AGENDA
UW-GREEN BAY FACULTY SENATE MEETING NO. 9
Wednesday, April 24, 2013
Alumni Rooms, 3:00 p.m.
Presiding Officer: Bryan Vescio, Speaker
Parliamentarian: Clifford Abbott

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING NO. 8
April 3, 2013 [page 2]

3. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT

4. NEW BUSINESS
a. UWGB-United Resolution. Presented by Michael Draney [page 6]
b. Request for future business

5. PROVOST’S REPORT

6. OTHER REPORTS
a. Academic Affairs Council Report [page 23]
b. University Committee Report - Presented by UC Chair Derek Jeffreys
c. Academic Staff Report - Presented by Emily Rogers
d. Student Government Report - Presented by Heba Mohammad

7. OPEN FORUM on Assessment - see background materials:
a. New Charge to the University Assessment Council [page 7]
b. University Plan for the Continuous Assessment of Student Learning [page 8]

8. ADJOURNMENT
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[draft]
MINUTES 2012-2013
UW-GREEN BAY FACULTY SENATE MEETING NO. 8
Wednesday, April 3, 2013
Alumni Room, University Union
Presiding Officer: Bryan Vescio, Speaker of the Senate
Parliamentarian: Clifford Abbott
PRESENT: Francis Akakpo (SOWORK), Andrew Austin (DJS), Franklin Chen (NAS), Greg Davis
(NAS-UC), Michael Draney (NAS), Jeff Entwistle (for Theatre and Dance), Adolfo Garcia (ICS),
Thomas Harden (Chancellor ex officio), Tonmoy Islam (URS), Derek Jeffreys (HUS-UC), Mimi Kubsch
(NUR-UC), Arthur Lacey (EDU), Young Jin Lee (BUA-alternate), J. Vincent Lowery (HUS), John
Lyon (NAS alternate), Christopher Martin (HUS), Ryan Martin (HUD-UC), Michelle McQuadeDewhirst (MUS), Steve Meyer (NAS-UC), Amanda Nelson (HUB alternate), Cristina Ortiz (HUS),
Jennifer Mokren (AND), Uwe Pott (HUB), Chuck Rybak (HUS), Mussie Teclezion (BUA), Christine
Vandenhouten (NURS), Bryan Vescio (HUS-UC), Dean VonDras (for HUD), Georjeanna WilsonDoenges (HUD).
NOT PRESENT: Forrest Baulieu (ICS), Laurel Phoenix (PEA), Julia Wallace (Provost, ex officio).
REPRESENTATIVES: Heba Mohammad, Student Government; Emily Rogers, Academic Staff
GUESTS: Scott Furlong, Sue Mattison, Andrew Kersten, David Dolan, and John Katers.
1. CALL TO ORDER. Speaker Vescio called the Senate meeting to order a bit after 3 p.m.
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES for Faculty Senate Meeting No. 7, March 6, 2013. Speaker Vescio
asked for any comments or corrections to the minutes and, upon hearing none, declared the minutes
approved.
3. CHANCELLOR’S REPORT The Chancellor’s remarks focused on the budget. He was unable to
say much more about the status of the budget beyond what you might read in the papers, but he did say
that talks among individuals continue and System is trying to say with one voice that this year’s budget,
though not glorious, is better than those in the recent past.
4. OLD BUSINESS
a. Resolution on Transparency for Professional Advancement. Dave Dolan, chair of the Joint Committee
on Workload and Compensation, presented a revised version of this resolution for its second reading.
This version has been approved by other governance groups. He was asked how the advisory committee
recommended in the resolution might be formed. The answer was unclear but a subcommittee of the
CWC is a likely possibility. Senator Kubsch moved (Senator Chris Martin second) adoption of the
resolution and it passed (28-0-0).
b. New Major in Electrical Engineering Technology (on the table). Senator Davis moved (Senator
Jeffreys second) to remove this action from the table. The question was immediately posed as to
whether there had been any developments since the last meeting that might merit taking on the proposal
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off the table. Dean Furlong reported that UW-Oshkosh had approved all three Engineering Technology
programs the day before and that discussions had begun on a funding model based on some sort of fee
recovery, revenue generating, but not necessarily differential-tuition model. The program is not expected
to be self-funding in the first year, but may well become profitable in later years. There were claims that
costs for the programs may well be more than those of other sciences, but there’s a good likelihood of
some state money to help support the programs. The motion to remove the item from the table passed
(25-3-0).
Senator Mokren moved (Senator Ryan Martin second) the motion as stated in the agenda. Senator
Davis, chair of NAS where the programs are intended to be housed, reported on a number of discussions
within his unit, particularly about the use of a consultant to help in planning for quality. He then moved
an amendment (Senator Draney second) to remove the constraint in the approval motion. When
asked why, he pointed out that that constraint prevented further planning until tenure-track faculty could
