	AGENDA/MINUTES

	Team Name
	Outcomes Assessment Committee

	Date
	02/18/2019

	Time
	3:30 – 4:30 pm.

	Location
	S-139/Zoom (https://zoom.us/my/s139barton) 



	Facilitator
	Jo Harrington
	Recorder
	Sarah Riegel 

	Team members
	Present X
Absent   O

	x
	Randy Thode
	x
	Ange Sullivan
	x
	Steven Lueth
	x
	Elaine Simmons

	x
	Kathy Boeger
	o
	Ashley Anderson
	o
	Leanne Miller
	x
	Jo Harrington

	Guests

	x
	Claudia Mather
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Topics/Notes
	Reporter

	Classroom Assessment Subcommittee
· Subcommittee has gone through the fall CATs and are providing feedback to faculty
· The spring survey is open and each Friday a member of the subcommittee is giving feedback to faculty
· Goal is to have 90% completion
	Ange

	Co-Curricular Assessment Subcommittee
· Athletic Mentoring is complete
· Computer Club (Cristi Gale) has turned in her first draft
· Work on PTK next
· Kathy Boeger accepted the chair position beginning in the fall
	Steve

	Assessment Academy
· Waiting on questions from mentors
· Met last week to gather questions for mentors
	Jo

	Assessment Institute 
· Session Four: 2/20


	Jo

	Program Assessment
· Continually gathering data
· Report for this fall will be complete with this data
· Jo will have a draft for the mentors
	Jo

	Course Assessment Subcommittee
· Academic Integrity


· CEP


· Laura Schlessiger, Kurt Konda and Kenneth Kolembe are interested in serving on this subcommittee
	Jo

	LICC
· Continuing discussion to include assessment in LICC
	Jo

	BOLT 101 & 103
· Currently only online instructors go through 101 and 103 – consider opening this to all instructors
· Need to update and consider consolidating some information
· Jo will make edits and let Claudia and Todd know he changes
	Claudia

	EduKan 
· Any EduKan Assessment materials for review will be emailed out as usual
· Any comments/questions/concerns can be directed to Stephannie Goerl
	Jo



ENDS:
	ESSENTIAL SKILLS                             
	“BARTON EXPERIENCE”

	WORK PREPAREDNESS                    
	REGIONAL WORKFORCE NEEDS                       

	ACADEMIC ADVANCEMENT             
	SERVICE REGIONS

	PERSONAL ENRICHMENT                 
	STRATEGIC PLANNING

	CONTINGENCY PLANNING
	



Barton Core Priorities/Strategic Plan Goals 

	Drive Student Success 
	Emphasize Institutional Effectiveness

	1. Improve Student Success and Completion
	6. Develop, enhance, and align business processes

	2. Enhance the Quality of Teaching and Learning
	7. Provide a welcoming and safe environment

	[bookmark: _GoBack]
	

	Cultivate Community Engagement 
	Optimize Employee Experience 

	3. Cultivate and Strengthen Partnerships
	8. Support a diverse culture in which employees are engaged and productive

	4. Reinforce Public Recognition of Barton Community College
	

	5. Provide Cultural and Learning Experiences for the community
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MEASURABLE OUTCOMES (PG. 184)


Suskie, Linda A. Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide. 2nd ed., Jossey-Bass, 2009.







LICC CHARTER & SYLLABI







INSTITUTIONAL ASSESSMENT (TAB 32)


FUNDAMENTAL OUTCOMES







PROGRAM ASSESSMENT (TAB 33)


GENERAL EDUCATION OUTCOMES
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CLOSING THE LOOP (TAB 1)
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(TAB 20)







KBOR KPI (TAB 21)







FORESIGHT 2020







OBJECTIVE VS SUBJECTIVE (PG.'S. 165, 185)


Suskie, Linda A. Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide. 2nd ed., Jossey-Bass, 2009.







OBJECTIVE (PG. 170)


Suskie, Linda A. Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide. 2nd ed., Jossey-Bass, 2009.







SUBJECTIVE-RUBRICS (PG.'S 137-138)


Suskie, Linda A. Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide. 2nd ed., Jossey-Bass, 2009.







KEEP THE DESTINATION IN MIND (PG. 148)


Suskie, Linda A. Assessing Student Learning: A Common Sense Guide. 2nd ed., Jossey-Bass, 2009.







ON PAPER







NOW IN CANVAS







DATA IS JUST A TOOL (TAB 27)







DOCUMENTATION







DOCUMENTATION (TAB 28)


V 1.0







DOCUMENTATION (TAB 29)


V 2.0







DOCUMENTATION (TAB 29)
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ASSESSMENT SPOTLIGHT (TAB 35)







ASSESSMENT SUB-COMMITTEES







ASSESSMENT SUB-COMMITTEES (TAB 41)
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Course Design, Assessment & Integrity: Strange Bedfellows? 


-Tricia Bertram Gallant  


I had the good 
fortune last week 
to attend 
the Association 
for American 
Colleges & 
Universities 
(AAC&U) annual 
meeting. The 
purpose of the 
meeting was to 
“demonstrate 
why higher 
education is 
essential for 
students’ future 
employability 
and for 
democratic 
vitality”.  It seems 
clear to me that 
higher education 
can only 
demonstrate that 
it is essential to 


the private (individual) and public (societal) good if it attends to the integrity of its programs, 
curriculum, and assessments. So, I was excited to attend AAC&U in order to engage in such 
conversations with other attendees as well as to give a 10-minute TED-like talk entitled “Making 
Meaning from Cheating: How to Turn an Ethical Problem into an Opportunity”. 
 
