University Assessment Committee Meeting Minutes
Tuesday, October 26, 2010 at 3:30 pm
Enrollment Conference Room
In attendance: Kristi Pearce, Erin Holmes, Shelia Aaker, John Alsup, Mitch Hopewell, Pamela
Carriveau, Danielle Brady, Janet Briggs, Abigail Domagall, Holly Boomer and Gregg Galea.
Dr. Pearce openned the meeting by thanking everyone for carrying on during her absence
at the last meeting. She then asked if everyone had the opportunity to review the minutes
from the September meeting and if we had a motion to approve. Holly made a motion to
approve the minutes. Danielle seconded and the motion carried.
Dr. Pearce welcomed Mitch Hopewell to the committee. Mitch is the Program Coordinator
for the MSSL graduate program. Mitch said that he was happy to serve on the committee
and that he learned to love assessment as a Graduate Student while on the University of
Arizona assessment committee and that’s where it started to make sense to him. He
believes in being a teacher first and the importance of student learning.
Dr. Pearce asked the committee what they thought the perception across the University
was of assessment and the role of the assessment committee. Are we still perceived as the
“assessment police”? And if that is the case, then we still have work that needs to be done
to change that perception. Do we need an “attitude assessment” check? What can we do to
help shape the perception of assessment?
Dr. Boomer thought we would be “coaching” for a while yet. Dr. Hopewell expressed that
we need to provide assessment leadership, to be clear about the vision, and stay on message
in different voices.
Dr. Pearce asked the question, what can this committee do to change the assessment
culture on the university? Do we use focus groups, forums? Do we need to get information
out to dispel old beliefs? Mitch suggested the committee sponsor an assessment fair
where faculty members would present poster sessions to share their ideas on how they use
assessment in their classrooms. Some thought that was a good idea to work toward but
that starting a bit smaller with a forum with breakout session and/or roundtables
discussions might be the best first step to make it as non-threatening as possible.
Dr. Pearce asked the committee for their thoughts about bringing Barbara Walvoord to
campus for an in-service before spring semester starts. As a whole, the committee thought
that it was a good idea. Timing was an issue and all thought that Wednesday before the
Spring Semester started would be the best time if possible. Dr. Pearce will work with Dr.

Haney on getting Barbara here and tasked the committee to come up with ideas on what
topics they would like her to address for the next meeting.
On teaching evaluation, there are still concerns with how IDEA results are used. Only 30%
of a faculty member’s evaluation is based on the IDEA results, so how do we assess the
other 70%? Holly mentioned peer review and/or mentoring as a possible avenue. Should
we look at a mentor program or a peer review system or perhaps a combination of both?
This conversation will continue.
The concepts of formative and summative assessment were discussed. The difference
between the two types of assessments is that formative assessments occur while content is
being taught and learned and should continue throughout the period of learning. These
types of assessment are not intended to assign grades; their primary objective is to inform
the teacher of the learning process. More importantly, formative classroom assessments
allow teachers to make decisions to monitor instruction based on student learning while
summative assessment occurs at the end of a learning unit and determines if the content
taught was retained. With that said, are we getting lost in the “jargon” of assessment? Do
people understand the terms? Holly thought Karen Mortimer might be able to help the
committee formulate some ideas on how to tackle this issue.

The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

If you have any comments or corrections, please inform Gregg Galea.
Gregg.Galea@BHSU.edu.

Handout
University Assessment Committee
2010-11 Annual Outcomes
In changing our role from assessment police for monitoring compliance to ensure
submission of annual assessment reports to…..assisting the university as assessment
liaisons to support using assessment data for continuous improvement of student learning
.... the following outcomes for this year’s University Assessment Committee were
discussed:
Outcome l - Conduct “focus groups” to determine perceptions, attitudes, and use of
assessment methods for continuous improvement in student learning.
Outcome 2 - Support professional development in formative and summative assessment.
Outcome 3 - Develop student life assessment plan.
Outcome 4 - Improve electronic database to file annual assessment reports.