be hired. Others pointed out that demanding people to be in place before curriculum was developed is
contrary to past practice for the development of many current programs. A fear was expressed that
programs begun with ad hoc staffing might well continue on that basis and that is not desirable. The
discussion continued by interweaving three concerns: the need for tenure-track faculty; the funding
support; and the interdisciplinarity of the proposed program. Claims were made that no one (the
sponsoring unit, the collaborators, the accreditors, the Chancellor, the Faculty) wants to approve a
program without tenure-track faculty. The question was how best to assure that. Reactions to the (as yet
largely unplanned) funding model were mixed. Reactions to the interdisciplinarity of the programs were
inconclusive. It was reported that judgments within the sponsoring unit (NAS) varied and that it was
conceivable NAS would end up with something like a professional program within an interdisciplinary
unit. Interdisciplinarity was seen as a constraint that other collaborators did not have to deal with. The
motion to amend by removing the constraint failed (5-21-2).
Senator Ryan Martin moved to amend (Senator Wilson-Doenges second) by recasting the
constraint from “we will not participate in program and curricular development until...” to “we
will not implement the program until ....” The Associate Provost pointed out that the word
‘implement’ may well carry different meanings to various bodies (accreditors, regents, System planners,
state legislators) beyond the Senate. The Speaker offered a definition - a program is implemented when
it graduates students - but this provoked a discussion about pilot programs, continuous planning, and a
general political climate in which very little gets funded entirely up front. There were additional points
made about the kind of expertise needed, consultant costs, and the general drift toward seeing higher
education as just a tool of economic development. Valiantly fight off a weariness in its efforts to express
its will, the Senate defeated this amendment (5-21-1).
Senator VonDras moved (Senator Chris Martin second) another amendment to base the constraint
on accreditation. Rebounding from its weariness, the Senate cooperatively found the right wording “that
the Faculty Senate approve a major in Electrical Engineering Technology that would meet the
standards of accreditation.” Asked if accreditation would, as had been claimed, guarantee tenure-track
positions, the Associate Provost gave a tour de force demonstration of how to respond without directly
answering the question, which is exactly the kind of response one would get in asking the same question
of almost any accreditation body. Sensing perhaps that it had found a way to assure its concerns over
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planning, staffing, quality control, and resource allocation by outsourcing them to accreditors, the
Senate passed this amendment of the motion (27-0-0).
The amendment work now finished, the Senate now passed the main motion (25-2-0).
c. New Major in Environmental Engineering Technology (on the table). With the hard work
accomplished in the previous motion the Senate now did its work with great dispatch and lots of
repetitive counting of votes. Senator Davis moved (Senator Meyer second) to remove this action
from the table. The Senate agreed (25-2-0).
Senator VonDras moved (Senator Ortiz second) the motion amended so “...that the Faculty Senate
approve an interdisciplinary major in Environmental Engineering Technology that would meet
the standards for accreditation.” The Senate took note that this proposal differed from the others by
having the word ‘interdisciplinary’ although it remains unclear what the implications of that are. The
Senate then passed the amended motion (25-2-0).
d. New Major in Mechanical Engineering Technology (on the table). Now on a roll the Senate acted
efficiently. Senator Davis moved (Senator Meyer second) to remove this proposal from the table
and the Senate agreed (25-2-0).
Then Senator Kubsch moved (Senator Vandenhouten second) a revised form of the motion “that
the Faculty Senate approve a major in Mechanical Engineering Technology that would meet the
standards for accreditation.” Without discussion this passed (25-2-0).
Although it may not exactly have been the finest hour in Battle of Britain, Dean Furlong was moved to
characterize this difficult Senate meeting as having produced some of the best discussion he had seen in
the last twenty years. In the afterglow of that, the Senate pressed on to more routine work.

5. NEW BUSINESS
a. Resolution on Granting of Degrees. Senator Austin moved (Senator Meyer second) the adoption
of this resolution and the Senate gave its unanimous consent (27-0-0).
b. Request for future business. The request was made with no response.

