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Executive Summary 

The extent to which the Assessment Committee achieved its 2011-2012 goals was evaluated 
using the CIPP Model as the evaluation framework. The timeframe of the evaluation was from 
committee inception in March 2011 through July 2012. Recommendations include: 

1. Regular attendance of the Assessment Committee meetings by a high-level 
administrator;  

2. Expansion of committee membership to better represent academic clusters across the 
AA and AS/PSAV programs; 

3. Creation of a joint Assessment and Curriculum Development ad hoc committee to 
investigate and recommend how to address the alignment of Core Abilities across the 
AA Program; 

4. Submission of a resource plan and related budget to the Academic Affairs Council, 
the Associate Vice President of Planning and Assessment, and the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs/Chief Learning Officer;  

5. Creation of a sub-committee to continue to research program-level assessment and 
the use of multiple measures for assessing general education outcomes;  

6. Expansion of the overall AA Program-level Assessment Plan with related timeline 
and milestones; 

7. Development of an electronic repository for assessment plans, rubrics and exemplar 
student artifacts, action plans, and follow-up assessment plans, as well as an online 
procedure and form for faculty to submit student artifact scores by the end of Fall 
2012;  

8. Inclusion of workshops in rubric construction, and concepts and theories of 
assessment, measurement, testing, and evaluation in the 2012-2013 Professional 
Development calendar; 

9. Creation of a sub-committee to continue to work on the college-wide Assessment 
Handbook and Committee Procedures Manual;  

10. Submission of a progress report for the Fall 2012 in-service assessment event to the 
AAC; 

11. Development of a communications/marketing plan for reporting results to all 
stakeholders.  
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Identification of Program 

In March 2011, the Assessment Committee (AC) was formed and charged by the 

Academic Affairs Committee (AAC) to develop and implement a responsive evaluation 

framework for assessing student learning outcomes to enhance the quality of instruction. The AC 

was formed partly in response to the requirement by the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools (SACS) that for every education program offered at the College: (a) student learning 

outcomes are defined; (b) the extent to which the outcomes are achieved is measured and 

regularly documented; and (c) improvements to curriculum, instruction, and other program 

services are made as a result of said evaluation (Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, 

2012). Committee membership includes seven full-time faculty members from across disciplines 

and campuses and three administrators (see Appendix A for membership list). Faculty members 

are voting members, while the administrators are non-voting members. The chairperson of the 

committee is a faculty member and does cast a vote. 

Program Goals 

Once membership was complete, the AC was given the following responsibilities:  

1. Establish a timeline and subsequent program for continuous assessment in the general 

education core, including the periodic review of the effectiveness of existing assessment 

methods.  

2. Coordinate the assessment processes of all academic discipline clusters, particularly 

where no regular or measurable assessments are currently in place. 

3. Provide standards and guidance for a structured review of assessment processes at the 

discipline and college-wide levels involving all faculty members and in coordination with the 
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Vice President of Academic Affairs/Chief Learning Officer and the Associate Vice President of 

Planning and Assessment. 

4. Communicate information and action items from the committee to the AAC and to all 

appropriate administrators, staff, committees, departments, discipline clusters, and other groups 

as directed by the AAC. 

Program Delivery 

Committee meetings are held every three or four weeks during the fall and spring 

semesters. The committee chairperson is responsible for calling the meetings, determining the 

agenda, assigning tasks to individual members, facilitating the implementation of the program-

level assessment pilots, and ensuring all faculty members are made aware of the committee’s 

needs and accomplishments. To ensure all faculty members are able to review the work of the 

AC, an Assessment Committee Repository, located on the College Learning Management 

System, is maintained by the committee. Material in the repository includes: (a) meeting 

minutes; (b) resources developed for and that are the result of various assessment pilots; (c) 

rubric construction materials; (d) the college-wide assessment handbook; (e) approved analytic 

and holistic rubrics for the general education student learning outcomes; (f) resources related to 

the student learning outcomes, SACS requirements, and assessment; and (g) copies of the 

committee updates given at the college-wide in-service events, held each fall and spring 

semester.  

Program Description 

While program assessment in the Career and Technical Programs was being coordinated 

by the Office of Planning and Assessment, no program-level assessment framework existed for 

the AA Program; consequently the AC decided to focus its efforts on establishing an evaluation 
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framework for the AA Program. To decide how best to proceed, in March 2011 committee 

members conducted a situational analysis to determine: (1) the extent to which assessment was 

conducted at the College, (2) any enablers or barriers to the implementation of a college-wide 

assessment process, (3) resources available for college-wide assessment, and (4) the political 

context and primary uses of assessment results. In addition, an online survey was emailed to all 

faculty members requesting that they share the extent to which they assessed Critical Thinking in 

their courses. Critical Thinking became the focus as a result of the committee’s curriculum study 

(Committee meeting minutes: 3/17/11).  

In April 2011, enrollment data was examined to identify the top 25 enrolled courses from 

2007-2011 and which Core Ability (AA program learning outcomes) was linked to each of these 

courses. The Committee decided to start with a small pilot study (henceforth referred to as the 

Pilot Phase of the Critical Thinking Assessment Plan) of one outcome – Think Critically, at the 

course level in two courses: BSCC 1010 and HUM 2230; and established the timeline in 

Appendix B. The Pilot Phase was scheduled to begin August 2011 and the primary objectives 

included: (a) developing a process for evaluation that outlines data collection, coding, storage, 

analysis, interpretation, and reporting; and (b) garnering buy-in for and participation of all 

faculty in the evaluation of the Core Abilities (Committee meeting minutes: 3/17/11, 4/19/11). 

Beginning May 2011, committee members conducted a literature search to identify 

resources and best practices related to teaching and assessing Critical Thinking and planning and 

implementing program-level assessment. Members reviewed scholarly articles and books, as 

well as material related to assessment of student learning outcomes available on the websites of 

colleges, universities, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), the National 
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Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment, and the American Association of Colleges and 

Universities (Committee meeting minutes 5/26/11; Committee electronic LOR).  

In August 2011, faculty volunteers were solicited for the Pilot Phase at the Biology and 

Humanities discipline meetings during the college-wide in-service. Three faculty work sessions 

were scheduled for analytic rubric construction, assessment tool selection and development, and 

holistic scoring training. To supplement the rubric construction work session, an online rubric 

construction learning object was developed that included an introductory presentation, pre-work 

session reading assignment, sample Critical Thinking rubrics, and a list of online resources 

related to rubric construction and the teaching and evaluation of Critical Thinking. To ensure 

transparency and to keep faculty informed of committee decisions, research, and progress, the 

AC made their electronic repository available to all full-time faculty. In addition, the AC set the 

following goals for the 2011-2012 academic year:   

1. Develop and conduct the Critical Thinking Pilot Phase assessment for the volunteer 

disciplines; 

2. Continue to research program-level assessment;  

3. Draft a Critical Thinking Program-level Assessment Plan with the goal of 

implementation to begin Fall 2012 in entry, midpoint, and exit level courses across the AA 

Program. 

(Committee meeting minutes 8/8/11, 8/26/11) 

Throughout the Fall 2011 semester, committee members continued to research program-

level assessment, discussed how to integrate assessment planning with the already established 

curriculum review process, and facilitated the three Pilot Phase work sessions. In addition, the 

AC examined enrollment data and course plans to establish the Critical Thinking Program-level 
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Assessment Plan, which was finalized just prior to the start of the Spring 2012 semester (see 

Appendix C). The group also began investigating how to store and who should have access to 

assessment plans and student artifacts (Committee meeting minutes 9/26/11, 11/4/11). 

In January 2012, faculty volunteers were solicited for Phase One at the college-wide in-

service meeting and a timeline for Phase One was established (see Appendix D). Three faculty 

work sessions were scheduled for analytic rubric construction, assessment tool selection and 

development, and holistic scoring training; and the associated rubric construction learning object 

was revised. Also, the Assessment Process (see Figure 1) and Assessment Cycle (see Figure 2) 

were established, with the understanding that the timeline in the cycle will be reversed for those 

courses only offered during spring semester and during the pilot phases for new Core Abilities. 