Many of the sessions I attended were about course design and assessment. This wasn’t a 
surprise given that the purpose of the meeting was to “demonstrate”. However, what I did find 
surprising was the absence of academic integrity within those design and assessment 
conversations, as well as people’s reactions to me attending the meeting.  
 
The conversation went something like this: 
 


Them:  And what do you do at the University? 
Me:      I am the Director of the Academic Integrity Office, and I’m also a Board Member 
for the International Center for Academic Integrity 
Them:  Huh? 


To be fair, my job is unique. But the real issue was their confusion over why I would attend such 
a conference. So, I spent much of the week helping people see the connection between course 
design, assessment and integrity. And I had to wonder – why was this necessary? 
 
It seems clear that integrity does belong in the conversation. After all, our courses and 
assessments are meaningless if they do not have integrity. 



https://academicintegrity.org/author/tbertramgallant/





 
Yet, the course design and assessment design models most commonly cited at the conference do 
not mention integrity at all. So, I wondered – what would it look like if we mapped integrity into 
these popular models? 
 
Bear with me as I think out loud here – this is my first time putting these thoughts down “on 
paper”. 
 
Let’s first look at the popular Wiggins & McTighe’s Backward Design. The premise of this model 
is that course design should begin with the identification of the desire results (aka learning 
outcomes) rather than with the planning of the course activities. This is called “backward 
design” because many faculty start with planning their lectures or class activities before they 
have thought about learning outcomes and assessments. 
 
Integrity should be a key part of Backward Design because it is possible that an Instructor could 
insert some learning outcomes related to integrity. In an entry level writing course, for example, 
a learning outcome may be that “students will demonstrate ability to incorporate others’ words 
and ideas into their own work with integrity”. Also, in determining the best evidence to assess all 
learning outcomes, the Instructor should consider what threats might exist to the integrity of an 
assessment and what completion methods may need to be specified and monitored to ensure 
assessment integrity. For example, assigning problem-sets out of a textbook may appear to 
provide good evidence of problem-solving skills. However, when such evidence is examined 
through an integrity lens, it is easy to see that the ready availability of textbook solutions and the 
ease with which they can be copied means that such an assignment may be evidence of copy-
and-paste, not problem solving skills. 
 
Finally, in planning instruction and learning activities, the Instructor should consider how their 
plan will facilitate or inhibit their ability to role model integrity by, for example, showing up on 
time, citing their sources, and grading in a timely and respectful manner. 
 
Now, let’s look at Maki’s Student Learning Objectives (SLO) Assessment Loop, which is a 
continual (looping) process of: asking how well are students learning; gathering and interpreting 
the evidence to answer that question; and then changing teaching/assessments to enhance 
learning where necessary. 
 
Integrity should be a key part of this assessment loop because we must know if the gathered 
evidence will serve as a valid measurement of successful teaching and student learning. If the 
gathered evidence is produced by cheating or plagiarism, for example, then it will not be 
measuring what it was expected to measure. In other words, without an attention to integrity, 
the assessment loop is broken. 
 
So, I am imagining that integrating integrity into the full process of course design and 
assessment use, could look like the following diagram. In this diagram, I have combined the 
Backward Design Cycle & the SLO Assessment Loop with Integrity-critical questions to ask at 
each phase. 
 
In the end, what is most critical is that we continue to draw the connections between course 
design, assessment and integrity for faculty, students, instructional designers, assessment 
experts and others. Because, after all, without integrity, we cannot demonstrate why higher 
education is so essential to both the private and public good. 


https://academicintegrity.org/blog/course-design-assessment-integrity-strange-bedfellows/  



https://academicintegrity.org/blog/course-design-assessment-integrity-strange-bedfellows/
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Concurrent Enrollment Partnership (CEP) KBOR Requirement: 
 
iii.          Curriculum Standards, Course Content/Materials, and Assessment of Students 


(5)  College faculty at the postsecondary partner institution shall annually review 
Concurrent Enrollment Partnership courses in their discipline to ensure that: 
a.)  Concurrent Enrollment Partnership students are held to the same grading 


standards and standards of achievement as those expected of students in on-
campus sections; 


b.)  Concurrent Enrollment Partnership students are being assessed using the same 
method (i.e., papers, portfolios, quizzes, labs) as students in on-campus sections; 


c.)  high school faculty are utilizing the same final examination for each Concurrent 
Enrollment Partnership course as is given in a representative section of the same 
course taught at the public postsecondary institution awarding the course credit; 
and 


d.)  high school faculty are applying the same scoring rubric for the assigned course as 
is used in the on-campus course; and that course management, instructional 
delivery and content meet or exceed those in regular on-campus sections. 


  
In reviewing these guidelines, keep these things in mind:  


 Secondary education is regulated by different bodies than post-secondary education.  In 
some cases, these regulations include additional competencies.   


 District budgeting sometimes allows for the purchase of a set of textbooks to be used 
for a set number of years and replaced on a set schedule within the school. Updating 
the text as we do on campus may not be possible for schools that provide textbooks for 
their students.  The regulation (specifies) that books must be comparable, not identical. 
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