6. PROVOST’S REPORT The Speaker noted the Provost’s anticipated absence and asked whether
anyone had been delegated to report on her behalf. One high-placed source in the administration with
unaccustomed directness said, “No.”

7. OTHER REPORTS
a. Academic Affairs Council. The Speaker took note of the written report attached to the agenda.
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b. University Committee Report. The UC chair reported fruitful discussions on ways to enhance research
on campus with ideas likely to be presented at the next Senate meeting.
c. Academic Staff Report. Emily Rogers reported that the Academic Staff Committee had worked on
revisions to the Committee on Workload and Compensation’s transparency resolution and is planning a
survey on perceptions of barriers to promotion and career progression among the academic staff.
e. Student Government Report. Heba Mohammad reported on discussions of several issues: childcare
options, sustainable development, and a proposal for mixed gender housing. She also noted that
segregated fees had now been set and candidates are now posted for student government elections
coming up.
8. ADJOURMENT With the business concluded, the Speaker declared the meeting adjourned at 4:52
p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Clifford Abbott, Secretary of the Faculty and Academic Staff
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UWGB-United’s Resolution to Faculty Senate
on Workload and Compensation Study
Whereas, UW-Green Bay administration has worked with the Joint Committee on Workload and Compensation
(CWC) to initiate an external study on campus workload, compensation, and staffing issues, and
Whereas, a preliminary report by the consultant has been issued to the campus community, and that the data show
possible to significant compensation misalignment across many of our employment categories, and
Whereas, UW-Green Bay administration has expressed a definite commitment to rectifying these inequities
wherever it is financially possible to do so, and
Whereas, UW-Green Bay administration, together with the CWC, has established a campus compensation
philosophy wherein transparency of process is identified as a paramount feature of our campus strategy going
forward,
Therefore be it resolved, that the UW-Green Bay Faculty Senate requests that the Chancellor allow the CWC to
appoint a CWC faculty member as a liaison between the Chancellor’s Cabinet and UW-Green Bay faculty. The
Senate further requests this appointee be invited to observe all Chancellor’s Cabinet meetings at which employee
compensation issues are discussed, with the aim of providing direct feedback between that Cabinet and UWGreen Bay faculty.

Faculty Senate New Business 4a 4/24/2013
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University Assessment Council Charge (New)
1. The University Assessment Council shall be composed of sixteen (16) appointed members including the
Associate Provost for Academic Affairs (Chair) and representatives from the Provost area divisions
including: the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, College of Professional Studies, Outreach and
Adult Access, Dean of Students, Information Services, Enrollment Services, a student representative,
the chair of Academic Affairs Council, the chair of Graduate Studies Council, the chair of the General
Education Council, and two faculty members with a background and interest in assessment methods.
The Coordinator of Assessment and Testing Services, the Director of Institutional Research, and Special
Assistant to the Provost will serve as ex officio, nonvoting members.
2. Appointment of representatives of the Provost area divisions is the responsibility of the respective
division head.
3. Nomination of faculty candidates for appointment to the University Assessment Council is the
responsibility of the Committee on Committees and Nominations. Appointments are made annually by
the Provost. Faculty members serve three-year staggered terms to ensure continuity.
4. The University Assessment Council is advisory to the Provost and Vice Chancellor and Associate
Provost for Academic Affairs and her/his designee and serves the following functions:
a. Guides UW-Green Bay as it transitions to the “Open Pathways” reaccreditation process
including (i) regularly communicating back to the campus community regarding Higher
Learning Commission (HLC) related activities; (ii) providing advice related to the University’s
efforts to document compliance with the HLC Assurance and Quality Initiative components of
the new accreditation process; and (iii) preparing and planning for the HLC site visits.
b. Develops and monitors the implementation of the University’s Assessment Plan.
c. Promotes and supports the institution-wide assessment activities related to the assessment of
student learning outcomes, particularly in the context of the seven-year academic program
review cycle.
d. Integrates all assessment activities carried out by academic programs, student affairs and other
support areas.
e. Provides advice on assessment related issues.
5. The University Assessment Council shall establish an Academic Program Assessment Subcommittee
(APAS) for the purpose of reviewing and discussing the Annual Updates submitted by the academic
programs. The APAS will meet annually and provide recommendations to the academic deans and to
the Provost. The APAS will consist of all unit chairs (or designees), chairs of the graduate programs
(or designees), the Dean of Liberal Arts and Sciences, and the Dean of Professional Studies, the chair
of the Academic Affairs Council, the chair of the Graduate Studies Council, and the chair of General
Education Council. The Associate Provost for Academic Affairs, who will convene the annual
meeting, and the Special Assistant to the Provost on Assessment will be non-voting, ex-officio
members of the APAS.
6. The chair of the Council must submit a report of its activities at the end of each academic year to the
Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Secretary of the Faculty and Academic
Staff.