Questions were raised concerning the assessment and alignment of the Core Abilities in the AA 

Program curriculum. In particular: 

1. Do all courses have to be linked to a Core Ability? 

2. If a course links to multiple Core Abilities, can a primary outcome be determined 

(meaning only the primary Core Ability has to be assessed)? 

3. Does a student currently take courses covering all five Core Abilities throughout his 

or her AA degree program? 

(Committee meeting minutes 1/4/12, 1/27/12) 
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Figure 1. The Assessment Process, from the January 5, 2012 Assessment Committee Update presentation given at 
the college-wide spring welcome back. 
 

 

Figure 2. The Assessment Cycle, from the January 27, 2012 committee meeting minutes.  

 

Between February and April 2012, the AC developed the table of contents for a College-

wide Assessment Handbook (see Appendix E), reviewed current course plans to determine the 

next Core Ability to assess, and facilitated three work sessions for the faculty members 

participating in Phase One of the Critical Thinking Assessment Plan. The AC also identified 

items that need to be addressed before data collection in Fall 2012. Items include: (a) identifying 

personnel who will be responsible for writing initial summary reports after holistic scoring 

sessions, (b) determining what descriptive statistics will be included in the initial reports, and (c) 
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deciding how to begin including part-time faculty in assessment (Committee meeting minutes 

2/17/12, 2/28/12, 3/9/12, 4/13/12). 

The AC created an AA Program curriculum map to show Core Ability alignment across 

the Program (see Appendix F). As may be seen in the map, gaps exist in the scaffolding of the 

Core Abilities across the AA Program. Approximately 80% of AA courses align with Critical 

Thinking and Problem Solving, which delayed the development of an overall AA Assessment 

Plan. To keep the integration of assessment moving forward and complete one full cycle of 

assessment for all Core Abilities during the 2012-2013 academic year, committee members 

discussed the idea of an AA Assessment Initiative to be introduced during the Fall 2012 college-

wide in-service. The idea was submitted to the Academic Affairs Council in March; and the 

AAC requested the Assessment Committee, along with the College Administration, develop a 

joint-proposal for the initiative to be submitted to the Council at their next meeting. The joint-

proposal was presented to and approved by the Academic Affairs Council on April 27, 2012. The 

objectives for the AA Assessment Initiative included: 

1. Analyze data from Phase One of the AA Program-level Critical Thinking assessment 

plan. 

2. Develop assessment tools for all other AA courses in which Critical Thinking is 

identified as the primary Core Ability, with implementation to begin either Fall 2012 or Spring 

2013.  

3. Facilitate the development of discipline-specific analytic rubrics and related 

assessment tools for AA courses in which any of the other Core Abilities is identified as the 

primary Core Ability, with implementation to begin Spring 2013.  
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4. Develop a plan for including part-time faculty in the assessment of the program-level 

outcomes for the Career and Technical Programs. 

5. Develop an action plan for program improvement (based on data collection and 

analysis currently underway) for fall implementation in the Career and Technical Programs. 

(Committee meeting minutes 2/17/12, 2/28/12, 3/9/12, 4/13/12) 

Evaluation Framework 

 Daniel Stufflebeam’s CIPP Model1, a comprehensive evaluation framework that includes 

the dimensions Context, Input, Process, and Product, was selected as the framework for this 

program evaluation. Context focuses on the appropriateness of the goals of the program; input 

focuses on the design and development of the program; process focuses on the implementation of 

the program; and product focuses on the outcomes, intended and unintended, of program 

implementation. This framework may be used to conduct formative evaluation to improve 

performance and summative evaluation to judge the worth of a program or performance 

intervention. Formative questions that should be asked include: “What needs to be done? How 

should it be done? Is it being done? Is it succeeding?”1 Summative questions that should be 

asked include: “Were important needs addressed? Was the effort guided by a defensible design 

and budget? Was the service design executed competently and modified as needed? Did the 

effort succeed, and why or why not?”1 Targeted evaluation questions were developed for each 

dimension of the CIPP Model (see below).  

                                                 
1 Stufflebeam, D. L., & Shinkfield, A. J. (2007). Evaluation theory, models & applications. Jossey-Bass: San 

Francisco. 
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Context Evaluation 

1. Was the AC membership representative of the stakeholders?  

2. Were the needs of the stakeholders identified? 

3. Did the AC goals for 2011-2012 sufficiently address the needs of the stakeholders? 

Input Evaluation 

1. Was a thorough investigation conducted to identify possible assessment plan designs?  

2. Were decisions influenced by current research and models in practice?  

3. Was a timeline developed?  

4. Were sufficient resources allocated for the assessment, design, and implementation of 

the assessment plan?  

5. To what extent did the Assessment Plan meet the needs of the College, faculty, and 

students? 

Process Evaluation 

1. Is regular formative evaluation being conducted during implementation? 

2. Is the progress of the implementation being regularly reported to stakeholders? 

3. To what extent are the Phase One activities being carried out on schedule?  

4. To what extent have participants been able to carry out their roles? 

Product Evaluation 

1. Are the correct stakeholders being targeted? 

2. Are stakeholders’ needs being met? 

3. What needs are not being met? 

4. Are all stakeholders benefiting? 
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5. How is the Assessment Program positively impacting student advising and 

placement, program and curriculum design, instruction, and other educational program services? 

6. Are there any unintended outcomes? 

Measures, Instruments, and Data Collection 

 A detailed data collection plan (see Appendix G) was developed that identified: (a) the 

dimensions of evaluation to be conducted (context, input, process, or product), (b) targeted 

questions for each dimension, (c) evaluation methods or instruments to be used for data 

collection, (d) data sources, and (e) data collection timeframe. An online questionnaire that 

incorporated open-ended and Likert-scaled questions was developed and launched through 

Zoomerang © to collect data from members of the Assessment Committee, the VP of Planning 

and Assessment and chairperson of the AAC, and the course team participants from Phase One. 

In addition, extant data from meeting minutes and internal white papers were collected for 

evaluation. 

Findings 

Findings across the Context, Input, and Process dimensions will be used to evaluate the 

extent to which the committee has achieved its 2011-2012 goals (see page 7). The timeframe of 

this evaluation is from committee inception through July 2012. Findings are grouped by each 

evaluation dimension and targeted evaluation question.  Evaluation of the product dimension, as 

well as further study of the process dimension, will begin Fall 2012. 

Context Evaluation 

The focus of this dimension was the following targeted questions: (a) Was the AC 

membership representative of the stakeholders? (b) Were the needs of the stakeholders 
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identified? (c) Were the needs of the stakeholders met? and (d) Did the AC goals sufficiently 

address the needs of the stakeholders? Responses from six members of the AC, the Vice 

President of Academic Affairs, and the chairperson of the Academic Affairs Council to the 

online questionnaire (see Table 1 for a summary of responses to the closed-ended questions) and 

extant data from meeting minutes, internal progress reports, and emails were used to determine 

the answers to these questions. What follows are findings sorted by targeted question. 

Table 1. Responses to Likert-scaled Context Evaluation Questions 

Question 
1 

SD 
2 
D 

3 
A 

4 
SA 

N  Median Mode 

The AC identified the needs of the 
College, faculty, and students 0 2 2 4 8 3.5 4 

The AC identified most of the problems 
or barriers to implementing a college-
wide assessment plan. 

0 1 2 4 7 4 4 

The AC identified resources available to 
the Committee. 0 0 3 3 6 3.5 3, 4 

The AC understood the political context 
of their efforts. 0 1 3 2 6 3 3 

All stakeholder groups were represented 
on the AC. 0 3 1 2 6 2.5 2 

Note. Question responses are 1-strongly disagree (1 SD), 2-disagree (2 D), 3-agree (3 A), and 4-strongly agree (4 
SA). 

