COUNCIL ON ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT (CAA)

Minutes, November 30, 2006
LC-31J; 2:00 pm – 3:00 pm

Members present: Scott Tenenbaum, Rose-Marie Weber, Olimpia Pelosi, Carol Jewell, Marjorie Pryse, Peter Duchessi, Bruce Szelest, Bill Lanford, Barbara Wilkinson

Lanford began the meeting with brief introductions, then distributed the minutes from the last meeting.  A council member referred to a statement in the minutes about a checklist that had previously been used in reviewing self-study documents.  Lanford explained that last year a long list of items included in self-studies was developed, and is available to anyone who wants it; however, the review may also be viewed as developing an impression of the program, with the most important part being whether the program is successful or not.  Some members who had used the checklist commented that using it is helpful, and getting an overall impression of the program is too.  It was agreed that the council members will receive the checklist electronically.  The minutes were accepted.

Lanford then distributed the Project Renaissance timeline, and explained that the Provost has since requested that the review be completed in the spring term.  The need to evaluate this program was asked.  Lanford responded that governance had voiced an interest, and that the new Honor’s College program resulted in some additional interest in reviewing Project Renaissance.  The program was briefly described as having living and academic components, in the past there was a grant to pay faculty but now it is taught exclusively by adjuncts, most of whom are Albany English majors and that most have their Ph.D. degrees but are not tenure track faculty.  There are also internal politics involved.  Perhaps Project Renaissance can be improved.  It was noted that that last year the council met with the Director of Project Renaissance and it was decided to review it.  The program review will include a self-study and site visit.  Szelest added that he and Wilkinson would meet soon with DeLong and Faerman to discuss the process, and that it may not be a full blown review.  Lanford suggested that nobody doubts the value of the living part, and that perhaps it would be worthwhile to reinvigorate the program.  It was suggested that there may not be a current need, and that it may be useful to look at whether the program is appropriate.  Lanford added that the program seems to have undergone changed in its academic component.
Lanford asked Szelest about pulling together a team to look at SIRF reporting.  Szelest explained that chairs and deans currently receive summary reports.  Lanford reminded the council that some departments share these reports with faculty.  Szelest added that UPC is interested in this topic.  Lanford suggested that Institutional Research inform the council of what data would be easy to provide to faculty.

The council then addressed the program review process.  Lanford had discussed the review process with the Provost, who is familiar with the process at another university.  It was relayed that the Provost explained that at this other university, a member of the faculty, but not in the program being reviewed, is involved in the process from the beginning – reading the draft self-study document and meeting with the reviewers.  The council was asked to think about how to improve the program review process, especially since program review and the council are new and still trying to find our way.  This includes the council’s role, and ways to make the process better.  Of course, we can’t change it arbitrarily and major changes would require approval.  Szelest added that the Provost is interested in receiving ideas about improving program review.  It was suggested that administrators need to know where the program is now.  Lanford added that it is a way for Dean’s to learn more about programs.  It was noted that some departments submit very short self-study documents while others write very long documents.  Perhaps a page limit should be instituted.
The council then heard the subcommittee report on the French self-study document and external reviewer report.  Tenenbaum stated that it is a well-written report.  In performing the task, the subcommittee addressed two types of topics: the quality of the report and the characteristics of the department/program.  They did, however, refrain from making suggestions.  It was also noted that the subcommittee was disappointed with the time lag from when the self-study was written to when the council read the reports.  It would be ideal to review them before the final draft is sent to the external reviewers.  In the French self-study document, the cataloguing of library holdings was poor.

The French report was accepted.

The council then heard the subcommittee report on the Spanish self-study document and external reviewer report.  Weber stated that the assessment plans, the dates and procedures were detailed with rich documentation.  It is an unusual program, with no full professors.  The council’s attention was directed to the following paragraph on the second page. “Information from the Spring, 2006 comprehensive survey of all undergraduates in Spanish classes should be included in the final report, along with interpretations of the data and possible Program recommendations acquired from an examination of the data.”  The council was asked for comments.  Wilkinson stated that inclusion of Spring 2006 survey data could not have been included in the self-study document because the final document was dated February 2006.  This date was determined in part because the external reviewers must be sent the document 30 days prior to their site visit.  Szelest suggested that the paragraph be omitted, as reports are part of an ongoing process.  The Spanish self-study included little about the association between Spanish and Latin and Caribbean Studies (LACS) programs.  Spanish doctoral students are involved with both programs.  Now, they recognize that they are larger than they thought because of their association with LACS.  Weber added that the Spanish programs also have connections with the School of Education.  Lanford commented that the process is working.
The Spanish report was accepted with the deletion of the paragraph.

The next council meeting will occur during the third week of December, to discuss the Biology report and SIRF updates.

Respectfully submitted by Barbara Wilkinson