April 3, 2013

Faculty Senate Open Forum 4/24/2013
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University Plan for the Continuous Assessment of
Student Learning
University of Wisconsin-Green Bay

April 3, 2013
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OVE R VI E W

Overview
Since its inception, the University of Wisconsin–Green Bay has fostered innovative approaches to teaching and
learning, in large part due to the unique principles upon which the university was founded (i.e.,
interdisciplinarity and problem-‐focused education). This educational culture has produced a rich learning
environment that has been cultivated by faculty members who are recognized internationally for their
expertise and scholarship. The University Plan for the Continuous Assessment of Student Learning was
developed in order to ensure that the unique educational experiences, programs, and learning environment
provided to students at the University of Wisconsin-‐Green Bay continue to be aligned with the institution’s
select mission: “to provide an interdisciplinary, problem-‐focused educational experience that prepares students
to think critically and address complex issues in a multicultural and evolving world. The University enriches the
quality of life for students and the community by embracing the educational value of diversity, promoting
environmental sustainability, encouraging engaged citizenship, and serving as an intellectual, cultural and
economic resource”. The University Assessment Plan will help to focus our collective attention on our
institution’s specific Mission Level Learning Outcomes:
•

to provide students with an interdisciplinary, problem-‐focused education;

•

to expose students to diversity;

•

to encourage environmental sustainability; and

•

to promote engaged citizenship.

The following principles of assessment guided the development of this University Assessment Plan:
• Meaningful assessment recognizes the developmental nature of student learning, and thus
involves the use of multiple measures conducted at significant time points during a student’s academic
career, in order to ensure the progressive acquisition of the knowledge and skills expected of a UW‐Green Bay graduate.
• Coordination of university assessment efforts is essential for ensuring that all students, regardless
of academic program, have acquired a set of minimum competencies (e.g., in writing and information
literacy) upon completion of their degree.
• Program-‐specific assessment of student learning is vital for ensuring that students acquire the
knowledge, skills, values, attitudes, and habits of mind that faculty intend to cultivate within their
disciplines.
• Assessment is most effective at improving programs when those programs have clear,
measurable goals that are in line with the institution’s mission and with faculty’s intentions for their
program.
• Effective assessment is ongoing and conducted with an eye toward continuous improvement, as
the institution regularly monitors progress toward intended goals and refines approaches when
warranted.
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• Student learning is a campus-‐wide responsibility, and thus meaningful assessment involves
the collaboration of individuals representing multiple facets of the educational community,
including (but not limited to) the faculty, librarians, and staff within Student Life.
• Assessment works best when it addresses questions that are meaningful specifically to
our institution.
With these guiding principles in mind, the University Plan for the Continuous Assessment of Student
Learning will focus assessment efforts on four specific areas within the educational community at
the University of Wisconsin–Green Bay. These areas include:
1. Academic Programs. Assessment of program-‐specific student learning outcomes—with an
emphasis on continual curricular improvement—will be conducted annually and as part of each
undergraduate and graduate program’s seven year review cycle.
2. General Education. Systematic inquiry into student learning will take place within the
context of the general education curriculum, in order to ensure that this common
educational experience continues to effectively address our institution’s select mission.
3. Co-‐curricular Programs and Resources. Regular assessment of academic-‐ and student-‐
support services will take place in order to identify the most effective approaches to
supporting student learning on our campus.
4. Innovations in Teaching and Learning. UW-‐Green Bay has a history and national
reputation for innovative pedagogical approaches, and thus it is fitting that our institution’s
assessment plan documents the impact of these unique innovations on students’ educational
experience.