 

Was the AC membership representative of the stakeholders? Faculty representatives 

are from every physical campus and eBrevard, and represent Biology, Education, Humanities, 

Library Science, Mathematics, Sociology, and Workforce Training. Administrators include the 

Titusville campus Provost, the Melbourne campus Associate Provost, and the Dean of Academic 

and Curriculum Support. However, attendance by administrators has not been as consistent as 

committee members feel is needed to ensure regular assessment is conducted and supported 

across all academic programs. One person wrote, “We absolutely MUST have administrative 

representation at each and every meeting--preferably the same person each time for continuity 
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purposes. This representative MUST be moving the assessment committee agenda forward at 

other executive and administrative meetings” In addition, two stakeholder groups are currently 

not represented on the committee: part-time faculty and students. A respondent stated, “We 

should have part-time faculty representation and those individuals should be paid for their time. 

More all around representation by the disciplines is necessary.” 

Were the needs of the stakeholders identified? All survey respondents agreed or 

strongly agreed that the needs of the stakeholders were identified and that the AC understood the 

political context of their efforts. The AC conducted a situational analysis in March 2011 to 

determine such needs, resources available, any barriers to successful implementation, the 

political climate, and intended uses of the assessment results. The analysis led to the AC goals 

for 2011-2012 (see page 7). However, five of the six respondents also identified an unexpected 

barrier once work began: inconsistent Administrative support of the committee. One person 

stated, “The concerns I had when I volunteered to be on the Committee were validated by the 

issues we've encountered along the way; the primary problem being absence of leadership and 

support from high-level administrative staff.” Another wrote, “Coordination with administration 

is a problem, as it is with the AAC. There is no clear structure in place for the consideration and 

implementation of faculty initiatives or concerns. The AAC and its attendant subcommittees 

provide a forum for the discussion and formation of initiatives consistent with faculty concerns 

and academic needs, but after that where do these initiatives go?”  

Did the AC goals for 2011-2012 sufficiently address the needs of the stakeholders? 

The most pressing need of the College was an assessment framework for the AA Program in 

order to be compliant with SACS Comprehensive Standard 3.3.1. The Critical Thinking 

Program-level Assessment Plan brings the College into partial compliance with this Standard. 
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Concerns raised included (1) whether the timeline established will be acceptable by SACS and 

(2) whether what is reported to SACS will be enough for reaffirmation (email 5/2/12 from the 

Vice President of Academic Affairs/Chief Learning Officer).  

Input Evaluation 

The focus of this dimension was the following targeted questions: (a) Was a thorough 

investigation conducted to identify possible assessment plan designs? (b) Were decisions 

influenced by current research and models in practice? (c) Was a timeline developed? (d) To 

what extent did the AC adhere to the timeline? (e) Were sufficient resources allocated for the 

assessment, design, and implementation of the assessment plan? and (f) To what extent did the 

Assessment Plan meet the needs of the College, faculty, and students? Responses from six 

members of the AC, the Vice President of Academic Affairs, and the chairperson of the 

Academic Affairs Council to the online questionnaire (see Table 2 for a summary of responses to 

the closed-ended questions) and extant data from meeting minutes and internal progress reports 

were used to determine the answers to these questions. What follows are findings sorted by 

targeted question.  

Table 2. Responses to Likert-scaled Input Evaluation Questions 

Question 
1 

SD 
2 
D 

3 
A 

4 
SA 

N  Median Mode 

A thorough enough investigation was 
conducted to identify a variety of ways to 
design our Critical Thinking program 
assessment plan. 

0 1 3 2 6 3 3 

The final assessment plan design was 
based on current research and models in 
practice. 

0 0 2 3 5 4 4 

The timeline milestones were achievable. 0 0 4 4 8 3.5 3, 4 
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The program assessment plan for Critical 
Thinking will meet the needs of the College. 0 0 3 4 7 4 4 

The program assessment plan for Critical 
Thinking will meet the needs of the faculty. 0 1 1 4 6 4 4 

The program assessment plan for Critical 
Thinking will meet the needs of the student. 1 0 0 5 6 4 4 

Note. Question responses are 1-strongly disagree (1 SD), 2-disagree (2 D), 3-agree (3 A), and 4-strongly agree (4 
SA). 

 

Was a thorough investigation conducted to identify possible assessment plan 

designs? All but one survey respondent agreed or strongly agreed that a thorough investigation 

was conducted. Beginning March 2011, committee members conducted a literature search that 

focused on Critical Thinking and program-level assessment. A resource page was created for 

each topic in the Committee’s electronic repository that included an annotated bibliography, 

suggested reading material, and website links to colleges, universities, and national associations 

that provide access to assessment resources. Second, assessment plans submitted by various 

colleges and universities to SACS, and the associated response reports, were reviewed by 

committee members and posted in the electronic repository. Third, several AC members attended 

the Florida Assessment Workshop hosted by Valencia Community College in June 2011, during 

which personnel from other Florida community colleges shared assessment plans and lessons 

learned as they developed and implemented program-level assessment. Two members also 

attended the General Education Outcomes Assessments seminar given by the faculty team at 

Broward College in February 2012, during which the Broward team shared their assessment 

plans and lessons learned as they developed and implemented program-level assessment.       

Were decisions influenced by current research and models in practice? All survey 

respondents agreed or strongly agreed that Committee decisions were influenced by current 

research and models in practice. The assessment process adopted by the AC (see Figure 2) was 
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based on the key evaluation tasks outlined by The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational 

Evaluation in The Program Evaluation Standards, 2nd edition (1994). The committee decided to 

assess at three points in the AA Program: during a student’s first 20 college-level semester hours, 

21 – 40 semester hours, and 41-60 semester hours. This procedure was based in part on the 

various models outlined by M. J. Allen in Assessing General Education Outcomes (2006). 

Resources used in the development of the rubric construction learning object included Carnegie 

Mellon University’s Eberly Center for Teaching Excellence, Penn State’s Schreyer Institute for 

Teaching Excellence, Designing Scoring Rubrics for Your Classroom by C. A. Mertler (2001), 

and Introduction to Rubrics by D. D. Stevens and A. J. Levi (2004) (Committee electronic 

documents repository). 

Was a timeline developed? A timeline was developed that included each of the steps of 

the aforementioned assessment process (see Figure 3) for the Pilot Phase of the Critical Thinking 

Assessment Plan (see Appendix B). A similar timeline was developed for Phase One, which 

included seven courses across the AA Program (see Appendix D).  

To what extent did the AC adhere to the timeline? Phase One of the Critical Thinking 

Assessment Plan is underway. Thus far, all milestones have been met on time.   

Were sufficient resources allocated for the assessment, design, and implementation 

of the assessment plan? While Committee members made use of resources already in place at 

the College, no resources such as faculty release time, educational supplies, or facilities were 

specifically budgeted for the Assessment Committee when it was formed; and College 

Administration (executive level) was noticeably absent from the process. However, funds were 

provided when requested for material reproduction and refreshments for the Pilot Phase work 

sessions. 
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To what extent did the Assessment Plan meet the needs of the College, faculty, and 

students? Five survey respondents strongly agreed and one strongly disagreed that the plan will 

meet the needs of the stakeholder groups. Respondents stated the plan is well-designed and has 

faculty support, and with continued education of all stakeholders will become embedded in the 

curriculum process and second-nature to faculty. The plan partially meets the needs of the 

College by bringing the College into partial compliance with Standard 3.3.1.1 for the AA 

Program. Full compliance will occur once all of the AA Program outcomes have been assessed.  

Process Evaluation 

The focus of this dimension was the following targeted questions: (a) Is regular formative 

evaluation being conducted during implementation? (b) Is the progress of the implementation 

being regularly reported to stakeholders? (c) To what extent are the Phase One activities being 

carried out on schedule? And (d) To what extent have participants been able to carry out their 

roles?  

Responses collected from eight of the eighteen participants in Phase One to an online 

questionnaire, emails between participants and committee members, responses from 65 AA 

Program faculty members who participated in the Fall 2012 in-service event to an online 

questionnaire, and committee meeting minutes were used to determine the answers to these 

questions. What follows are findings sorted by targeted question.  

Is regular formative evaluation being conducted during implementation? Committee 

members were in regular communication with each of the Phase One teams to address any issues 

or questions as quickly as possible. These issues were also discussed by AC members during the 

monthly meetings. In addition, after the practice scoring session, participants were asked to 

complete a survey about their experiences (see Appendix H for full results). Feedback was also 
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collected from AA faculty members who participated in the Fall 2012 in-service event (see 

Appendix I for full results).    

