University Assessment Committee Minutes
April 2, 2007
Present:  April Bleske-Rechek, Margaret Cassidy, Ray French, Debbie Gough, Kate Hale, Erik Hendrickson, Mickey Kolis, Scott Oates (Chair), Bob Sutton, Chris Theo, Karen Welch
Meeting was called to order by Chair Oates at 11:02 a.m.

1.
Minutes of the meeting of March 26, 2007 were approved as distributed.
2.
Scott updated the committee on the summer assessment procedures:

-a list of readers for summer assessment was distributed. 
-goal 3 and 4a readers will review all the assessment material on Monday and Tuesday of the week of evaluation and then evaluate Junior and Senior results on Wednesday and Thursday.
-the rubrics for goals 7a and 7b along with those for goals 11a and 11b will have to be redeveloped.  There is a template available from which the rubrics can be developed.  This is the first time goal 7b will be evaluated.
-the preference is to have tenured and tenure track faculty serve as the readers of student assessment materials.
3.
Scott distributed the feedback he had received from departments describing how they “close-the-loop” on assessment.  As not all departments had responded, Scott will distribute additional responses as he receives them.
4.
The following represents a summary of the comments and recommendations Barbara Walvoord made about the committee’s progress during the meeting the committee had with her on March 30.  Her general comments were:

-She was very impressed with the committee’s work and the data it has gathered. Kudos to Scott.



-She thought the 2005 progress report was wonderful data.


-She likes the university’s learning goals, all eleven of them, and the student portfolio project.


Barbara Walvoord’s recommendations were:


-the committee should be compiling and synthesizing the information received from departments, developing recommendations from the results, and distributing these results to everyone on campus.


-departments should meet at least once a year to review the recommendations and decide how they would address them.

-the committee should focus on one-two goals each year and identify how the university could improve on these goals.  Focusing on more goals in one year would be too overwhelming.

-the progress report be reduced to one page and the recommendations reduced to one-two.


From these comments and recommendations the committee identified a number of questions addressing topics such as:


-which groups across the university should receive the assessment results and recommendations?


-who across the campus should drive the “action” since that is outside the charge of this committee?


-how far can this committee go in encouraging change as this committee, besides collecting the assessment data, essentially has a supporting role in promoting curricular change?


From these questions the following where identified as possible courses of action that could be taken:

-when distributing the report to different groups on campus, use the same cove page but write a different addendum for each group explaining what was expected from them.  

-write a common rubric for each university goal that could be shared with all departments assessing that goal.  Each department could choose if it wanted to use the common rubric or develop their own; it would at least be available to the departments as a guideline.


-for those departments which indicate curricular changes were made due to the assessment results, to clearly identify what those changes were to assist the committee in identifying how the “loop-has-been-closed.”

Meeting adjourned at 11:50 a.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Bob Sutton
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