
ASL sub 
Friday Oct 3, 2008 

Fdc#113 
 
Present: Nathan Lovaas, Jim Tuedio, Chad Stessman, Rosanne Roy, Ellen Bell, Kelvin, 
John Garcia, Susan Marshall, Whitney Ragsdale (Recording Secretary), Tzu-Man Huang   

 
Send Chad a copy of the year end report. Chad is on sabbatical in the spring.   
 

1.  Called to order: 2:38pm  
 

2. Elected a chair: Jim Tuedio  
 

3. Review and Approval of summary report for 2007-08 ASL: Approved  
 

4. Report from FAC(R.Roy)  
 

• The PACs have met once and are requesting to be involved in the WASC 
review. 

• WASC questioned why the PACs weren’t the department chairs.  
• The PACs can talk about what they would like to see done but might not have 

the power to make it happen. The ASL committee has the power to make 
suggestions to UEPC to influence changes to policies and procedures. This 
committee should encourage and provide for the PACs and their 
responsibilities.  

• The committee should be cautioned to not have too many reasons to need the 
data and focus on what is most critical at this point. That way the survey gives 
us feed back that can be useful. 

• PACs thought the department faculty should have freedom to create their own 
assessment priorities. But the structure and emphasis of PAC activities seems 
to be primarily top-down. 

• PACs need to have some flexibility for creating and finding effective ways to 
assess their programs. 

• What is the real benefit of program assessment activity? We need to define 
assessment so that it’s about student growth and learning. As soon as it 
becomes a result-driven thing we’re done; it needs to focus on student learning.  

• Is there a way to bridge that gap between student learning and all the formal 
paper work? Since R.Roy has been here there has never been a discussion of 
student learning. There always seems to be a rush of something more 
important to do. It turns into what’s easiest to measure not what needs to be 
measured.  

• The more complex the questions, the more complex the assessment activity 
becomes for faculty.  Faculty need to understand why this is meaningful 
information or they won’t know why they should get so involved in it. Why 
do we care about assessment?  



• Maybe we haven’t spent enough time finding out what interests or concerns 
our faculty most in regard to the challenges and opportunities impacting 
student learning.   

• What has the assessment of student learning meant for faculty moving through 
the RPT process?   

• Research seems to be so much more important in RPT. Perhaps the question 
should concern which activities faculty would find more meaningful for them 
and their program. 

 
5. Survey:  

• Ideas and possibly a survey to help us figure out affective ways to get 
assessment information out to the faculty.  

• What would we do with the information if we were to create a survey?  
• Perhaps the survey information can be used to show what kind of structures or 

practices need to be emphasized in program assessment.  
• Let’s draft a few possible survey questions and bring them to the next 

meeting. Open-ended questions are probably better for stimulating meaningful 
dialogue within departments, which is one of the goals of the survey.  

 
6. Report from GE AC (S. Marshall) 

The questions so far are pretty basic: How can we get the students more involved 
in GE assessment? What would make it more meaningful to them? What do the 
faculty want to get out of GE assessment? How should we interpret and respond to 
WASC’s concerns? 
 

7. Adjourned: 3:40pm 
 
 
Next meeting: Friday, November 7, 2008  
 
 