ASAAaAssessment Process
Assessment practices for all four areas within the educational community at UW-‐Green Bay (Academic
Programs, General Education, Co-‐curricular Programs and Resources, and Innovations in Teaching and
Learning) are based on a five component assessment cycle that has the goal of continuous assessment of
student learning outcomes. These components of the assessment cycle include:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

identifying student learning outcomes;
establishing methodologies to assess the achievement of student learning outcomes;
gathering and analyzing the evidence with the methodologies;
sharing the results of the analysis; and
making evidence-‐based improvements as needed.

All components of the assessment cycle should be reflected in the Assessment Plans for each of
the four areas of the university. Improvements may not be needed if evidence confirms that
student learning outcomes or program outcomes have been achieved.
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Area 1: Academic Programs
Overview
Faculty members in the academic programs are the most qualified to determine what the student
learning outcomes for their programs should be, and therefore they are the most qualified to assess
those student learning outcomes.
Each academic program will have an approved Program Assessment Plan as part of the seven-‐
year program review cycle. Each program will also submit an Annual Update on assessment. Each Program
Assessment Plan includes:
•

the identification of student learning outcomes;

•

the mapping of those student learning outcomes on the program’s curriculum;

•

an explanation of the direct and indirect methods used to assess the student learning
outcomes;

•

a timeline for the implementation of the methods; and

•

the identification of those responsible for coordinating data collection. Each Annual

Update includes:
•

the student learning outcomes measured by assessment activities;

•

the findings from assessment activities conducted during the current year;

•
•

any actions taken on these findings; and
any plans for changes and follow-‐up.

Undergraduate and graduate programs will upload copies of their Program Assessment Plans and Annual
Updates to the University Assessment website, where they will be accessed by the deans and the University
Assessment Council (UAC). The Academic Program Assessment Subcommittee (APAS) of the UAC will review
the plans and updates and, if necessary, will forward recommendations to the dean regarding any changes in
the program’s reported set of assessment activities to ensure that sufficient evidence of student learning
outcomes is included.
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Guidelines for Academic Program Assessment Plans
A program’s Assessment Plan should have the following components:
1. Student Learning Outcomes. Create a list of specific student learning outcomes unique to each
program and how they relate to UW-‐Green Bay’s Mission Level Learning Outcomes.
2. Mapping of Curriculum. Indicate how the program’s courses relate to the student
learning outcomes.
3. Methods. Describe all of the methods used to assess the identified student learning outcomes.
This should include an explanation of how evidence/information/data are gathered, including
systematic methods for gathering quantitative and/or qualitative data as well as anecdotal
information. Clearly indicate which student learning outcome or outcomes each method addresses. All
student learning outcomes should be assessed by at least one direct method.
4. Evidence. Gather information and data through the program’s assessment activities that show the
extent to which student learning outcomes are being met. Please report data by outcome.
5. Use of Results. Describe how the evidence that has been gathered is used systematically to make a
determination that the students are achieving the learning outcomes at an appropriate level and to
make programmatic improvements.
6. Further Information Needed. Provide an analysis of results to uncover gaps in current
information and data or problematic findings that indicate a need for further study.
7.

Timeline. Establish a timeline for collecting additional information.
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CO O RD I N A T E D CY CL E F O R PRO G RA M RE V I E W A N D PRO G RA M AS S E S S M E N T
Timeline
Activities
Year 1
Continue to implement assessment program and review the information
(following program and data from assessment activities. Make evidence-‐based decisions
review)
concerning students’ attainment of the learning outcomes.

Year 2
(five years prior to
program review)

Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Continue to gather evidence on how students are attaining learning
outcomes and conduct a thorough review of the assessment program.
Modify assessment program if needed.

Year 3
(four years prior to
program review)

Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Continue to gather evidence on students’ attainment of learning
outcomes, and review the information/data from assessment activities.
Make evidence-‐based decisions concerning students’ attainment of the
learning outcomes.

Year 4
(three years prior
to program review)

Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Continue to gather evidence on students’ attainment of learning
outcomes, and review the information/data from assessment activities.
Make evidence-‐based decisions concerning students’ attainment of the
learning outcomes.

Year 5
(two years prior to
program review)

Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Continue to gather evidence on how the program is meeting its objectives
and make comparisons of the findings from the evidence collected since
the program review. Make evidence-‐based decisions concerning students’
attainment of the learning outcomes.

