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Minutes

Agenda Item:
1. AY2024 Program Assessment of Student Learning reporting, reviews, survey responses, winter convocation award winners, and review’s inter-rater reliability metrics.

Discussion:
The LAC Chair walked the committee through the presentation he gave to Academic Counsel on January 7th which outlined AY2024 program’s Assessment of Student Learning processes (participation, reviewed performance, self-reflections (survey responses), selection of assessment award winners, and the overall thoughts from University Director of Assessment). Overall, 91% of programs participated in the program assessment of student learning process in AY2024 as demonstrated through the submission of a report. In total, 80 assessment reports were submitted, which covered 70 of the 77 expected reports. Of those 80 reports, 54 were reviewed by the LAC as they submitted the university’s standardized reporting form (programs with specialized accreditation have the option of submitting an alternative form if their specialized accreditation outlines a student learning assessment process they must follow). As AY2024 participation was the last year aligned with the prior University’s Strategic Plan strategy 1.2, it was great to see the 91% participation rate exceeded not only the 80% benchmark goal set for Year 5, but also wrapped up a great area of progress over the 5-year strategic plan as we moved from the initial base in 2019 of just 57% of programs participating in program assessment of student learning processes. Moving forward, emphasis in the new strategic plan will advance beyond just participation and focus more on processes delivering results: improvement in student learning.

Reviews of assessment reports in the aggregate showed continued year-over-year declines in 7 of-the 8 reviewed criteria as indicated by the % of programs reviewed at the highest 2 levels of performance. The LAC Chair outlined his thoughts on why he believed these declines occurred, they were: 1) 8 programs who did not submit reports for review in AY2023 submitted in AY2024 (were indicated to be at more of an “infancy stage” in their process; 2) the continued alignment of expectations amongst LAC members through both the refinements of the rubric and norming session that took place in the Fall. Both of these items allowed for better awareness by reviewers of what elements we are looking for in reports to garner higher level scoring in the reviewed criteria (more on this in the inter-rater reliability discussion). 

The assessment awards were selected by the LAC Chair once again in a consistent manner compared to the previous AY, in that, they were based on the review of reports conducted by the LAC. One slight modification occurred in the selection of the “Advancing Assessment Award,” as there has now been 3-years of consistent reviews, this allowed for incorporating both year-over-year and 3-year progression by programs to be reviewed. Based on both the year-over-year and 3-year progression metrics, the clear winner was the BA in Chemistry program. The BA Chemistry program progressed from no submission of an assessment report in AY2022, to submitting an outlined plan of attack in AY2023, to finally executing on the identified assessment plan in AY2024’s report. This evidence of progression, to the LAC Chair, exemplifies exactly what we are looking for in the Advancing Assessment Award.  The “Closing of the Loop Award” also followed a consistent selection approach taken over the previous 2 academic years, in that, programs evaluated by a minimum of 2 reviewers who rated the “Closing of the Loop” criteria at the highest level (level 3) were considered for selection of the award. The LAC Chair then reviewed all program reports who met this criterion for ultimate selection. This year’s selected winner, the Bachelor program from Tourism and Hospitality Management had clearly met the bar of achievement to be selected. The THM program evidenced a gap in student learning in a previous academic year on one of their PLO’s, they subsequently outlined specific action items to be implemented to attempt to address this gap, the program implemented the action items in the latest AY and evidenced improvement in student learning in their assessment results. Again, these results exemplify what it means to close-the-loop in student learning.

A brief walk-through of the survey results from programs submitting their assessment of student learning reports was conducted. Overall, responses were fairly consistent in AY2024 with those of AY2023. A few highlights mentioned: Department Chairs/Coordinators continue to be heavily involved in contributing/reviewing reports as are 1 or more faculty members; 10% more programs indicated a faculty who teaches online contributed/reviewed the assessment of student learning report; <15% of programs indicated an adjunct faculty contributed/reviewed the assessment report; few programs (<10%) indicated they did not have the basic items (PLOs, curriculum map, assessment plan) and ~90% indicated they made a decision or took an action informed by assessment. These survey results indicate programs find themselves in a similar, to slightly improved, position when it comes to program assessment of student learning when compared to the prior year.

Finally, the LAC Chair walked through the inter-rater reliability scores stemming from the AY2024 reviews of program assessment of student learning reports. Overall, compared to AY2023 reviews, AY2024 reviews improved in both ‘% agreement” and ‘% adjacent’ scoring although improvements at the individual review criteria were not uniform. The largest improvement in ‘% Agreement’ scoring occurred in the ‘Review and Analysis’ (+15%), ‘Assessment Measures’ (+10%), & ‘Results Data’ (+7%) criteria whereas the largest improvement in ‘% Adjacent’ scoring occurred also in ‘Assessment Measures’ (+15%) with ‘Results Data’ & ‘Area of Improvement’ both observing +6% increases in agreement YoY. Review criteria of ‘Targets and Benchmarks’, ‘Number of PLOs measured’, as well as ‘Action Plan for Next Year’ each saw declines in both ‘% Agreement’ and ‘% Adjacent’ scoring YoY, these could be areas of review norming focus to highlight prior to our next review cycle.

In total, the LAC Chair outlined he was very proud of the work the LAC conducted in the latest review cycle as well as the progress programs are making in their assessment of student learning processes. With that, the Chair opened the floor for thoughts, observations, or comments from LAC members:

Many good points were brought up by committee members, some were:
· A committee member noticed the reviews of the reports from their area were dissimilar and left the programs a bit confused on what to do, if anything, with the feedback. The committee member outlined they believed we still have plenty of work to do as a committee to ensure more consistent reviews are conducted on program reports.
· A couple committee members outlined additional clarification on what the expectations for adjunct faculty in the assessment of student learning process should be. This was brought up in response to the low (<15%) of programs indicating adjunct faculty “contributed to/reviewed their assessment report prior to submission.” The thought was participation in the assessment of student learning process could be/is beyond their contractual obligation and perhaps creates an ethical situation in expecting them to be involved. The LAC Chair offered his perspective which was “are adjunct faculty communicated with about assessment results, particularly when changes are identified? A number of programs rely heavily on adjuncts and if communication with them is not occurring the ability for the program’s changes to have impact on results could be muted.” It was noted by another LAC member, in some cases, not all, assessments take place often in the highest-level courses in the program (often capstone) which often are not taught by adjuncts.
· There were mixed reviews on committee members ease on applying the updated review rubric to assessment reports. Some found the norming sessions helped guide them to better deployment of the rubric whereas others outlined it simply depended on the report in which they were reviewing (well done reports were easy, those less well done remained somewhat difficult). New LAC members provided feedback that the norming sessions were helpful to better understand what we are doing and trying to accomplish with the reviews.


Conclusion:
The LAC Chair outlined he did not envision substantial changes to the assessment process for AY2025 and welcomed additional thoughts on what the committee should focus on for the remainder of the academic year.

Action Items:
1. AY2024 interrater reliability metrics and the comparison to AY2023 will be provided to Academic Counsel (LAC Chair)



End of Minutes

