COUNCIL ON ACADEMIC ASSESSMENT (CAA)

Minutes, February 28, 2007

LC-31J; 3:00 – 4:00 pm

Bill Lanford, Carol Jewell, Joette Stefl-Mabry, Olimpia Pelosi, Sue Faerman, Bruce Szelest, Seth Chaiken, Barbara Wilkinson

Minutes from the December 21, 2006 meeting were distributed, read, and accepted.

Lanford informed the council that according to the Senate by-laws, the committee that assesses the General Education program will now be under this council.  Some of the committee will be made up of members from this council.  In addition, the Project Renaissance program review is different from academic program reviews and everyone concerned needs to be careful to ask the right questions.  The members need to protect the prerogative of the CAA and staff the General Education Assessment committee.  Lanford has received information on the General Education Assessment committee from the Senate and from Anne Hildreth.

Stefl-Mabry and Jewell volunteered to be members on the General Education Assessment committee.  Lanford asked that everyone think about it.  Chaiken currently sits on the General Education Committee, and if appropriate volunteered to be on the General Education Assessment committee too.

Lanford suggested that the council needs background information on the SUNY General Education requirements.  Lanford was given a copy of a past General Education report to SUNY and the report was circulated among the members.

Chaiken informed the council that the responsibility of the General Education Committee is to review and recommend changes in the General Education requirements, and to review proposals for new General Education courses.  He asked whether this is similar to what the General Education Assessment committee would do.  Lanford asked Szelest, Faerman and Wilkinson to plan a 15 minute presentation on General Education Assessment responsibilities for the council members.
Wilkinson gave an update on the Project Renaissance program review.  The external reviewers have been identified, Jean Henscheid and Meghan Biery.  The site visit has been scheduled for April 26th and 27th.  When a draft site visit itinerary has been developed, it will be sent to several parties on campus and both of the reviewers for suggestions.
Lanford said that it is important for the reviewers to meet with this council and with governance.  Questions were raised about the role of the council, and the role of faculty on campus, in the site visit.  Faerman said that the Project Renaissance program needs to be reviewed in the same manner as other departments.  Szelest added that a program review protocol exists for academic program external reviewer site visits.  Lanford suggested that Project Renaissance is a different type of program than academic departments, so the campus faculty should be able to raise questions, and that the assessment will fail if the reviewers only met with administrators and the Project Renaissance faculty.  Chaiken suggested that the reviewers’ time is limited, so maybe they could meet with representatives.  Questions were raised about how representative the Senate, or any faculty member would be.  Faerman explained that Project Renaissance sits in the Vice Provost for General Education’s office, that the council has had input into the Project Renaissance self-study, and that there are differences between asking questions and providing information; you can’t have input at two levels: providing questions to ask and offering opinions.  The council has had two meetings when the members talked about what kinds of information to include in the Project Renaissance review.  Chaiken asked that the current session get the questions from the past session.  Szelest responded that Wilkinson can send minutes from last year’s meeting with Steve DeLong to the current members.

Lanford stated that because it is the first time Project Renaissance is being reviewed, if the review didn’t address the relevant questions, it will fail, and he asked about the down side of the reviewers having such meetings, aside from taking one half hour of time?  Chaiken added that the more channels between faculty the better, and suggested that the things to consider are Project Renaissance among other programs such as Honor’s College, and resources - Project Renaissance exists at the expense of other possible programs.  Faerman responded that the discussion regarding the site visit hasn’t happened yet, but that it will occur between Steve DeLong and herself.
Lanford asked the members who reviewed the Mathematics and Statistics self-study document and external reviewer report to present their summary.  Chaiken asked what was meant by the term “rolling assessment”.  Wilkinson responded that students learn information in one semester and are tested on it in the context of a subsequent course.  Lanford suggested that the council members’ names should be included in the report, and “subcommittee” should replace “council”.  The council accepted the report, with the changes to the heading.
Szelest reported that Institutional Research is in the process of sending SIRF reports with comparison data to faculty.  Lanford commented that the enthusiastic response to this request on the part of IR is greatly appreciated.  In addition, Peter Bloniarz and Sue Phillips requested SIRFs on each of their faculty.  Faerman commented that she has received hers, and would like IR to consider separating Masters and Doctoral courses as they look to the future.

Respectfully submitted by Barbara Wilkinson.