Year 6
(one year prior to
program review)

Year 7
(program review
completed)

Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Begin preparation of program review documents, including the program’s
complete Assessment Plan and any changes to the program student
learning outcomes.
Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Program Review submitted to Academic Dean.
The program review includes a self-‐study report, complete Assessment
Plan, and supporting data and documentation. (See the Procedures for
Academic Program Review and Student Learning Outcomes Assessment
for full details.)
Action: Submit Program Review

13

AR E A 2 : G E N E R AL E D U C AT I O N PRO G RA M

Area 2: General Education Program
Ov e r v i e w
Continuous assessment of student learning outcomes within the General Education Program
ensures that all UW-‐Green Bay students achieve the following upon graduation:
•

an introduction to interdisciplinary education;

•

an adequate breadth of knowledge and course work that is representative of
distinct ways of thinking;
an understanding of problems and issues from global and multicultural
perspectives; and

•
•

a development of academic skills including communication, critical thinking,
problem solving, and quantitative and information literacy.

The General Education Council is responsible “for curriculum development, regular course review, and general
education assessment” within UW-‐Green Bay’s General Education Program (UW-‐Green Bay Faculty Handbook,
54.03C). The dean of the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences is responsible for the overall quality of the
program. The General Education Program will be treated in a manner similar to that of academic programs,
with the GEC acting as a kind of executive committee for the General Education Program. The Associate Provost
for Academic Affairs will coordinate the assessment of General Education according which is based on the
Annual Updates.
Each Annual Update on General Education includes:
•
•

student learning outcomes assessed by assessment activities;
findings from assessment activities conducted during the current year;

•

actions taken on findings; and

•

plans for changes and follow-‐up.
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Guidelines for Assessing General Education
The General Education Council uploads copies of its Assessment Plans and Annual Updates to the University
Assessment website, where they will be accessed by the deans and the University Assessment Council (UAC).
The Academic Program Assessment Subcommittee (APAS) of the
UAC will review the plans and updates and, if necessary, make recommendations for changes in
the General Education Program’s reported set of assessment activities to ensure that sufficient
evidence of program outcomes is included.
The General Education Assessment Plan should have the following components:
1. Student Learning Outcomes. Include a list of the current General Education student learning
outcomes (both content-‐ and skills-‐based outcomes). What do we expect all students to know or be
able to do by the time they receive their degree from UW-‐Green Bay?
2. Relationship to Mission. Indicate how General Education’s student learning outcomes
relate to UW-‐Green Bay’s Mission Level Learning Outcomes (to provide students with an
interdisciplinary, problem-‐focused education; to expose them to diversity; to encourage environmental
sustainability; and to promote engaged citizenship).
3. Methods. Describe all of the methods used to assess the identified student learning
outcomes. This should include an explanation of how evidence/information/data are gathered,
including systematic methods for gathering quantitative and/or qualitative data as well as anecdotal
information. Clearly indicate which student learning outcome or outcomes each method addresses. All
student learning outcomes should be assessed by at least one direct method.
4. Evidence. Describe the information/data gathered through General Education’s assessment
activities that show the extent to which student learning outcomes are being met. Please report
data by outcome.
5. Use of Results. Provide a description of how the evidence that has been gathered is used
systematically to make a determination that the students are achieving the student learning
outcomes at an appropriate level and/or to make General Education Program improvements.
6. Further Information Needed. Conduct an analysis of results to uncover gaps in current
information/data or problematic findings that indicate a need for further study.
7. Timeline. Provide a timeline for collecting additional information.
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Area 3: Co-Curricular Programs and Resources
Overview
For assessment in the academic-‐ and student-‐support divisions, the focus is at the division level (or department
level, if appropriate) where the staff determines the appropriate outcomes for their programs.
Each Assessment Plan includes:
•
•

the identification of program outcomes;
an explanation of the direct and indirect methods used to evaluate the achievement of
the program outcomes;

•
•

a description of which methods are used to assess each of the program outcomes;
a timeline for the implementation of the methods; and

•

the identification of the individual(s) responsible for coordinating data collection.

Each Annual Update includes:
•
•

findings from assessment activities conducted during the current year;
UAC outcomes assessed by assessment activities;

•

actions taken on findings; and

•

plans for changes and follow-‐up.

Each Status Update includes:
•

a description of findings from assessment data;

•
•

the conclusions drawn from the findings indicating that the evidence supports
attainment of the program outcome(s) or the need for changes to improve outcomes;
plans for changes to improve program outcomes, if needed; and

•

the identification of gaps in data, if appropriate.

