

3. AACU (American Association of Colleges & Universities) Institute: Assessment Needs 
a) Multiple Levels of Assessment 
· Our assessment practices should focus on both course-level and category-level assessment. 
b) OSU New Categories: Service Learning and Education Abroad (Experiential learning) 
· Students should be more engaged in high-impact educational experiences (Service Learning or Education Abroad). Right now these are part of an open option.
c) Pilot dual course/category approach with two new categories 
· Course level and category level assessment will be implemented in the two new GE categories through reflection paper.
d) Edit GE Goals and Expected Learning Outcomes: 

· Simplify? 

· Measurable outcomes 
· Assessment panel will take a look at the GE goals and (expected learning outcomes (ELOs) and decide whether they should be simplified and/or rephrased so as to be measurable.
4. Plan for the Winter Quarter 

a) Develop guidelines for assessment requirements for course submission in the Education Abroad and Service Learning categories (including reflection paper)
· Look at how other institutions assess Education Abroad and Service Learning GE categories (Danielle Hogle will look up some examples).

b) Review plans for scoring rubrics to be developed in consultation with Education Abroad and Service Learning Working Groups. 
c) Edit GE Goals and Expected Learning Outcomes 

Further conversation/points:

· Should “reflection paper” always be a paper? Originally, CCI did not want to prescribe a paper—left door open for other media.

· Challenge to “require” that a paper be part of the course.

· One member does not see the need to require a reflection paper for Education Abroad: if somebody has a better way to do assessment, then that should be accepted.

· One member indicates that other media should be acceptable.

· Perhaps we should recommend a paper, as well as indicate that it is acceptable to use another medium.

· Q: Who would be doing the scoring? A: The instructors; they would have a common rubric. The information would be collected from all the courses and analyzed for category-level assessment.
· Comment that assessment is particularly useful when used to improve individual courses. I.e., even when data is aggregated, individual instructors need to know the data to improve their own individual courses. That being said, there is value in seeing how a category is doing as a whole.

· Perhaps we could suggest to instructors that one part of their assessment plan be the reflection paper.
· Comment about how ELOs should be phrased using action verbs.
· Need to develop goals for the 3 A&H GEs that used to fall under generic A&H category. Same issue for Math.
· Next time, Valarie Rake will come present embedded survey in Carmen site (= category-level assessment).
