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I. Opening: The regular meeting of the Assessment Committee was called to order at 12:04 pm. on Friday by Justin Tickhill.  This meeting was held online via ZOOM. 

II. Present: Dr. Gina Kamwithi, Justin Tickhill, Dr. Kelly Gray, Christine Lynch, Christina Barker, Deb Hysell, Daniel Wagner, Barb Keener, Kimberly Lybarger, Paula Waldruff, Alicia Camak. 
Leesa Cox is no longer a member of the Assessment Committee as she began her new role as Assistant Dean in Health Sciences on March 8th.

III. TASK review for 19/20 Program Assessment Report: Cyber Security (Mohamed Ghonimy) – Mohamed was brought back to the committee as there was not enough time to review everything at the last meeting. Gina and Justin talked about the CWO chart which includes the comments from the Program Coordinator.  This should be included with the PARS report but there was some confusion and Mohamed did not include that with his report.  Gina shared an example of what integrated engineering has done and what kinds of trends they saw with their program. In early October she sent faculty 12 charts.  Gina will find what was done before for Cyber Security. At the last meeting, items addressed were Soft Skills and Professional Skills statements and Integrity. Justin then brought up the topic of plagiarism and how best to identify it in the program. 

A committee member shared a plagiarism identifying program. She has had some issues with mid-term exams as students’ answers were different than the material presented in class.  It clearly states on the exam students are not to use an outside source. The faculty member knew that students Googled the answer.  Students then had points deducted from their mid-term. She then told students if she finds out they did this during the final exam, they would get a 0.  She used this as a learning tool more than a punishment for the students.  Committee member said equipment would need to be very efficient if it was to be used to help identify plagiarism.

Mohamed feels there is a disconnect in writing assignments between English department and the rest of the college.  We need to all be on the same page.  What is expected of a student in an Associate’s degree.  For most professions like IT, there is a lot of writing.  They need to document everything they do. Example given by Mohamed, if the internet is down at NC State, it may be up and running within in an hour, but IT has to document all of the steps they did to resolve the problem. There is a difference in writing skills as a general and technical stand point and they do not always match up.  Justin shared that this topic has been discussed in Assessment different times.  References always need to be sited. Students will lose points if no references noted.  Mohamed brought up a good point and Gina said this is an issue that is structural and needs to be imbedded in the institution. 

When there are a lot of adjuncts it’s really difficult to identify plagiarism.  Adjuncts are informed by the Program Directors and Assistant Deans the preferred writing styles of MLA and APA.  TRIO has an electronic template worksheet available to students that they are encouraged to use when writing a paper and it shows the difference between the two.  TRIO encouraged to double check the template as the APA style changed in 2019.  

PARS item reviewed next: Justin shared that outcomes can be changed. Gina shared her PARS analysis on Cyber Security via Zoom and also emailed to the committee. She questioned how Mohamed decided on outcomes. She noted to the committee that is always the first question to ask and then also if there is anything else that really stands out.  Several things came to Gina’s attention when reviewing the PARS. 70% is listed as benchmark. Is that too low? What is the reason? There were a lot of 100%s noted in the document. Mohamed said it did not have to do with accreditation. The program is still pretty new – 5-6 years old.  Mohamed is interested to know within the next 3-4 years with doing more classes online and online hybrid, how that will change the number. Gina said for HLC accreditation and team analysis, a reason needs to be included by the percentages in the PARS.  

Gina asked for more information be shared about the project and appreciated the mention of older students.  Question was asked on how many check-ins for students’ projects. Mohamed said the project is 12 weeks and it starts at week 2 and goes through week 14.  There are milestones every 4 weeks (check-ins with students).  The report listed the final numbers of students who completed the class - 13 students.  

When measuring a skill, give data on all who have participated and how many get to the benchmark. There is a benefit to show how many students withdrew throughout the semester and find out what the reason is.  There may be other classes the student is in and has a test or paper due the same day.  Most of Mohamed’s students are full-time employees and usually withdraw due to a schedule change. Some students just disappear with no reason. Mohamed stated there is really no opportunity to investigate more on why a student has dropped.  

Gina noted that the final exam changed format during the pandemic to a 12-week assignment. Mohamed said that worked really well for the students. Mohamed asked if different assessment tools would be needed for online and face-face courses.  Students take different classes due to their schedules. Milestones are lower if class is done online than face-to-face, maybe use a different tool.  Gina said that part of assessment is a technique for teaching. The key is to document and current tool should be fine. There was disagreement.  If an assessment that is used for in-person and online does not work, then use different tool.  

Mohmad said he will use same assessment tool this year and will do the milestones to keep the students on track. It is difficult to monitor online milestones and it may impact results. Most of their courses prep students for certification.  They will have the same issue with exams (in-person - controlled with exam, closed books) but that cannot be done online. Mohamed not sure if it will be because of the tool or other factors.  CAO stated it will be an ongoing process for Mohamed determine that. He was dismissed from the meeting at 1:05 pm.  

IV. Minutes
Minutes from March 5th were reviewed and accepted. Motion to approve: 1st: Justin Tickhill 2nd: Christine Lynch

V. Breakdown Advisory Meeting materials – Justin did a poll on soft skills with his advisory board members at the meeting this week.  He received some positive remarks. He invited advisory board members and local partners to attend an Assessment meeting and to discuss soft skills. Gina asked her group of advisory board members to list their top 3 Soft Skills.  They listed them in this order: work ethic, attendance, attitude.  All agreed that it is very difficult to define work ethic as it is different for each supervisor. 

Question was raised about Cares Act funding.  The CAO stated that the Zoom expansion piece was purchased through Cares Act funding. There will be new funding this year but the rules have not yet been shared. A certain percentage goes to the students and students will receive a reward this semester as long as they are currently enrolled.  

VI. Schedule program in-person reviews – There was discussion among the committee on whether to invite Jason Tucker (Bioscience) or Michelle Slatterly (Psychology) to the next meeting for their PARS review.  A poll was taken and the majority voted to invite Michelle Slattery to the next meeting.  Gina will send Psych’s PARS to Justin.  

VII. Adjournment
Christine Lynch moved to adjourn at 1:27 pm, 2nd: Barb Keener. Meeting adjourned.  

The next meeting will be Friday, April 2, 2021 12 noon – 1:30 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Amy E. Burns
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