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I. Opening: The regular meeting of the Assessment Committee was called to order at 12:06 p.m. on Friday, February 5, 2021 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, Leesa Cox, Daniel Wagner, Barb Keener, Kimberly Lybarger, Paula Waldruff, Alicia Camak.

III. Minutes
Minutes from January 29th were reviewed. Motion to approve: 1st: Deb Hysell, 2nd: Kimberly Lybarger.  

IV. Overview of Assessment
Justin gave a quick overview of the components of the TASK, so as to help new members understand what we were getting set to review. Specifically he described the PARS- the outcomes for each program, why the assessments are displayed with courses/assignments, etc…

V. TASK review for 19/20 Program Assessment Report: Human and Social Work Services
Gina provided the team her analysis of the HMSV PARS
Previously as a team we sent faculty post review letters, similar to program review. The team decided that we should add analysis to the letter, but do a better job of formatting. 
Formatting was an issue, but content OK. To move forward with the review, Gina emailed the committee during the meeting.  Important point brought up was that HMSV followed best practices by only measuring outcomes of students who participated. The PARS are used as documents telling faculty and accrediting body what the specific goals and outcomes that these students should have when they receive their degree. Each program will have its own value. 

 Analysis of the PARS emailed in text format to all members in the middle of the meeting. See below: 

Best Practices followed in the report for HMSV:
· You have used 1000, and 2000 level courses.   
· Majority of courses used are concrete, measurable behavior courses.   
· Gave clear N information.   
· Differentiated student population for us.  
· Gave information related to drops/non completion of assignment.  
· Used external reviewers and real world situations, that the students will encounter after graduation.   
· Gave information about the adjunct faculty completing some of these assessments.  
· Outcome 1 is multifaceted and is assessed from three different angles/levels. Very textured analysis of the skills.   
· LOVE the data for benchmarks at 80 and 90 %  
Questions to explore:  
Two of the outcomes align with the college’s stated CWO’s. However, outcome 3 also adds non-verbal skills. Obviously essential! Would adding active listening be helpful?  OR, is that addressed in outcome 1?  
Perhaps outcome one assessment descriptions could provide more detail especially about the case management assignment.  
 
OR, we can see outcome one as an area where the assessment team would ask more details during the assessment review?  
 
Letting us know 2/41 did not complete the assignment very much helps to give context.  I see you increased the benchmark in 17/18. How did the students do in the 16/17 PARS?  
 
Is this where perhaps listening skills are addressed? Reflective listening, the ability to evaluate their own interpretation of what the client is saying? Questioning their own biases, etc…

This is a perfect assignment to display critical thinking skills.  

This assignment hits both their knowledge of the mezzo level, which from the description pulls in student’s understanding of relationships and the impact on mental health, and it also seems like fertile ground for verbal communication assessment. 

Assessment tool in HMSV 2050 would be ideal for critical thinking. “Each student must complete a research paper on a social problem of their choice. Students look at personal vs. social problems, fallacies, and community resources.” 
Is this a class where they may need to research online and evaluate the validity of what they are reading? Perhaps fertile ground for a confluence of information literacy and critical thinking.   

Again, thank you for giving us the NOT COMPLETED assignment number.  That helps to give context to the numbers so that we can have a better understanding of where improvements need to be made, barriers faced by students and faculty.  

Very good use of outside faculty.  

Very good giving us the COVID context. While I believe we will never forget this  it is helpful for future evaluators to understand exactly when our students were impacted and exactly how-- in terms of being pulled from the sites before the end of the term. 
 


Christine Lynch explained some highlights of their Program Assessment Report that was submitted to the committee.

· Benchmark was moved from C- to B-. There is no licensure used for a benchmark.  The program also used information from the advisory committees which concluded that we needed to help students in the PF/SS skills area, where it seems some of our students are not excelling. 
· Some discussion surrounded course/assignment grades reflecting more of students resiliency than specific outcomes.  
· HMSV displays three components to each of their three outcomes. They selected three assignments for each, measuring each individual for that goal. 
· Outcome  2 – assessed by the  Site Supervisor. Site evaluation form matches the twelve soft skills. The Site Supervisor provides the grade, measures at mid-term and final (two benchmarks). 
· This year, students received mid-term site evals but not during finals last year due to Covid. There is a different number of Site Supervisor every semester – depends on how many students are in the program.  This semester there were  20 different sites. Deb and Justin both agreed that it is great to measure soft skills from an outside source. 
· When looking at subsequent programs, this gives a good template for assessment. Christine said there are no more than two students at each site and they share sites with other colleges. They each have historical data.

Discussion among committee: 
Gina – students get the technical aspects of class, but life gets in the way.  Fewer sites can take interns and internships are a lot more competitive.  Soft skills go into the search process and students reach out to sites. Sometimes they do great at the sites, but in class are missing assignments/learning component. There needs to be a balance. 

Paula spoke on a career advising perspective. It is great that Christine has students more involved with the sites. Paula is there to educate student with job seeking skills. Ultimately, it’s the students responsibility. They are given all the soft skills they need. They really stress to students to do critical thinking when applying for a job.  

Kimberly shared about Honor students and to how to categorize them.  Being a part of the Honor Society helps them to get their foot in the door and helps to build networking connections. Students are challenged to stretch themselves. They have one project to complete during the entire semester. At the end of term, the student submits completed project to faculty. The faculty member may have other requirements.  They meet with faculty member at mid-term.  Success in project is  success in course. Honors is more about academic excellence and transferring to another school after receiving associates. The presentation poster is a helpful tool when doing an interview. 

Christine posed the question of how do program outcomes get changed. Gina said anytime it needs changed, it will be part of the curriculum process.  Beginning in March, outcomes will be able to be edited in Curriculog. This in turn will automatically change the program outcome, website and catalog.   

There was feedback on CWO intercultural knowledge.  18.24 out of 25 is not high.  Deb Hysell asked, what is the goal?  She pointed out that this  is an important outcome for students in the HMSV.  Deb asked if we set goals for CWOs. Gina described the benchmarks for CWO’s and where they could be found.  

 Christine shared that they have a lot of students in programs who have been in situations themselves, a lot of recovering addicts who are in the program to help others.  Diversity is lacking across the college. Important to be able to communicate with students from other ethnic cultures. Values are different depending on social class. Cultural diversity and ethics is covered in all classes.  HMSV has great data on this area. 

SOCY 2010 – inconsistent use of the value rubric. May up this faculty participation to get more assessment data on the Intercultural VALUE rubric.   It was noted that many programs do not use this course.  Dr. Diab’s goal is to incorporate into all program courses. 

Deb said thank you to Christine for being the model and thanks to the co-curricular members as well. 

VI. Plan Programs to review TASKS for this semester
Since the Assessment Committee has access to Canvas, members were assigned to do an analysis similar to what Gina did.   
· Radiology - Ellen did PARS before.  With accreditation coming up in June, and Dorie getting acclimated to her new position, advised to do this in the fall. RADS: Gina Rossi-Kamwithi, Leesa Cox, Justin Tickhill. 
· Cyber Security – Chris Barker, Alicia Camak, Paula Waldruff 
· Criminal Justice - Deb Hysel, Christine Lynch, Kimberly Lybarger 

VII. Discuss changes to Curriculog system
Gina said she plans to have announcements out in March to discuss changes to the Curriculog system that will support assessment and the listing of program outcomes. 

VIII. Adjournment
Christine Lynch moved to adjourn at 1:28 pm, Leesa Cox seconded. 

The next meeting will be Friday, February 19, 2021

Respectfully submitted,
Amy E. Burns
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