Is the progress of the implementation being regularly reported to stakeholders? 

Progress was reported by the AC chairperson to the AAC during their April 2012 meeting. 

Committee meeting minutes, college-wide in-service assessment updates, work products from 

Phase One, and this report are available for review by all faculty members in the Committee’s 

LOR. Student performance data related to Critical Thinking will not be available until Fall 2012. 

A report summarizing results of the Fall 2012 in-service assessment event has yet to be written 

and submitted to the AAC. 

To what extent are the Phase One activities being carried out on schedule? Rubric 

construction, activity development, and practice scoring were completed on time during Spring 

2012.  

To what extent have participants been able to carry out their roles? Related to rubric 

construction, activity development, and practice scoring, participants reported that expectations 

were clearly explained and the order of the work made sense to them. When asked about the pace 

set for these activities, all eight respondents reported that pacing was “about right” (see 

Appendix H). 

Recommendations 

 The purpose of this program evaluation was to evaluate the design, development, and 

initial implementation of the AA Program Assessment Plan by the Assessment Committee at 

Brevard Community College. What follows are the evaluation results by dimension and 

suggested next steps for the Assessment Committee, the Academic Affairs Council, and the 

College.  
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Context Evaluation 

  The focus of this dimension was to answer the questions: (a) Was the AC membership 

representative of the stakeholders? (b) Were the needs of the stakeholders identified? and (c) Did 

the AC goals sufficiently address the needs of the stakeholders? Needs of the stakeholders were 

identified and the most pressing need for program-level assessment of the AA Program has now 

been partially addressed. The Assessment Committee achieved the goals it established for the 

2011-2012 academic year (see page 7) and is compliant with those assigned by the Academic 

Affairs Council Committee (see page 4). While membership included full-time faculty and 

administrators, part-time faculty and students were not represented and participation by 

administrators was not consistent. Three recommendations are suggested: 

1. To strengthen ties with the College Administration, request that a high-level 

administrator be assigned to regularly attend the committee meetings and work to ensure 

Committee needs are addressed by the College. To help with this, the Committee chairperson 

should invite all campus Provosts, Vice Presidents, and the chairperson of the Academic Affairs 

Council when scheduling Assessment Committee meetings.  

2. Expand committee membership to better represent academic clusters across the AA 

and AS/PSAV programs. Invite at least one part-time faculty member to join the Committee, and 

pay a stipend to demonstrate appreciation for their time and input. 

3. Request the findings from the AA Core Abilities Assessment Survey launched by the 

Office of Planning and Assessment in April 2011 be shared with the Assessment Committee. 

Input Evaluation 

The focus of this dimension was to answer the questions: (a) Was a thorough 

investigation conducted to identify possible assessment plan designs? (b) Were decisions 
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influenced by current research and models in practice? (c) Was a timeline developed? (d) To 

what extent did the AC adhere to the timeline? (e) Were sufficient resources allocated for the 

assessment, design, and implementation of the assessment plan? and (f) To what extent did the 

Assessment Plan meet the needs of the College, faculty, and students? Committee members 

conducted a thorough investigation of research and models in practice which strongly influenced 

the assessment process and procedures developed to meet the needs of the College, faculty, and 

students. In addition, the AC established achievable timelines and has met all milestones on time. 

However, resources were not purposefully budgeted for assessment; and members have 

expressed the need for a stronger, more visible partnership with College Administration. In 

addition, gaps in the current AA curriculum map hindered the development of an overall AA 

Assessment Plan. Four recommendations are suggested: 

1. Recommend the creation of a joint Assessment and Curriculum Development ad hoc 

committee to research how other colleges and universities have integrated outcomes in their 

general education programs and recommend how to address the alignment of Core Abilities 

across the AA Program. The ad hoc committee should consider an expedited curriculum review 

process that enables clusters to change or add alignment to one or more Core Abilities in 

individual course plans. A primary outcome should be identified for those courses in which more 

than one Core Ability is included. This will be the Core Ability included in future assessment of 

the AA Program. 

2. Determine what resources will be needed for the next academic year and submit a 

formal request to the Academic Affairs Council, the Associate Vice President of Planning and 

Assessment, and the Vice President of Academic Affairs/Chief Learning Officer. This should 

include any funds needed for professional development, educational supplies, and refreshments, 
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as well as suggested release time for those faculty members facilitating the implementation of the 

AA Assessment Plan.  

3. Request a line item in the budget, either under the Office for Planning and 

Assessment or the Office of Academic Affairs. 

4. Create a sub-committee to continue to research program-level assessment, report 

findings that have been published during the last two years, and identify any areas for 

improvement in the College’s Program-level Assessment Plans. Include a description of the use 

of multiple measures for assessing general education outcomes, for possible implementation 

once assessment of all Core Abilities using analytic rubrics is established.  

5. Once recommendation #1 is met, update the overall AA Program-level Assessment 

Plan with related timeline and milestones.  

Process Evaluation 

The focus of this dimension was to answer the questions: (a) Is regular formative 

evaluation being conducted during implementation? (b) Is the progress of the implementation 

being regularly reported to stakeholders? (c) To what extent are the Phase One activities being 

carried out on schedule? and (d) To what extent have participants been able to carry out their 

roles? The Committee regularly collects, using email and online questionnaires, and acts upon 

feedback from participants. While progress is being reported, the reporting has been passive, 

namely relying upon faculty members to access and read meeting minutes and other documents 

posted to the Committee’s LOR. Phase One is on schedule; and student performance data will be 

collected over Fall 2012. Processes are not yet in place, however, to help with scoring, data 

collect and analysis, and reporting. Four recommendations are suggested: 
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1. Request from the Associate Vice President of Planning and Assessment an electronic 

repository for assessment plans, rubrics and exemplar student artifacts, action plans, and follow-

up assessment plans, as well as an online procedure and form for faculty to submit student 

artifact scores. Currently, paper scoring sheets are completed by faculty members during holistic 

scoring sessions, and are then collected and data is entered into a spreadsheet by a committee 

member. Procedures for scoring, collecting and analyzing data, and reporting need to be in place 

by the end of Fall 2012. 

2. Request the Professional Development sub-committee arrange for workshops in 

rubric construction, and concepts and theories of assessment, measurement, testing, and 

evaluation this academic year. 

3. Create a sub-committee to continue to work on the college-wide Assessment 

Handbook and a procedures manual for the Assessment Committee.  

4. Submit a progress report for the Fall 2012 in-service assessment event to the AAC. 

Include improvements needed to increase the success of and faculty satisfaction with subsequent 

events. 

5. Create a sub-committee to create a communications/marketing plan for reporting 

results to all stakeholders. The plan should include what information needs to be reported to each 

group, how often, and in what format, as well as branding of assessment. To help with this, a 

request for personnel and resources should be submitted to the AVP of Planning and 

Assessment.  
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Appendix A. Committee Membership 

Current membership 

Debbie Anderson Faculty, Library Science 
Connie Dearmin, Secretary Faculty, Humanities 
William Fletcher Faculty, Aerospace Technology 
Jayne Gorham Associate Vice President, Planning & Assessment 
Katina Gothard, Chairperson Faculty, Mathematics 
Chuck Kise Faculty, Computer Applications 
Debra Marshall Faculty, Sociology 
Mary Roslonowski Associate Provost, Melbourne campus 
Phil Simpson Provost, Titusville campus 
Lynn Spencer Faculty, Humanities 
 

Membership March 2011-May 2012 

Debbie Anderson Faculty, Library Science 
Robin Boggs Associate Provost, eBrevard 
Connie Dearmin, Secretary Faculty, Humanities 
William Fletcher Faculty, Aerospace Technology 
Jayne Gorham Associate Vice President, Planning & Assessment 
Katina Gothard, Chairperson Faculty, Mathematics 
Chuck Kise Faculty, Computer Applications 
Debra Marshall Faculty, Sociology 
Phil Simpson Provost, Titusville campus 
Lynn Spencer Faculty, Humanities 
Jim Yount Faculty, Biology 
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Appendix B. Critical Thinking Pilot Phase Timeline 

Description: Timeline and procedure for developing and implementing course-level assessment. 