Guidelines for Assessing Co-‐Curricular Programs and Resources
Divisions that provide academic-‐ and student-‐support services are central to student success in the university
and play a crucial part in the delivery of academic programs. Therefore, it is important that they also engage in
the assessment process to demonstrate the quality of services; to identify ways to improve services; and to
record improvements. The evidence that is compiled through assessment will assist the university in
demonstrating accountability to its internal and external audiences.
The Dean of Student Affairs and the Dean of Enrollment Services will submit copies of their Division Assessment
Plans (or Department Assessment Plans, where appropriate), Annual Update, and Status Updates to the UAC
according to the schedule provided below. The UAC will review the report and, if necessary, make
recommendations for changes in the division’s
16

reported set of assessment activities to ensure that sufficient evidence of student learning
outcomes is included.
A Division’s Assessment Plan should have the following components:
1. History. Include a brief history of the division (and its respective departments), which provides a
solid contextual background in which to understand the mission of the division and its departments,
as well as the information in the assessment report.
2. Mission, Goals, and Objectives. Provide a stated mission that is logically linked to the
goals and objectives (stated as program outcomes) unique to each unit/department. Some
outcomes will be student learning outcomes if appropriate. Objectives should include stated targets
for performance.
3. Methods. Describe all of the methods used to gather evidence used in determining if the
program outcomes are being met, including systematic methods for gathering quantitative and/or
qualitative data as well as anecdotal information, with a clear indication of which outcome or
outcomes each method addresses.
4. Evidence. Describe the information gathered through the unit’s assessment activities
that show the extent to which program outcomes are being met, and indicate which
data address which program outcome.
5. Use of Results. Describe how the evidence that has been gathered is used systematically
to make programmatic improvements and how the results could answer questions
about how the unit/department relates to the institutional mission.
6. Further Information Needed and Timeline. Provide an analysis of results to uncover gaps in
current information or problematic findings that indicate a need for further assessment. A timeline
for collecting additional information is presented.
REVIEW SCHEDULE FOR CO-‐CURRICULAR PROGRAMS AND RESOURCES
The Dean of Student Affairs and the Dean of Enrollment Services will complete a full Division Assessment
Plan and provide Annual Updates each year. Every four years, Divisions will be asked to provide a Status
Update.
Divisions may find it is more beneficial to write Assessment Plans, Annual Updates, and Status Updates by
department. Departmental Assessment Plans and updates are acceptable to the UAC, so long as these reports
follow the same procedures as outlined below. If completing departmental level plans, a division may also
work with the UAC to create a staggered timeline, keeping from having all departments due in the same year.
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Timeline
Year 1
(four years prior to
Update of Division
Assessment Plan
Report)

Years 2 and 3

Year 4
(Status Update)

Activities
Divisions (or departments, where appropriate) will begin by reviewing
their assessment plans for clarity of program objectives and appropriate
methods to document success in meeting objectives. The division or
department should begin or continue to collect longitudinal evidence to
demonstrate that objectives are being met.
Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
Divisions or departments will continue to gather evidence of program
outcomes and refine assessment activities to ensure that all outcomes
are supported by evidence.
Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update
During this year the divisions or departments will provide a Status
Update, including a program history, mission, goals, program
outcomes (or student learning outcomes, if appropriate), methods
used, evidence from analysis of findings, use of results, and further
information needed. Any revisions in future assessment plans are to be
reported.
Action: Submit Status Update
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A RE A 4 : IN N O V A T IO N S I N T EA C H I N G A N D L E AR N I N G

Area 4: Innovations in Teaching and Learning
Overview
In order to recognize the significant, positive impact that teaching innovations have upon student learning—as
well as to ensure continuation of those efforts that perpetuate a culture of innovation—regular assessment of
campus teaching and learning initiatives will be conducted. The Center for the Advancement of Teaching and
Learning (CATL) will be responsible for conducting regular reviews, which include a CATL Assessment Plan,
Annual Updates, and a Status Update (during Year 4 of the cycle) to be reviewed by the Associate Provost for
Academic Affairs and the UAC.
Each Assessment Plan includes:
•

the identification of program outcomes;

•

an explanation of the direct and indirect methods used to evaluate the achievement of
the program outcomes;

•

a description of which methods are used to assess each of the program outcomes;

•

a timeline for the implementation of the methods;

•

the identification of the individual(s) responsible for coordinating data collection. Each Annual

Update on Innovations in Teaching and Learning includes:
•

findings from assessment activities conducted during the current year;

•

UAC outcomes assessed by assessment activities;

•
•

actions taken on findings; and
plans for changes and follow-‐up. Each Status

Update includes:
•

a description of findings from assessment data;

•

the conclusions drawn from the findings indicating that the evidence supports
attainment of the program outcome(s) or the need for changes to improve outcomes;

•
•
•

plans for changes to improve program outcomes, if needed; and
the identification of gaps in data, if appropriate.

