University Learning Assessment Committee Meeting #4 Minutes

Location: Memorial Union: Smoky Hill Room (rm 215)
Date: 10.31.24
Time: 1:00 - 2:00 PM (extended through 2:30 PM)
Attendance: 
	Mr. Andrew Cutright (Univ Assessment Dir), Chair
Dr. Magdalene Moy (TILT)
Dr. Brad Will (General Ed & AHSS Assist Dean)
Ms. Robin Hartman (Library)


	Ms. Shelly Gasper (Assessment Data Collection)
Dr. Morgan Steele (AHSS Assessment Coordinator)
Mr. Dale Ano (Student Affairs)
Dr. David Tarailo (Faculty Senate)






Absent:
	Dr. Karmen Porter (HBS Assessment Coordinator)
Dr. Kenny Rigler (Ed Faculty)
Dr. Carol Patrick (HBS Assessment Coordinator)
Dr. Masa Watanabe (STM Asmnt Coordinator)
Ms. Judy Brummer (COE Asmt/Accred Assist Pgm Dir)

	Ms. Amie Wright (BE Assessment Coordinator)
Dr. Jennifer Bechard (HBS Assessment Coordinator)
Dr. Jeanne Sumrall (STM Assessment Coordinator)


	
	



Minutes

Agenda Item:
1. Norming of Program Assessment of Student Learning Report Review Rubric, part III

Discussion:
The LAC walked through each element of the AY2023 report (MPS in Organizational Leadership) to determine the appropriate review selection and feedback to be provided to the program. As each of the 11 reviews conducted were available prior to the meeting, the committee additionally walked through the overall scoring statistics along with the interrater reliability (IRR) metrics the committee discussed in AY2024 (% agreement and % adjacent) for each of the evaluative criteria reviewed. All 8 evaluative criteria resulted in >90% of % adjacent scoring, indicating close scoring of each criterion. In terms of % agreement, 4 of the 8 criteria resulted in >70% agreement with 2 criteria (Results Data & Area of Improvement) scoring slightly below, both at 64%. Assessment Measures and Closing of the Loop Part I and II were the criteria where there was the lowest % agreement at 55% and 45%, this outcome was the result of the reviews being close to 50/50 split between two adjacent scoring levels.

Many good points were brought up by committee members, some were:
· “Are we clear on our expectations on what a collaborative assessment of student learning process entails”
· “Review and analysis are not simply a restatement of the data”
· “Sometimes responses to a particular criterion may not reside solely in that dedicated section of the report”
· “Deficiency in one criterion can often lead to carry-on effects in subsequent criterion”
· “We need to be conscious to not fall victim to contrast bias where we simply evaluate one report relative to another. Instead, we need to be consistent in evaluating each report against the criteria of the rubric”


Conclusion:
Overall, the LAC chair indicated he believed these 3 sessions dedicated to driving more consistent evaluations of program assessment reports were a great success. LAC members were able to walk through and subsequently discuss why particular selections were made for evaluative criteria and then better align their understanding of what they are looking for when reviewing reports later this semester. The norming sessions also allowed the committee to highlight some deficiencies in the existing rubric and template that can be addressed by the committee moving forward. The LAC chair did indicate work on the rubric and template should take place in the Spring term to ensure programs are working with and being reviewed against a stationary target.

Likely not to the same extent as this year, but the LAC chair shared he thinks a similar norming session should likely occur in the future to continue improving on the committee’s ability to provide consistent reviews and feedback to programs.

Action Items:
1. Provide scoring selections and IRR metrics to the LAC committee (LAC Chair)
2. Provide video recording of review session to LAC committee members (LAC Chair)



End of Minutes