Critical Thinking Pilot Phase 
Milestones 

2011 2012 
Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May 

Research Critical Thinking                             
Develop materials and agendas 

for work sessions 
    

  
         Solicit volunteers  

    
  

         Share findings of lit review 

    
    

        Work session 1: Create analytic 
rubric 

     
    

       Work session 2: Design 
assessment tool 

      
  

      Work session 3: Conduct holistic 
scoring 

      
   

      Revise rubric and assessment 
tool 

      
     

     Launch assessment in course                             
Collect and code student work 

           
  

  Schedule scoring session 

            
  

  

Milestones 
2012 

May Jun Jul Aug Sept 

Conduct analysis       
Report findings to, collect feedback from 

disciplines  
   

  
 Include interpretations, submit to disciplines 

for approval           

Submit reports to AAC, SACS committees      
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Appendix C. Critical Thinking Program-level Assessment Plan 

AA Degree Program Learning Outcomes 
Critical Thinking Assessment Plan 

2011-2013 Academic Year 

Program Learning 
Outcome 

Courses 
Measured 

How 
Measured 

Data 
Collection – 
When and 

Who 

Placement in 
Program 

Performance 
Standard or 
Benchmark 

Data Analysis 
- When and 

Who 

Reporting 
– When 

and Who 

Think Critically 
and Solve Problems 
 
Indicator: 
1. Learner 

demonstrates the 
ability to 
research, 
evaluate,  
interpret, 
synthesize, and 
apply knowledge 
across contexts 

 

 
 
 
BIO 1010 
(Pilot Phase) 
 
 
 
HUM 2230 
(Pilot Phase) 
 
 
------------------ 
BIO 1010 
(Phase One) 
 
 
 
PSY 2012 
(Phase One) 
 
 
------------------ 
AMH 2020 
(Phase One) 
 
 
 
HUM 2230 
(Phase One) 
 
 
 
OCE 1001 
(Phase One) 
 
 
------------------ 
ENC 1102 
(Phase One) 
 
 
 
STA 2023 
(Phase One) 
 

 
 
 
Laboratory 
Human 
Genetic 
Diversity 
 
Essay 
response 
Death & 
Disaster 
------------------ 
Laboratory 
Human 
Genetic 
Diversity 
 
Reflection 
paper 
Eight Stages 
of Life 
------------------ 
Research 
paper 
The Atomic 
Bomb 
 
Essay 
response 
Death & 
Disaster 
 
Group project 
Plate 
Tectonics 
 
------------------ 
Critical 
analysis 
Appointment 
in Samarra 
 
Exam question 
Hypothesis 
testing 

 
 
 
May 2012 
F/T faculty 
 
 
 
May 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
------------------ 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
------------------ 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
------------------ 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 
 
 
 
Dec 2012  
F/T faculty 

 
 
 
No more than  
20 credit hours 
 
 
 
21 – 40 credit 
hours 
 
 
------------------ 
No more than  
20 credit hours 
 
 
 
No more than  
20 credit hours 
 
 
------------------ 
21 – 40 credit 
hours 
 
 
 
21 – 40 credit 
hours 
 
 
 
21 – 40 credit 
hours 
 
 
------------------ 
41 or more 
credit hours 
 
 
 
41 or more 
credit hours 

 
 
 
Score of 2 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
 
Score of 3 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
------------------ 
Score of 2 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
 
Score of 2 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
------------------ 
Score of 3 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
 
Score of 3 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
 
Score of 3 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
------------------ 
Score of 4 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 
 
Score of 4 out 
of 5 on 
discipline 
rubric 

 
 
 
August 2012 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
 
August 2012 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
------------------ 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
------------------ 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
------------------ 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
 
 
January 2013 
Faculty 
roundtable 
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Appendix D. Critical Thinking Phase One Timeline 

Critical Thinking Phase 1 2012 
Milestones Jan Feb March April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

Select exiting course   
           Solicit f/t faculty volunteers    
           Facilitate analytic rubric construction     

          Develop assessment tool 

  
    

        Train group on holistic scoring 

   
  

        Finalize assessment tool and rubric 

   
    

       Solicit p/t faculty volunteers 

   
      

       Launch assessment in course                         

Score artifacts 

         
      

Collect artifacts, scoring sheets 

         
      

Generate descriptive statistics, reports 
for each discipline 

         
      

 

Milestones 
2013 

Jan Feb March April May June July Aug 

Conduct analysis and create 
action plans (discipline 

roundtables)                 

Report findings 

  
    

    
Develop changes 

  
          

 Implement changes, Begin 
2nd round of data collection                 
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Appendix E. Table of Contents for College-wide Assessment Handbook 

Preface 
Purpose of this handbook 
Introduction 

Goal of Assessment 
Purpose of Assessment Committee 
Principles of good practice for assessing student learning 

SACS and Accreditation 
General Goals for Assessment 

General Guidelines 
Assessment of General Education 
Assessment of Technical and Workforce Credit Education 
Assessment of Non-credit Education 

General Education Student Learning Outcomes 
History 
What they are 
Plan for measuring them 

The Assessment Process 
Schedules 

Assessment Cycles 
Roles and Responsibilities 

Faculty 
Lead Faculty  
Department Chairs  
Adjuncts  
Assessment Committee  
Administration  

Methodology for Performing Assessments  
General Education  
Technical and Workforce Credit Programs  
Non-Credit Courses  

Reporting Assessment Results  
Use of electronic database  

Review and Validation Processes  
Appendix A  

Principles of good practice for assessing student learning  
Appendix B  

Forms  
Course Level Assessment Plan – Template & Sample  

Appendix C  
Glossary  

Appendix D  
Blooms 

Appendix E  
Developing Learning Outcomes  
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Appendix F  
Evaluation vs. Assessment  

Appendix. G  
College-wide Holistic Rubrics  

Appendix H  
Approved discipline-specific rubrics  

Appendix I  
Tips, Tools, and Templates  
Evaluation Plan  
Evaluation Checklist  
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Appendix F. AA Program Curriculum Map 

Discipline Courses Critical 
Thinking 

Problem 
Solving 

Process 
Information 

Work 
Cooperatively 

Civic and Ethic 
Responsibility 

Communicate 
Effectively 

AA Program        
I. 
Communications 

 
ENC 1102 

    
SPC 2608 

  
ENC 1101 ENC 1101 ENC 1101 

  
ENC 1101 

II. Mathematics 
 

STA 2023 MAC 11052 

    

        III. Natural 
Science 

       

 

Life / 
Biological BSCC 10101 

     

  
BSCC 2093 

     

 
Physical OCE 10011 

     

  

CHM 1045, 
PHY 2053 

     
IV. Humanities 

       

 
Plan A HUM 2230 

     

  

HUM 2211, 
2249 

     

        

 
Plan B 

ARH 2050, 
2051 

     

  
REL 2300 

 
REL 2300 

   
V. Social/behavioral sciences 

      

 
Behavioral  PSY 2012 

   
SYG 2000 

 

  
PSY 2014 

     

  

SYG 2010, 
2430 

     

  

CLP 1001, 
2140 

     

  
DEP 2004 

     

  
GEY 2621 

    
GEY 2621 

 
Social AMH 2020 

  
SOW 2054 

SOW 2054 (3), 
2948 (1) SOW 2054H 

  
AMH 2010 

   

AMH 2010, 
2020 

 

  

EUH 1000, 
1001 

   
EUH 1000, 1001 

 

  

POS 2041, 
2112 
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Discipline Courses Critical 
Thinking 

Problem 
Solving 

Process 
Information 

Work 
Cooperatively 

Civic and Ethic 
Responsibility 

Communicate 
Effectively 

        

VI. Electives 
       

 

Foreign 
Languages 

     
SPN 1120 

 

Library 
Science 

  

ENC 11013 

SPC 26083 

   

 
Music 

MUC 1211, 
2221 

MUC 1211, 
2221 

MUC 2221, 
MUN 1280 

MUC 2221, 
MUN 1280 

 

MUC 2221, 
MUN 1280 

  
MUN 1280 MUN 1280 

    

        

 
Engineering  

EGS 1006, 
1007 

     

  

EGS 2310, 
2321 

     

        
VII. Education 

 

EDF 2130, 
1005, 2085 

 
EDF 2130 EDF 1005 EDF 2085 EME 2040 

    
EME 2040 

   Footnotes:               
1ALL Physical and Life Biological Classes are Critical Thinking 
2All Math Courses (x STA 2023) are Problem Solving 
3Library Science - Process Information - collaborative initiative (BILT) 

CT phases 1&2 2011-2013 

Primary CAs 

REL 2300 and SOW 2054: will ask faculty to assess secondary CAs (identified in red) in order to enable assessment of all CAs  
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Appendix G. Data Collection Plan 

Typology Targeted Questions Data Collection 
Method/Instruments Data Sources Timing 

Context Were the needs of the stakeholders 
identified? 

