COUNCIL ON ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT (CAA)

Minutes, December 21, 2006
LC-31J; 3:00 – 4:00 pm

Members present: Rose-Marie Weber, Seth Chaiken, Bill Lanford, Sue Faerman, Bruce Szelest, Olimpia Pelosi, Barbara Wilkinson

Lanford began the meeting with an update on SIRF reporting changes.  Currently the departments receive instructor reports and department summaries, but not school or university summaries.  Some may be apprehensive about offering summaries without Deans’ approvals.  During campus discussions of including these summaries with instructor reports, the Provost and Deans are supportive.  Steve Messner will receive a letter soon.  The changes can be in place for February, the next time SIRF is done.  To address the issue of confidentiality in small units, when the unit is smaller than five, the report will be a summary of the next larger unit. These reports may be used to look at teaching effectiveness.  Szelest noted that the Provost’s teaching workshop will include best practices of using SIRF as part of it.  All departments must use some sort of course evaluation.  Three thousand currently use SIRF.  
The committee reviewed the minutes.  It was determined that there were enough people present to vote.  A comment was made about an item in the minutes, the review of Project Renaissance.  It was determined that the timeline was modified so that it would be completed during the spring term.  It was explained that this program differs from other departments and programs on campus because it involves the curriculum and the extra curricular aspects.  The minutes were approved.

The council heard from the subcommittee on the Biology self-study document and external reviewer report.  Their report contained a couple of recommendations of what should be included in self-study documents.  The subcommittee recognized that the department followed guidelines that would not include an assessment, but only a plan.  The subcommittee also included some statements from the external reviewer report.  The reviewers stressed that the undergraduate students don’t have lab experience due to numbers of faculty compared with number of majors; the number of faculty is too low.  The number of faculty are down, the number of students are up; this is true everywhere.  The council suggested rewording three sections of the report.  It was mentioned that two years ago, the university asked for a progress report on assessment plans.  Last year, this was not done because departments were busy with Compact Planning.  The Biology report was accepted with reworded second, sixth, and last paragraphs.
Faerman explained that the program review process is trying to do two things, and they get muddled.  First was a SUNY requirement to assess learning outcomes, student learning in the major, and second was an MOU of graduate programs.  The first is qualitatively different than assessment of graduate programs, where faculty research would be a part.  Undergraduate research, while thought to be part of faculty research, is actually more common at liberal arts colleges than at research institutions.  The process also currently includes assessing service courses and non-majors.  One end result is that the process is not pushing departments enough on learning outcomes.  A possible modification could be to assess undergraduate and graduate separately, on separate years.

Respectfully submitted by Barbara Wilkinson.
