ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE

May 22, 2008 10:00 – 12:00 p.m.

MINUTES
Members Present:

	Riverside
	Moreno Valley
	Norco
	RCCD 

	Ashby, Hayley
	Moise-Swanson, Dominique
	Crasnow, Sharon
	Kauffman, Kristina

	Hall, Lewis
	
	Thomas, Jim
	

	Elton, Jim 
	
	Tschetter, Sheryl
Loewenstein, Gaither


	


      Members Absent:
	Riverside
	Moreno Valley
	Norco
	RCCD

	Brewster, Steven
	Lesser, Donna

	Aycock, Gregory
Flick, Arend
	

	Westbrook, Peter
	Middleton, Delores
	
	

	Zottos, George 
	
	
	


     Guests:  Diane Dieckmeyer                                                                                              
1.     Approval of March 27, 2008 Minutes- MSC/ Crasnow/Thomas
    2.
Assessment Reports
Applied Digital Media & Printing – Gaither Loewenstein shared a concern that their grading criteria is focused primarily on length rather than content.  For example, they grade based on the number and length of reports, rather than trying to assess what learning took place.  There is no link to SLOs and the grading criteria needs to be improved.  Jim Elton suggested they make the rubric more concise.  For example, they could make 1 column instead of putting the same thing in 5 columns.  Sheryl Tschetter shared a concern that the rubric contains the areas they want to assess, but they need to report it more accurately and efficiently.  The discipline should refer to the DAC assessment techniques online. The SLOs were good, but the way they went about assessing it is inappropriate. 

Motion – unanimous decision to table it and vote electronically via email. 

Website URL:

             http://www.rcc.edu/administration/academicaffairs/effectiveness/assess/index.cfm

Mathematics – The 2008 assessment report from the comprehensive program review was completed and looped back.  The Math Discipline used the results from their analysis and redesigned several elements to improve instruction. Dominique Moise-Swanson shared a concern that the document did not clearly show how the redesign resulted in increased student learning and whether the changes they made show progress relative to the SLOs for the discipline.  The focus of the Assessment Report deals more with the restructure as opposed to specific student learning outcomes.  Sheryl Tschetter suggested the discipline should do a more in depth analysis to address SLOs and pin point student success rates using a rubric.  Jim Thomas suggested the discipline take an interdisciplinary approach to analyzing student learning outcomes.  For example, they could analyze Math SLOs and see how well they perform in Science courses.  The committee assigned a rating of 5 because the report showed the Math Discipline had made significant improvements. 
Motion to assign a rating of 5 – MSC/Crasnow/Dominique

Theatre Arts – Sheryl Tschetter shared a concern that the report is looking at program level outcomes rather than course based.  For example, the discipline is only assessing the concluding performance after students have taken all the courses which creates a gap.  Gaither Loewenstein suggested they should limit assessment to degree and certificate programs, or they could assess a specific sequence of courses.  Sharon Crasnow shared a concern about a sentence on  p. 2 of the shortened version which states, “In this point and time, faculty felt the disciplines competency goal was achieved, was successful and no modifications are necessary.”  This is a contradictory statement because they identify several areas that need improvement throughout the rest of the assessment piece.  Sheryl Tschetter suggested they should reword the sentence to say, “At this point in time, the faculty felt the discipline competency goal was substantially achieved, but modifications to instruction in text, script analysis and memorization are being implemented.”  The committee assigned a rating of 4 due to many aspects that need improvement. 
            Motion to assign a rating of 4 – MSC/Crasnow/Thomas

CIS – The CIS Discipline has over 120 courses to assess with limited faculty. Each faculty will be assessing about 12 courses which is a daunting task.  Sheryl Tschetter suggested they find a way to combine multiple courses by analyzing complementary SLOs.  Also, they could look at the DAC website and apply the 4 simple methods of assessing that can be done by individual instructors.  Many courses are taught by P/T faculty who do not participate in assessment.  Kristina Kauffman suggested we offer P/T faculty financial support for special projects.  Gaither Loewenstein suggested they use the pre-test and post-test for assessment purposes. The CIS Discipline could create and administer a pre-test during the first week and a post- test given on the last week of class where questions are tied to course SLOs.  These tests could be handed out to P/T faculty and they could write a 1 page summary.  Gaither Loewenstein shared a concern about a sentence on P.11 which states that in CAP 30 their goal is to have only F/T faculty teach the course, but there is no substantial evidence which links this to student learning outcomes and it is discriminatory to P/T faculty.  The committee assigned a rating of 5 because CIS 1A showed modifications to methods of instruction and an increase in student learning outcomes.  
            Motion to assign a rating of 5 – MSC/Crasnow/Ashby

3.         Assessment Updates
ACCJC Annual Report Update – no report
Update on General Education Outcomes Assessment – Sharon Crasnow has been working to make sure the GE SLOs are aligned with GE requirements.  The GE requirements that we have do not ultimately meet all the GE SLOs we have. Thus, there may be gaps because some students could finish without achieving all the GE SLOs which is problematic.  Also, two Natural Science courses did not have SLOs, and many of them were not meeting GE requirements.  We need  to revise the GE SLO requirements to remedy this problem.  Kristina Kauffman shared a concern that many courses do not incorporate SLOs into there curriculum that address environmental awareness, globalization, etc.  The GE Outcomes Assessment will be completed over the summer 
4.         Administrative and Planning

Annual Program Review Assessment Elements – There are over 100 courses that need to be assessed out of 131 total.  Kristina Kauffman suggested that we determine which of the 102 courses will not be assessed.  For example, you might have 1 course taught by P/T faculty and nobody will submit.  Also, several courses in Political Science, Construction, Manufacturing ect. will not submit.  Sheryl Tschetter suggested we put approximately 3 to 4 people from each campus to assess 10 annual program reviews per person.  Norco has 32 reports, Moreno Valley has 37, and Riverside has 37.  Steven Brewster, Jim Elton, George Zottos, and Haley Ashby at Riverside can do about 9 reports each. Sheryl Tschetter will work with Dominique Moise-Swanson at Moreno Valley and will contact Donald Foster who is co-chair of the strategic planning committee to find other people to join them.  Jim Thomas, Gaither Loewenstein, and Greg Aycock at Norco can do 10 or more reports individually.  For each report, you will fill out a 1 page summary sheet following the criteria, assign them a ranking on a scale of 1-5 according to the current rubric, and provide feedback to help them improve.  There will be a tracking sheet to determine who will be doing assessments, and each completed assessment can be submitted electronically.  Sheryl Tschetter suggested a deadline of Jun. 12, 2008 because it will give us a chance to analyze these reports before classes start in the fall. 
Matrix for next year’s availability – For 10:00 a.m. on Thursday, only 1 person who responded could not make it. 
                                              Meeting adjourned at 12:00 pm; snacks followed. 

                                                         Next meeting:  TBA – Fall 2008