Were the needs of the stakeholders 
met? 

Did the AC goals sufficiently 
address the needs of the 
stakeholders? 

Online survey  
 
Follow-up focus group 
 
Extant Data 

AC members 
 
Inter-office 
emails 
 
Meeting minutes 
 
Internal white 
papers 

April 13-30, 2012 

Input Was a thorough investigation 
conducted to identify possible 
assessment plan designs?  

Were sufficient resources allocated 
for the assessment, design, and 
implementation of the 
assessment plan?  

Were decisions influenced by 
current research?  

Were decisions influenced by 
current models in practice?  

Was the AC membership 
representative of the 
stakeholders?  

Was a timeline developed?  
To what extent did the AC adhere 

to the timeline? 

Online survey 
 
Follow-up focus group 
 
Extant data 

AC members 
 
Inter-office 
emails 
 
Meeting minutes 
 
Internal white 
papers  

April 13-30, 2012 

Process Is regular formative evaluation 
being conducted during 
implementation? 

Is the progress of the 
implementation being 
regularly reported to 
stakeholders? 

Online questionnaire 
 
Follow-up focus group  
 
Faculty work products 
 
Extant data 

Faculty 
members 

Each fall and 
spring semester 
beginning May 
2012 
 
*a separate more 
detailed timeline 
will be needed for 
this part of data 
collection 
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Product Are the correct stakeholders being targeted? 
Are stakeholders’ needs being met? 
What needs are not being met? 
Are all stakeholders benefiting? 
How is the Assessment Program positively 

impacting student advising and 
placement, program and curriculum 
design, instruction, and other educational 
program services? 

How is the Assessment Program negatively 
impacting student advising and 
placement, program and curriculum 
design, instruction, and other educational 
program services? 

Online 
questionnaire 
 
Follow-up 
focus group 
 
 
Faculty work 
products 
 
Sample student 
work 
 
 

Faculty 
members 
 
 

Each fall and spring 
semester beginning 
September 2012 
 
 
 
*a separate more 
detailed timeline will be 
needed for this part of 
data collection 
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Appendix H. Questionnaire Results from Phase Two Team Members 

Zoomerang Survey Results 
      

       Work Sessions for AA Assessment Development 
     Response Status: Completes 

      Filter: No filter applied 
      Aug 26, 2012 12:24 PM PST 
      

       1. The expectations for my work group were clearly explained. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

3 4 1 0 0 

 38% 50% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       2. The order of the work (rubric construction, assessment selection and design, practice scoring) made sense to me. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

7 1 0 0 0 

 88% 12% 0% 0% 0% 

 
       3. The pacing of the work was: 

   Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Too slow About 
right 

Too 
fast 

     3 2 1 

   
  

0 8 0 

   0% 100% 0% 

   
       4. I used the material in the Rubric Construction folder on ANGEL. 

   Yes   4 50% 

   No   4 50% 

   Total 8 100% 

   3 Responses     
   

       5. I found the material in the Rubric Construction folder helpful. 
Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

N/A 

  5 4 3 2 1 N/A 

  
1 2 1 0 0 4 

12% 25% 12% 0% 0% 50% 

       6. How should we improve the Rubric Construction material for the next group of participants? 
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3 Responses 

   
       7. The facilitators of the rubric construction session presented the material clearly and effectively. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

4 2 1 1 0 

 50% 25% 12% 12% 0% 

 
       8. The facilitators of the rubric construction session promoted discussion and involvement. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

8 0 0 0 0 

 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 
       9. The facilitators of the rubric construction session responded appropriately to questions. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

6 1 1 0 0 

 75% 12% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       10. The facilitators of the rubric construction session kept the discussion and activities focused on stated objectives. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

7 0 1 0 0 

 88% 0% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       11. How should we improve the rubric construction work session for the next group of faculty? 

   4 Responses 

   
       12. The facilitators of the assessment selection and practice scoring sessions promoted discussion and involvement. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

7 0 1 0 0 

 88% 0% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       13. The facilitators of the assessment selection and practice scoring sessions responded appropriately to questions. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

   6 1 1 0 0 
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75% 12% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       14. The facilitators of the assessment selection and practice scoring sessions kept the discussion and activities 
focused on stated objectives. 

 Top number is the count of respondents selecting the option. Bottom % is 
percent of the total respondents selecting the option. 

Strongly 
agree 

label label label Strongly 
disagree 

   5 4 3 2 1 

 
  

7 0 1 0 0 

 88% 0% 12% 0% 0% 

 
       15. How should we improve the assessment selection and practice scoring sessions for the next 
group of faculty? 

   5 Responses 

   
       16. Were the facilitators of the meetings supportive of your needs throughout this process? 

   Yes   8 100% 

   No   0 0% 

   Total 8 100% 

   1 Responses     
   

       17. What worked well overall? 

   5 Responses 

   
       18. What should we change? 

   4 Responses 

   
       19. Is there anything else that you would like to share? 

   2 Responses 
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Appendix I. Questionnaire Results from Fall 2012 In-service Participants 

Zoomerang Survey 
Results 

     
      Fall 2012 AA Program Assessment 

     
      Please take a few minutes to provide your concerns and suggestions regarding last week's afternoon in-service 

session. All submissions are anonymous. 

      Thank you. 
     Response Status: Completes 
     Filter: No filter applied 
     Aug 26, 2012 2:32 PM PST 
     

      1. Based on the Welcome Back afternoon faculty development session on Program Assessment, please respond to the 
following based on a scale of 1-5 with 1 being “strongly disagree” and 5 being “strongly agree.” 
Top number is the count of respondents 
selecting the option. Bottom % is percent 
of the total respondents selecting the 
option. 

Strongly Agree labe
l 

label labe
l 

Strongly 
Disagree 

  5 4 3 2 1 
The purpose of program assessment is to 
improve student learning. 

30 16 11 4 4 
46% 25% 17% 6% 6% 

The assessment cycle is continuous and 
includes assessment of student learning 
outcomes, reporting and analysis, 
improvements and reassessment. 

35 18 5 5 1 

55% 28% 8% 8% 2% 

As a result of the assessment session I 
now have a better understanding of the 
process and goals of assessment. 

22 14 18 3 6 

35% 22% 29% 5% 10% 

      
      2. What did you find the most beneficial about the session? 

  51 Responses 
  

      
      3. What did you find the least beneficial about the session? 

  52 Responses 
  

      
      4. What would you change about the session? 

  47 Responses 
  

      
      5. Is there anything else, positive or critical, that you would like to share with members of the 
Assessment Committee? 

  35 Responses 
  

      
      2. What did you find the most beneficial about the session? 

      Respondent # Response 
1 The time to meet with colleagues 

    2 Being able to work face to face - that helped tremendously. 
3 Dialogue with colleagues. 

    4 The chance to get together with other faculty in my discipline and decide what is important to us 
as far as assessing students. 

5 I have a better understanding of what it is about. 
 6 Meeting face-to-face with colleagues. 

   7 Being able to articulate a better rubric. 
  8 Working one on one with Jim Yount 

    9 nothing 
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10 round table discussion; a collective effort to accomplish goals 
11 Learning about what my colleagues are doing. 
12 Feeling that we are getting things accomplished. 

