Assessment Advisory Committee (AAC) Meeting Minutes

Friday, February 18, 2005

Members Present: Cher Hendricks (chair), Alison Stafford, Betul Ozkan, Bryan Sorohan, John Ponder, Judy Butler, Julie Bartley, Maxine Newsome, Myrna Gantner, Skip Clark.
Also Present: Kathy Jones (COE certification officer), Barbara McKenzie (Conceptual Framework Ad-Hoc Committee chair)
The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m.
New Business

Kathy Jones, Certification Officer for the College of Education, discussed the ways data are reported for various accrediting agencies, and she explained that there is a need to generate and provide consistent data whenever faculty, programs, or departments need data. A problem comes up when staff assistants are asked to generate reports because they pull data differently than the Dean’s Office, which results in inconsistent data reports being generated. Kathy explained that discrepancies became apparent during our preparation for the 2004 NCATE visit. Kathy suggested that all data requests go through the Certification Office in the future. Kathy also keeps records about what reports have been generated. 
Cher suggested that we continue discussing this issue and consider whether a recommendation should be made to institute a policy for requesting data.
Old Business


The committee discussed the recommendations for the following procedures:

1. Ad-hoc committees will make assessment recommendations to AAC. Those recommendations will be shared with faculty in departments/programs, and at the following AAC meeting the committee will vote to either accept or reject the recommendations. 

2. When a quorum isn’t present at AAC on a voting day, recommendations will be distributed via email and AAC members will cast their votes electronically. 

3. Move to a two- or three- year cycle for Program Improvement Plans (rationale: under the yearly structure, there is little time to determine whether improvement strategies have been effective).

There was general consensus among committee members that a three-year cycle would be in line with many of the professional organizations’ (SPAs, e.g., CACREP, ASHA) recommendations for evaluation cycles. 

Ad-Hoc Committee Reports


Conceptual Framework: Barbara McKenzie reported for the committee. The presentation is almost complete. Once the presentation is complete it will be shared broadly for feedback. The committee has discussed ways for broad dissemination of the CF presentation. The committee is seeking feedback about the number of suggestions/ways they should propose for dissemination. The committee sought clarification regarding whether they should merely recommend that assessments be created to evaluate the effectiveness of the presentation or whether they should create the assessments. Cher suggested that at this stage, the committee should make a general recommendation about assessing the presentation.

Governance: No report.

Field Experiences:  John Ponder reported that the committee has more questions than answers at this point in the cycle. They are looking at standardized ways to assess candidates’ impact on student learning. They are considering whether “standardized” means using the same type of assessment. They also have questions about what types of data will be collected, where it will be stored, and how it will be used. Alison Stafford shared that Meg Cooper developed a plan for MR that could be shared with the committee. 

Program Completers (Advanced): Myrna Gantner reported that this committee has solicited feedback on the current assessments for program completers (GSSM and GSSC). Most departments want to have a part B of the GSSC, many would like to conduct interviews with completers, and they would like for there to be some to flexibility to fine-tune the data collection in ways that address the unique contexts of their programs in order to provide meaningful information for continuous program improvement. The committee brings forth the following recommendations:
Recommendation 1: Departments will determine whether they will develop a Part B for the GSSC, conduct interviews with completers, when they will collect data (what the data collection cycle will be), and whether employers will be surveyed. 
Recommendation 2: Remove all community counseling references from the GSSC.
Recommendation 3: Jim Rubino to work with one representative from each department to create a unit-wide database where student demographic data will be housed. Every department each semester will update information on program completers. 
Julie Bartley suggested that we check with the alumni house because they are keeping better records so that we don’t duplicate efforts. 

Program Completers (Initial): Cher Hendricks reported that the committee had its first face-to-face meeting where the group discussed the current assessment instruments used with program completers at the initial level. The group is reviewing both the survey for completers and the survey for employers. Currently, the employer survey is not used to collect data due to tracking difficulties of our graduates’ employers. Cher explained that the PSC was currently tracking completer placements but that when Kathy Jones in the certification office reviewed their database it was so flawed that it was unusable. The committee brought forth the following recommendation:
Recommendation: Programs be given the opportunity to add program-specific questions to the GTEP.

TEFEE: Judy Butler reported that their committee had a healthy discussion about TEFEE. Charge for last meeting was to look at the reduced 14-item TEFEE. The committee agreed that they would like to continue using the present TEFEE for a long enough period of time to be able to assess its effectiveness. The committee is discussing redundant items and items that result in large percentages of missing data and whether they should be left on the TEFEE. Another possible problem is with items that include the term “families.” The group will continue to look at specific items to make recommendations. 
The meeting adjourned at 4:15 p.m.
