Assessment Council Meeting 
Thursday, March 20, 2008

10:00-12:00 noon

Provost’s Conference Room

MINUTES

Present:  Gitanjali Kaul, Marius Boboc, Teresa LaGrange, Liz Lehfeldt, Paul Bowers, Jeff Chen, Dave Anderson, Vida Lock, Benoy Joseph, Kathy Dobda, Wendy Kellog, Sandra Emerick, Kim Snell (clerk)
Minutes: Approved minutes from February 20, 2008 meeting.
1. Guest speaker:  Paul Bowers (Director of the Center for e-Learning): Follow-up discussion on assessment of online courses and programs. 
· Paul Bowers discussed two topics (1) Course design process and how the Center for eLearning is trying to address assessment and (2) Grant opportunity through OLN.  A formal document was passed out entitled Online Course Development Process.  The Center focuses on putting together whole programs rather than individual courses.  Look at the process (in handout).  Take a team approach.  Strategic model.  Some courses are faculty centered but doing more collaborative work.

· There are 3 phases to the online process.  Phase 1: Back to the beginning.  Program objectives and a general assessment plan are discussed.  Then content is built.  It is a process that can include a team of faculty that are all teaching the same course or working with an individual faculty member.  The process is flexible.  Course visioning document.  You can do testing in online courses, however, it is a little difficult.  Consider alternatives to testing.  Phase II:  Instructional Design – series of activities that select course tools, break down on course, table of contents that puts this all together. There is lots of planning at this stage (at the unit level).  Phase III: Course Production – media is created to implement the course. It is a process that looks at clear objectives and what will tie back to the stated objectives.  Online course assessment.  Right now the Center is in the process of working with 15-16 courses in various stages.  Mostly Phase I or II.  By fall tangible models will be created.  
W. Kellogg commented that the Center for eLearning has been very helpful.  Urban is going through many changes and new programs are being identified.  What is your capacity? How many courses/faculty can you absorb?  P. Bowers responded that they look at what courses do we need to run out at a 2 year cycle.  The goal is to manage a longer term calendar.  The Center is willing to work at a strategic level and they are interested in supporting as many as possible.  He pointed out that they are willing to work on a consulting basis as well.  If there is a need we can potentially outsource projects or use students.  Plate is full for near term through calendar year.    The Center will find the resources as necessary.

B. Joseph commented that the Business College has experienced lots of success as well as lots of learning through this process.  A big concern is auditing or assessing quality of what is out there.  

P. Bowers responded that the level of support various for each course or faculty member.  There is a learning curve.  There is a misconception that doing an online course is just as easy as face to face.  There needs to be an upfront investment.  Do need to care for what are the learning outcomes and knowing what is being achieved.  Slow down and focus on programs that we want to develop and do it well.  Take more time to do it well.

B. Joseph asked if there was a mechanism to monitor the quality of the online learning.  Is this course acceptable or not?  Who is looking at the content?  P. Bowers suggested that there needs to be collaboration between the program and eLearning team.  Work with developing mechanism to monitor courses through mentoring program.  There are issues surrounding academic freedom.  G. Kaul commented that a minimum of group practices / principles should be put out there.  P. Bowers agreed that guidelines and expectations should be worked on.  Business will be a model.  B. Joseph suggested that a survey be done about a month after the course has started.  It will measure the mechanics of how the course is working.  Should we do this?  P. Bowers commented that there is no good way to evaluate the surveys.  Someone at college or program level will need to be responsible for managing survey.  Decisions should be programmatic.  Not something that should be monitored at the Center. 

L. Lehfeldt commented that there should be greater accountability for what is put out online. People will feel that you are targeting a delivery level. There are more indirect approaches of accountability.  Best conversations are based on assessment and not teaching.  Is there a way to build into assessment – comment on online program.  Prompt them to talk about it in a way that they are not so defensive.  Include a prompting question on the assessment.  T. LaGrange agreed and commented that the faculty tends to be defensive.  Encourage the faculty to include online experiences in their report.  P. Bowers suggested that they can survey students in a general sense from a variety of courses to get a feel of where the class is at.
M. Boboc commented that there is a grant opportunity to combine the OLN Grant via the Center for eLearning and the Office of Student Learning Assessment mini-grant.
T. LaGrange suggested a student assessment survey – Have you taken this class and what was your experience?  This method would be less immediate and close.  V. Lock commented that it is a learning process to know how to do things online.  You develop course, we will help you with the process.  They help with technology or student problems but actually will help with faculty as they learn.  Center for eLearning is very helpful.  They use Survey Monkey to generate surveys.  It is very useful tool, although it is time intensive to generate.  

P. Bowers commented that the first time online teaching experience is unique.  Adjunct faculty teach online to a greater degree.  Mentoring program would be useful for help and guidance. As well as using the center for support.  There is no model for teaching online.  There are no equivalents for online teaching compared to face to face teaching.

S. Emerick commented that there is a big mystery on how to design an online course.  There needs to be a model or guideline.  P. Bowers responded that workshops for faculty and more guidelines will be made available for faculty.  V. Lock commented that they put faculty in as lurkers in a new online course to generate feedback.  