 13 Finding out the teaching strategies of other instructors. 
14 Reflect again on assessment and why it is the core of everything we do. 
15 Barbara Kennedy explained the process quite well. All questions were answered, and the process 

will continue 
16 Sharing ideas with colleagues. 

    17 Interactively agreeing/creating a plan for our discipline 
18 discussing this with colleagues who were creative and cooperative 
19 Having other faculty to ask questions. 
20 Just having some time to meet with my discipline. 
21 establishing a rubric 

    22 Having someone from the assessment committee circulating in the room we were working in to 
answer our questions and guide us was helpful. 

23 working together with colleagues 
    24 I was able to visit with faculty from other campuses. 

25 The time allowed to complete the task at hand. 
26 working with others who teach in the same subject area, sharing ideas, and coming to consensus 
27 Creating an assignment. 

    28 Not much. There was almost no leadership and the groups for the most part did not know exactly 
what their task was. 

29 Working with like minded colleagues. 
30 It was very good to work with my colleagues from othe campuses. 
31 The facilitators were enthusiastic and helpful. 
32 ideas from others 

    33 Having colleagues in the breakout sessions explain it to me. 
34 Nothing particularly. 

    35 Working with great colleagues. 
    36 Collaboration. 
    37 Samples of what was required. 
    38 Working with fellow instructrs 
    39 Listening to what other instructors do in their classes and the positive discussions that came from 

this information 
40 I appreciated that rubrics for critical thinking were provided for us. 
41 I now understand the entire process - not just parts of it. 
42 Breaking into groups and discussion a particular aspect of the assessment goal. 
43 We got together and work cooperatively. 
44 The only clear benefit at this point is the validation that we are like minded and oriented in our 

expectations, efforts, and understanding of our goals in our courses. Any other benefit will have 
to become apparent after implementation. 

45 Working together with colleagues 
    46 It's always nice to have actual time to work out the details of any assessment or planning -- 

instead of having to do it alone elsewhere. The interaction of colleagues really does strengthen 
the ideas and end product. 

47 It was nice to have everyone involved rather than just a select few. 
48 Lunch 

    49 Our committee was most simpatico and worked well together 
50 Working on the rubric helps with the whole process. 
51 Working with other faculty to complete the process. 

3. What did you find the least beneficial about the session? 
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Respondent # Response 
    1 The timing of the announced session was thrown off the early lunch 

2 It was a litle confusing because of the room changes.... 
3 Timing 

    4 Nothing--I actually enjoyed it. 
    5 Nothing 
    6 Our mission was unclear. I felt like I was coming late to the party and didn't know what was going 

on. The timing of the whole day was disjointed and contributed to a feeling of confusion. We met 
in building 4 just to be routed to a new room - that seemed unnecessary and contributed to a 
sense of frustration and confusion. It is assumed that we know how to construct a good rubric. 
Although we all use rubrics, there is no training (to my knowledge) in how to create a good one. I 
think training would be helpful. Our room had too many disciplines which contributed to the air of 
confusion. 

7 Should have met seperately from another group over in the corner. We need isolation when we 
have 8 in our group trying to talk and give inputs. 

8 my group members did not show up 
    9 unexplained, poor instructions, too much time taken as in "let's just do it and get beyond it" 

10 Not knowing what the session was about beforehand. 
11 N/A 

    12 Repeating the same thing the group next to me was doing. 
13 Some activities are redundant. Seems we move at a snail's pace and endlessly redo assessment 

documents in different formats. 
14 nothing 

    15 The experience was beneficial in all aspects. 
16 level of apathy 

    17 nothing 
    18 It was held on Friday. 
    19 timing of the whole day was off-too much wasted time 
    20 Did not feel prepared for it - would have been nice to have more information on what we were 

going to be doing in advance, so that my colleagues and I could have brought more ideas for 
consideration. 

21 I'm not sure that what we did what actually what you intended for us to do. We did more what 
you guys had done with the statistics assignment, thinking of a specific assignment tied to the 
rubric. I have no idea how we are going to come up with a rubric general enough to use across the 
board. 

22 I would have preferred to be able to meet with my department cluster for that afternoon instead 
of going to this session. I understand the process as did my co-committe members and we could 
have completed our task by e-mail. Meeting togethere was unnecessary for us. I do want to 
explain my ratings above. #1 I believe the real purpose of this program is to document to some 
agency we are doing what we say we are doing. Perhaps someone believes it will improve student 
learning but I do not believe it will make any difference. #2 I don't beleive this will be 
continuous...eventually this too will be replaced with the newest trend in documenting we 
actually teach what we say we teach. #3 I don't have a better understanding because I already 
understand what the stated purpose is for this task, I just don't believe it. Having to listen to a 
fellow faculyt member on my committee use vulgur language most of the time because they 
didn't want to be there, or do this job. While I don't enjoy this in any sense of the word, I do 
maintain a postiive and respectful attitude while I am working with others. This survey allows me 
to give you my honest opinion about this project without affecting those with whom I work. 

23 Nothing. 
    24 We have changed directions so many times on what we are supposed to be doing based on the 

directions of those that should know. It is frustrating and time consumptive with little purpose. 
25 some of the distracting members of our team -- but we dealt with it 
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26 Purpose of assignment. 
    27 I felt like a 7th grader thrown into a Calculus class and asked to take the first test. It was nice 

having groups to talk things out but because we did not understand our task, opinions differed 
and results were quite different. 

28 Nothing. 
    29 This work on Core abilities comes after a long break from any real discussion about it. I was 

racking my brain to remember what we had done several years back. 
30 The people in my group pick apart every single word and nuance, making this a drudgery and 

threatening to produce a compromised, watered-down result. 
31 people who don't want to be bothered 
32 There were a number of miscues in the presentation that I found confusing: start and end times, 

people coming in and out, etc. 
33 Assessment is so vague. 

    34 Somewhat comfusing. 
    35 Too many cooks . . . 
    36 N/A 
    37 Not enough guidance 
    38 difficult to arrive at a group concensus 

39 The bickering from some instructors about the session and why we had to be there and why we 
had to do it, and whine, whine, whine. Wow - I guess that is what I am doing now. 

40 There is still a lot of confusion about what we can and cannot do. 
41 There was some initial confusion as to the nature of the assessments, but this was resolved fairly 

quickly. 
42 Faculty who don't want to cooperate 
43 The group lecture just before breaking into smaller groups. 
44 we have to wait for 1 hour to get materials realated to our agenda. 
45 The rationale, purpose, and process were not clearly explained. Some groups seemed to take the 

task lightly and finished very quickly. Hopefully, this is not an indication of the level of investment 
and attitude toward the potential benefit. 

46 Written instructions needed to include the bigger picture and what will be accomplished at each 
meeting 

47 The lack of understanding surrounding the rubrics themselves. Many participants didn't 
understand that we must validate a rubric first and then we can apply it to our individual courses. 

48 The time spent was not productive 
    49 Way too many time lags along with poor organization. 

 50 Poor scheduling led to loss of time at the beginnng. Also, incorrect materials 
had been photocopied for us, and we had to wait for corrections. 

 51 It was fine; it was necessary. 
    52 The scheduling of the rooms. 
    4. What would you change about the session? 

 
      Respondent # Response 

    1 If we do something like this again after a Welcome Back, there should not be so much time 
between lunch and the meeting. Granted, I don't think anyone realized how short the Welocme 
Back morning seesion would be. 

2 There needed to be clearer instructions on where to go and what time to be there...not everyone 
was able to check their email that morning! 

3 Get more classrooms, because having several groups in one meant the noise level was very high. 
4 Nothing 

    5 Give me a heads-up ahead of time - I want to know the big picture and I was confused all day. 
Provide training in rubrics. Give me the sample rubrics ahead of time so I can process them before 
I am expected to create one. Give me examples of activities to which I can apply the rubric. I think 
people use the educational lingo to obfuscate the issue. I don't know what all the lingo means 
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which marginalizes me as a participant. I was angry and defensive most of the time. 
6 Nothing. 

