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Division of Academic Affairs

Meeting of the Assessment Committee

Tuesday, March 27, 2012
12:30PM – 2PM

Clock Tower Conference Room
Members Present:
Dianne Fallon

Amber Tatnall

Claudette Dupee

Lisa Murphy

Ro-Jean Straw

Tom McGinn

Meghan Whitten

Absent:

Doreen Rogan

1) Approval of Minutes from 1-24-12
Amber made motion to accept, Claudette seconded - passed

2)  Review Agenda for the Meeting
Agenda considered draft and addition was made.  See below.
3)  Old Business/Review Work Plan
a) Assessment Corner
	 Tom McGinn 
	February confirmed

	 Doreen Rogan
	April


4) New Business (if any)
a) Assessment Project Proposal Format – Lisa/Ro-Jean
Lisa and Ro-Jean provided the committee members with draft Application and Reporting Forms. 
Lisa reported back regarding her meeting with Paula Gagnon about the mini-grant program.
The committee decides on the stipend value of the project which ranges from $200-$500.  Dianne commented favorably about the simplicity of the form especially the results space.  Paula prefers an easily uploaded format and wants to not pay out until after the report is delivered.  
There was discussion about putting the stipend on the form and how to arrive at the assessment project’s value.  The amount of people as well as the depth of the project will need to be considered.   There is not clarity as to the amount available each year, but there is up to $500 available to each completed report.  Tom asked whether the stipend was to be used for the applicant or materials such as certification exam fees.  In response to Tom’s question regarding whether fees such as student exam fees would come out of the mini-grant, Dianne explained that the focus of the assessment mini-grant was the faculty/staff effort involved in organizing and carrying out the project, and that the Foundation mini-grant program might be a good source for student- or course-related expenses that are not currently budgeted for.

 Dianne asked if the project was to address PLOs specifically.  Lisa said that Paula would prefer that but anything goes.  The committee agreed that guidelines needed to be developed including determination of stipend amount.  Lisa commented about the different sizes of projects and the difficulty in quantifying the work. 
 It was agreed that Lisa, Ro-Jean, and Dianne would meet to discuss the guidelines to bring back to the committee in April.  Applications would be encouraged through Faculty Senate and Professional Development Day.
b) Status update on PLOs (from Work Plan)
	Digital Media (revise & align)
	Tom/Ro-Jean
	Mar 2012 postponed to April 12

	Digital Media, Animation (revise & align)
	Tom/Ro-Jean
	Mar 2012 postponed to April 12

	Digital Media, Graphic Design (revise & align)
	Tom/Ro-Jean
	Mar 2012 postponed to April 12

	Health Studies (revise & align)
	Doreen  
	Feb 2012   postponed to April 12

	Medical Assisting (revise & align)
	Doreen
	Feb 2012   postponed to April 12

	Career Studies clarified as Liberal Studies  with Vocational Focus
	Ro-Jean
	Mar 2012

	Trade & Technical Occupations
	Ro-Jean/Tom
	Mar 2012


No one was ready to update their PLOs.  Ro-Jean and Tom will work on Career Studies and Tom will take the lead on Trade & Technical.  Dianne believes it is the role of the department chair with Doreen Rogan.  Tom asked what was necessary to do to revise and align.  The committee provided guidance stating that he should change the format and connect the PLOs to the ILOs.  Tom said that he would connect with Doreen about Trade & Technical.  

c) CESSIE Data

	Review of 2011 CESSIE data in connection with ILOs standards
	Dianne


Dianne provided a spreadsheet containing the results from 2009 and 2011 surveys. Dianne does have the data in raw form as well and Lisa’s previous question about error rates was  addressed.  In 2011, 400 students took the random selection CESSIE survey.  Claudette reported that Student Affairs is beginning to look at and use the data.  Tom asked if the CESSIE was related to ILOs and the response was that it is.  There was much discussion about the report including the value of the comparison with the consortiums, self-reporting and interpretation of students, and overall value of the reports which may be best used as a longitudinal study.  Amber stressed that it is more valuable for the assessment committee to looks at the part of the study that reflects ILOs.  The point of the CESSIE was questioned and the chair’s answer was that it had caught on and was being used to assess student engagement.
d) Integrity/Responsibility – brainstorm list of what projects/activities/assessments might focus on this ILO

	Brainstorm list of projects/activities/assessments might focus on this ILO
	All


Claudette brought up the topic of the materials that students pass in – they often don’t know what integrity is in relationship to their work.  It is discussed at Student Orientation but not all students attend and some don’t even understand the concept of coming to class.  Amber addressed the possibility of a workshop at orientation. 
 An Ad Hoc committee was discussed that would raise awareness.  There was discussion about the invitational piece of forming this committee.  More discussion ensued regarding whether the committee was overstepping its bounds, but that inviting others helps them take ownership.  It was decided that Dianne would seek the support of Paula Gagnon and Corinne Kowpak.  The integrity of both students and instructors is involved in this focus.  Tom wanted clarification that ILOs are lifetime outcomes as well.  There was discussion about what instructors can do within their own classes, academic and student integrity, and “how do we go beyond academic integrity?” by incorporating the focus within the classroom.  
There was concern as to whether members were having doubts as to whether this should be an ILO focus.  
Discussion included:

· Responsibility was valid, but not integrity – that it was something to be taught outside of the college.  
· Instructors can offer small pieces within class that add up to lifetime skills.  
· This focus may be proselytizing responsibility and integrity.

· Perhaps the focus should be on the responsibility of the student. For example -the attempt of Student Affairs to get students to do things independently. 

· The general consensus was that this focus should not become too preachy.

The discussion turned to encouraging responsibility and integrity within the community developing a future focus, not just as a student.  There was a desire for lecture by Kidder and promoting voter responsibility.  The college can provide guidance as to how the students can become involved in global and local community issues that interest them.
It was decided that Dianne would meet with Paula and Corinne to target people to invite to a meeting about this focus including Student Senate and PTK. The committee will be copied and invited to attend, and then, the meeting will be open to all.

e) Goals for final meeting in April
· Tom will present his ILOs.

· Mini-grant guidelines will be presented by committee of Lisa, Ro-Jean, and Dianne.

· Kristina Wyatt will be invited to attend.  There is a list from last year of things faculty wanted to know and some are assessment related.

· Dianne will report on the invitational meeting progress.

· Dianne will work on the End of Year Report which is due in May.
5)  Adjournment
Amber made a motion to adjourn which was seconded by Tom.  The motion passed.
