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The University Assessment Committee (UAC) met monthly throughout the 2006-2007 academic year. With the departure of Barbara Loftus, Mary Kropiewnicki was appointed as faculty associate to the provost and chair of UAC by Provost Graham. Members of the UAC include: Brian Bogert, Douglas Lynch, KarenBeth Bohan, Joan McDonald, and Dean Frear.

The charge of the UAC was based on a proposal prepared by Dr. Loftus in 2005-2006 to establish a working relationship with the Core Review Committee (CRC) and for the UAC to fulfill the following functions: (1) investigate assessment methods and instruments that address general education/core student learning outcomes at other peer academic institutions; (2) provide assessment methods/instruments recommendations to the Core Review Committee following the CRC’s establishment of general education/core student learning outcomes; and (3) review the Assessment Committee--Core Review Committee relationship at the end of the academic year to establish the functions of general education/core assessment measurement and evaluation for 2006-2007. 

As part of this function, the UAC reviewed assessment instruments that are used at many universities to ascertain their effectiveness in evaluating the core curriculum during 2005-2006 and into the fall of 2006-2007. The following instruments were reviewed: the MAPP (Measure of Academic Proficiency and Progress) from ETS (see http://www.ets.org), the CLA (Collegiate Learning Assessment) from the Council for Aid to Education (see http://www.cae.org/content/pro_collegiate.htm), the CAAP (Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency)  from ACT (see http://www.act.org/caap/ ), and the Institutional Portfolio, an in-house constructed assessment program with rubrics, student work samples from a range of general education courses, portfolios reflective of student work in each core and competency area, and structured evaluations of portfolios. 

Based on the Spellings’ Report and increased pressure for accountability in higher education (see http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports.html), UAC members determined that the assessment review phase needed to be brought to a close with recommendations made by the end of the 2006-2007 academic year. The UAC also set goals for academic year 2006-2007 which included:
1. Compile a summary report with recommendations for various assessments reviewed to date based on their “fit” to our institution. 
2. Clarify and make distinctions between the function of CRC from that of UAC and possibly expand the role of UAC to monitor university assessment processes and proposals. 
3. Take a proactive role in preparing faculty for the upcoming Middle States Self-Study Review in 2009-2010. 
4. Ensure that the committee is composed of the following: 4 elected faculty members; 3 staff members (Academic Affairs, Office of Planning, Analysis & Research, Career Services)

Goal 1: Assessment Recommendation for the Core Curriculum
The committee selected two of the aforementioned assessments, the MAPP and the CLA, for more extensive review because of fit with Wilkes and trends in national use of these instruments. The MAPP, offered by ETS, is recommended by UAC members for the following reasons: closer match of skill areas tested--reading, mathematics, writing, critical thinking--with skill areas currently being reviewed by the CRC--written communication, oral communication, quantitative reasoning, critical thinking and computer literacy; customizable options for institution-specific content questions; option for value-added assessment (pre-test/post-test); options for length of test and testing time; greater availability of peer institutions for comparisons; technology options for administration; cost effectiveness; and more reputable company with a longer test history. The committee members also expressed interest in the major field tests that ETS offers, should a department be interested in a standardized assessment to measure student learning in the major field. 

Some cautions voiced by committee members if the MAPP were adopted include: the relationship between what is tested and what is taught, a clear purpose for the test and use of its results, and the limitations of such data, particularly regarding sampling of students should pre- and post-tests be given. 

Goal 2: Redefinition of the function and role of UAC 
The UAC continues to strive to seek a clearer and more active role in the university. The attainment of this goal will remain “on hold” until the appointment of a new provost; however, UAC members are motivated and willing to provide support to faculty on assessment issues. To illustrate this, a UAC website with assessment resources was established in February of 2007 and linked on the Faculty Committees’ webpage.

The UAC will continue to advocate for a more active role within the university, as described in the Vision 2010 document, by continuing to propose the following: (1) that UAC examine department and division assessment plans and reports and provide feedback to improve and affirm their assessment process; (2) that the CRC and UAC have distinct roles in the core curriculum and assessment review process and support each other’s work. The following were proposed to the president and interim provost in the spring of 2007: (a) that UAC be the first body to review core curriculum proposals containing assessment plans to ensure that outcomes are written to be measurable and that assessment plans are well-designed, such as those in WAC proposals, and that recommendations for revision to assessment plans be sent by UAC to the submitting department, as needed, and proposals not needing revision sent on to CRC; (b) that CRC continue to take the leadership in reviewing core curriculum proposals focusing on whether goals and learning outcomes are of sufficient rigor, as well as linked to the institutional mission, vision, and values, and institutional outcomes, when developed. 

Goal 3: The role of UAC in the Middle States Ten-Year Accreditation Review 2009-2010
Because the Middle States Commission on Higher Education’s Characteristics of Excellence 2002 places significant emphasis on institutional assessment and the assessment of student learning outcomes, UAC will continue to offer to take the lead in assessment matters related to Middle States. In order to begin preparation for Middle States and to make this review a process of engagement and an opportunity for growth, the following steps, posed as questions, are endorsed by UAC to begin these preparations:
· What type of self-study would best meet our needs?
· What membership should comprise the steering committee?
· What task forces should be formed?
· What timelines should be set?
· While working on the above, how can everyone be made aware of the emphasis Middle State places on planning, institutional assessment, and assessment of student learning outcomes?
· What institutional outcomes emerge from the new mission, vision, and values?
· How will institutional outcomes be reflected in student learning outcomes?
· How will these outcomes be assessed and the results used to inform and strengthen practice and student learning?

Goal 4: UAC Membership
The UAC will strive to fill out its membership in 2007-2008 to include not only 4 elected faculty members; but also representatives from Student Affairs, the Office of Information, Analysis, & Planning, and Career Services. At present, staff members from some but not all of these divisions are part of UAC. There are also additional departments and divisions not named who should have representation on UAC, such as those within Graduate Studies and Continued Learning. In light of the upcoming Middle States Review, the UAC will continue to propose that UAC be expanded to at least one faculty or staff representative from every college, school, or division who has the capacity to serve as liaisons and resource people in the development of assessment plans and reports.

To close the year with substantial and positive action, the UAC constructed and forwarded a draft of institutional learning outcome statements to the administration for their consideration and review. This was based on a draft document prepared by Drs. Kropiewnicki and Fields using information from the Middle States Competencies and outcomes for liberal education from the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AACU). 

Respectfully submitted on April 28, 2007 by
Dr. Mary Kropiewnicki
Chair of University Assessment Committee
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