    7 a little better organization 
    8 do it and get it over with; SACS will see we're teaching what we say we're teaching 

9 assign a table leader for each group 
    10 Let us know what we are doing beforehand. Many of us would have prepared materials ahead of 

time which would allow us to accomplish more. 
11 A better introduction into what we were doing (I know it got confusing because of the time 

change, etc.) but it would have been nice to have a general talk from the committee chair before 
we started. 

12 Having a little more direction in what we were to accomplish that day. 
13 Quite satisfied with original session- therefore, no recommendations 
14 Nothing. 

    15 A little more structure, but this is difficult as each academic arena has different aspects it looks for 
and emphasizes 

16 nothing 
    17 Nothing 
    18 No Friday meetings. 
    19 see above 
    20 It would have been nice to have each group in a separate room. At times it was hard to hear 

everyone in my group, because there was another nearby group. 
21 It was really frustrating that it didn't start earlier. When we knew we were leaving for lunch at 

10:45, that would have been a good time to announce that we would be meeting back earlier. 12 
or 12:15 would have been great. For those of us not on the Melbourne campus, there was a lot of 
sitting around waiting when we all have a lot to do at this time of the semester. 

22 Do not require member to attend. Require them to complete the project. Pointless meetings 
waste time, espeically when there were some other very important meetings that were delayed 
so this assessment meeting could take place. The meeting that was delyaed was one we 
absoultely needed before the first week of school for our classes. The assessment meeting had 
noting to do with the success of my classes this week. 

23 Nothing. 
    24 These processes should not be assigned to faculty until those in assessing know what they need to 

know to direct our endeavors. Don't waste our time in the first days of classes in the Fall term. WE 
NEED THIS TIME TO ACTUALLY IMPROVE OUR TEACHING, not assess for the assessors. 

25 more space -- 2 groups were working in one classroom and the other conversations were 
distracting to many 

26 Committees are not necessarily a good thing. 
27 I would have included a training session in the morning using the 1.5 hours or so that we had 

open before lunch. Having someone illustrate what we were supposed to do and the correct way 
to do it would have saved many of us lots of hours and headaches. 

28 Nothing. 
    29 An overview for the faculty was needed before the groups were convened providing a history of 

the core abiities, how they came about, how they were incorporated into our courses,what has 
gone on since our last sessions on Core abilities, etc. 

30 A flow chart of how this is all going to work. Very specific instructions which help us set aside 
irrelevant isues. 

31 I would like thouroughly trained group leaders in department breakout sessions, to explain the 
process, give concrete examples, debunk misinformation, and answer questions. 

32 I don't like that "monitors" reported who attended and who did not. Is BCC turning into a "Big 
Brother" organization? 

33 Limit the amount of time devoted to help people stay on track. Some people like to hear 
themselves speak. 

34 N/A 
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35 do more of the preliminary work prior to breaking into course groups 
36 If someone is going to be there just to complain about the session, then I think that person should 

leave. It would allow those that want to get the work done to get it done and move on. 
37 The rubric. 

    38 I would like to see some actual examples of assessments that are correlated to the critical thinking 
rubrics. The examples could serve as models or starting points. 

39 Nothing 
    40 More handouts (or sent via email) before the meeting and less reading on the spot. 

41 Can be better organized. 
    42 More explanation of the rationale, vison, and implementation plan. It just seemed like more of 

the same in many ways. 
43 Much of this could be accomplished through email with our colleagues 
44 Better organization. Someone in charge that could present/explain the purpose. 
45 Everything except lunch. 

    46 Nothing 
    47 nothing 
    5. Is there anything else, positive or critical, that you would like to share with members of the Assessment 

Committee? 

      Respondent # Response 
    1 Thank you for letting us work face-to-face. I am thankful that we have the two friday seesions 

later this fall. Just ignore the faculty members who complain. Those of us who care about 
BCC/Assessment/SACS are thankful. 

2 More information about the purpose of the session, and our goals *before* the meeting would 
have been helpful. 

3 Very concerned that this will create more work for the faculty and create an atmosphere that 
elucidates that faculty are not doing their job and must be watched. 

4 I need to rewrite my courses so they are tied to a core ability. I have been asking for advice and 
guidance since the spring but have not gotten much of a response. I came into the process angry 
that I was asked to do the next step (create a rubric) when I can't get help doing the first step. 

5 Keep pressing ahead...we are off to a good start. 
6 - 

    7 Thank you for spearheading this for us. 
8 I think it was overall wonderful. 
9 Thank you for the job that you are doing for the good of BCC. 

10 You a doing a good job. Keep up the good work. 
11 I enjoyed the experience; our group was able to work productively, and it was nice to get to know 

faculty from other campuses. 
12 no 

    13 The training was very helpful. 
    14 I don't feel that administration is providing any support for this process. I'm glad that faculty is 

leading the way with this process, but where are our helpers? 
15 Thank you for all of your hard work.:) 

  16 Please recgnize that not everyone needs to meet in person to complete our assessment. 
Requiring meeting attendnace just to fill a box/square is frustrating and insulting. In this day and 
age of technology, e-mail and video conferences are a much more effective use of our time. This is 
my recommendation: Complete the assessment by the deadline by any method the committee 
members choose. If they have completed the entire semester's task before the next meeting 
there is no need for them to attend any further meetings that semester. Additionally, after 
assigning faculty to assessment groups, allow them to choose their method of communication and 
meeting. I believe this result in more willing participants with a highly imporved morale. 

17 No. 
    18 not your fault, but could someone get a better handle on the schedule? If we finish one session 
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early, can we move to plan B? 
19 If each committee could have some personal feedback on what was submitted, maybe we could 

use our next meeting time more positively. 
20 Many of us are pretty cynical. The college has not talked much about core abilities or assessment 

much since 2009. Why should we believe that this is any less aimless than what we did then? 
21 I think this process is not fully and completely developed. My fear is that this is a lot of work 

stirring around with little result to be gained, save the pat on the back from SACS. 
22 I would like to emphasize the need for clear examples. And thank the committee for the work 

you've done. 
23 No. 

    24 It was good to collaborate with others, but I sense there might be duplication of efforst at work. 
25 I feel it would be helpful to create "best practices breakout sessions" during the Welcome Back 

session to include more "teaching/educating" topics into our first day back. (Not sure if this is the 
appropriate place to submit this idea, but wanted to get it out there). 

26 I really do not want to sit through another session where people complain about what we are 
doing. I would much rather work with a few dedicated people to get the job done and move on 
then force people that don't want to be there to be there. There was rumbling in our group about 
meeting on Friday's and who is going to take care of their kids. Personally, I don't have kids, so I 
really don't know what they should do with there kids. However, I do not see how this is mine or 
the committee's responsibility. If we had not had complainers in our group, we would have been 
able to get the work done in a timely fashion. Sorry for being a whiner - but you asked. 

27 I appreciate all the effort put forth. Unfortunatly, it is still very confusing. We are having our own 
department meeting about it to try to sort some of this out and get our questions answered. 

28 I found it beneficial to collaborate with other faculty within the same discipline. It is important to 
have a consensus, since everyone will be required to use the same assessment. 

29 Nope. 
    30 Overall, the experience was beneficial. 

  31 It is frustating that we seem to do this over and over with no clear implementation. This time felt 
more focused and purposeful in contrast to the past busy work where we were checking off a box, 
but if we, ultimately, do not authentically measure and assess true student growth, it will be a 
hollow effort. 

32 Too much wasted time. Time schedules were not consistent. Start times/rooms were changed 
multiple times, including the day of the inservice. Materials/references were not provided. The 
'person in charge' could not provide an explanation of what was to be accomplished. Assigned 
groups were incorrect for teaching assignments. I kept hearing "I just got a brief e-mail at the last 
minute myself." 

33 Get everyone on the same page. I'm not sure what book we're even in. 
34 Positive: everyone seems to have a cheerful attitude. Negative: we were originally assigned to 

committess that made no sense, and it wasn't sorted out until the day of the meeting. 
35 Thanks for your hard work! 
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