· Grant Information – OLN (handout is passed out).  Grant for Learning Communities Initiatives (handout).  Focus is on how colleges should assess and improve student learning and how you do this with technology.  How do you do testing online?  Are there other ways of assessing?  Start a community of learning.  Deadline is April 21. Will talk more with Marius.  

2. Update(s): 
· 2008 Program Report Guidelines (Marius Boboc & Vida Lock – to include reference to how we might be able to gather preliminary data on “community engagement” from our programs/units as part of their assessment reports due this May)
M. Boboc attended a Task Force on Excellence and Engagement Meeting.  The star on the Program Report Guidelines represents a new addition and reflects community engagement.  This will provide a baseline for the person collecting community engagement data.

S. Emerick commented that currently data on community engagement is being collected in all colleges.  M. Boboc responded that we should not replicate anything but include it in the report.  The discussion centered around the definition of community engagement and what is already happening in individual colleges and programs.  G. Kaul commented that the university has already committed to engaged learning.  K. Dobda added that people are already engaged in community learning but not calling it that.  They call it service learning or something to that effect.  S. Emerick commented that we are only asking people to report what they are doing based on the Carnegie Classification of rubric.  G. Kaul commented that L. Lehfeldt will provide the Gen Ed syllabus to review for community engagement.  S. Emerick commented that there should be a common vocabulary to use in assessing.  M. Boboc suggested that under goals a brief description of community engagement should be provided.  However, programs might not have a definition.

D. Anderson commented that engaged learning is an activity that is not necessarily community driven.  G. Kaul responded that curricular engagement refers to community engagement.  M. Boboc added that we are referring to the LARGER community.  Not just CSU.  W. Kellogg commented that Engaged Learning is the umbrella. She also wondered why in an assessment we are not measuring community learning.  She asked if this would be included in future reports.  She also commented that we are asking for things from multiple sources.  Financial concern is a big issue because we will need staff support.  

B. Joseph commented that learning can be maximized when the student is fully engaged.    G. Kaul commented that community engagement and engaged learning are defined very broadly.  We need this for many areas.  D. Anderson asked if we need a broader definition.  G. Kaul responded that SPUR will be helpful to flesh out definitions.  Having something is better than nothing. K. Dobda commented that we are not asking people to do more just asking for people to look at things through a different lense.  G. Kaul commented that is a matter of intentionality.  We need to be more intentional in how we observe/define community engagement.  W. Kellog commented that it is not a list of activities of what people are doing in the community but we are assessing learning outcomes.  V. Lock responded that these are strategies we use to assess student learning.  T. LaGrange commented that colleges will not give a list of programs they are involved in.  G. Kaul commented that Program Review will address the more specific involvement with community.  L. Lehfeldt commented that we should make the net big and we will see what we get back.  W. Kellogg responded that faculty want a clear definition.  G. Kaul commented that there are many impressive examples to observe. This is a new start.  L. Lehfeldt responded that people should define it for themselves as it best suits there programs and units.  W. Kellogg asked if there is software to use to collect this data.  S. Emerick suggested talking to Tommie Barclay.  G. Kaul commented that there are commercial pieces of software are available.

· 2010 Self Study – (Gitanjali Kaul)
G. Kaul reported that R.D. Nordgren is Chair of the self study.  The Self Study will require organizing every unit on campus (academic and non-academic).  Looking to see what has changed from last study.  New criteria are out and encompass mission and integrity as well as teaching and learning effectives.  These are broad themes under which all units operate.  Assessment falls in many places.  Engagement and service is a new criterion.  

Everyone on this committee will be involved in the self study process.  Next April or May we will be holding meetings in various colleges.  There will be many committees and subcommittees formed.  Information can be found on the Higher Learning Commission website at www.ncahigherlearningcommission.org.
· General Education (Liz Lehfeldt – follow-up to a recent conference she attended)
Assessment activities include indirect methods of general education requirements and capstone courses (reflection by students).  Direct methods include collecting assignments across courses.  There was a lot of discussion (not positive).  In summary the good news is that embedded in our general education program are 6 skill areas.  WAC courses – apples to apples comparison.  Students must produce a paper of at least 2000 words.  This is a consistent instrument.  Potential to dive in – social diversity requirement.  Looking for fairly specific ideas from these courses.  The challenges presented include faculty fatigue around general education.  Gen. Ed. assessment will need faculty by-in.  With any Gen. Ed. program you need faculty by-in across disciplines.  

3. Assessment Review Days (Marius Boboc) – Volunteers for Assessment Review Days (handout).  Stipend will be provided (but not for staff).
B. Joseph suggested providing dates for the review days on the handout.  M. Boboc will revise the dates and send out a new form.  
4.   LiveText (Marius Boboc) - M. Boboc attended an online seminar called LiveText.  It is a support system for assessment and an ePortfolio platform.  LiveText has built in rubrics that are customizable with the ability to make notes in the text as well as rubric.  A Group of people could be working at the same time on the same document online.  A formal presentation can be given on the 21st of April.  No obligation.  K. Dobda was hesitant about using something for only a year.  She felt cost would be an issue if we want to continue it.  G. Kaul commented that cost is not an issue if we really want it.  She suggested that we should have a presentation.

Our next AC meeting is on the 21st of April from 1:00 to 3:00 PM  in AC 333.