Guidelines for Assessing Innovations in Teaching and Learning
CATL is to submit a copy of their Assessment Plan, Annual Updates, and Status Updates to the UAC through the
University Assessment website provided below. The UAC will review the report and, if necessary, make
recommendations to the Associate Provost for changes in the reported set of assessment activities to ensure
that sufficient evidence of program outcomes is included.
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The Innovations in Teaching and Learning Assessment Plan should have the following
components:
1. Program Outcomes. Include a list of the intended outcomes for teaching and learning initiatives on
our campus. How do we expect these outcomes to affect the teaching and learning environment for
faculty and students at UW-‐Green Bay?
2. Relationship to Mission. Indicate how the outcomes identified for Innovations in
Teaching and Learning relate to UW-‐Green Bay’s Mission Level Learning Outcomes (MLLO).
3. Methods. Describe all of the methods used to assess the identified outcomes. This should include
an explanation of how evidence/information/data are gathered, including systematic methods for
gathering quantitative and/or qualitative data as well as anecdotal information. Clearly indicate which
outcome or outcomes each method addresses.
4. Evidence. Describe the information/data gathered through assessment activities that
show the extent to which outcomes for Innovations in Teaching and Learning are being
met. Please report data by outcome.
5. Use of Results. Provide a description of how the evidence that has been gathered is used to
make a determination that CATL-‐ and IDC-‐sponsored programs are achieving their identified
outcomes at an appropriate level and/or to make improvements in teaching and learning initiatives
on our campus.
6. Further Information Needed. Conduct an analysis of results to uncover gaps in current
information/data or problematic findings that indicate a need for further study.
7. Timeline. Provide a timeline for collection of additional information.
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REVIEW SCHEDULE FOR INNOVATIONS IN TEACHING AND LEARNING
CATL is required to complete Annual Updates as well as a Status Update during year four (4) of
the cycle.
Timeline

Activities

Year 1

CATL will begin the cycle by reviewing its assessment program for clarity
of program objectives and appropriate methods to document success in
meeting objectives. Begin or continue to collect longitudinal evidence to
demonstrate that objectives are being met.
Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update

Years 2 and 3

CATL will continue to gather evidence of outcomes and refine
assessment activities to ensure that all objectives are supported by
evidence.
Action: Submit Annual Assessment Update

Year 4
(Status Update)

During this year CATL will provide a complete Status Update, including a
program history, mission, goals, objectives, methods used, evidence
from analysis of findings, use of results, and further information
needed. Any revisions in future assessment plans should be noted.
Action: Submit Status Update
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CO O RD I N A T I O N A N D M O N IT O R IN G

Coordination and Monitoring
TH E U N I V ER S I TY AS S E S S M E N T C OU N C I L (U A C )
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

The University Assessment Council shall be composed of sixteen (16) appointed members
including the Associate Provost for Academic Affairs (Chair) and representatives from the Provost
area divisions including: the College of Liberal Arts and Sciences, College of Professional Studies,
Outreach and Adult Access, Dean of Students, Information Services, Enrollment Services, a student
representative, the chair of the Academic Affairs Council, the chair of the Graduate Studies Council,
the chair of the General Education Council, and two faculty members with a
background and interest in assessment methods. The Coordinator of Assessment and Testing
Services, the Director of Institutional Research, and Special Assistant to the Provost will serve as
ex officio, non-‐voting members.
Appointment of representatives of the Provost area divisions is the responsibility of the
respective division head.
Nomination of faculty candidates for appointment to the University Assessment Council is the
responsibility of the Committee on Committees and Nominations. Appointments are made
annually by the Provost. Faculty members serve three-‐year staggered terms to ensure continuity.
The University Assessment Council is advisory to the Provost and Vice Chancellor and Associate
Provost for Academic Affairs and her/his designee and serves the following functions:
a. Guides UW-‐Green Bay as it transitions to the “Open Pathways” reaccreditation process
including (i) regularly communicating back to the campus community regarding Higher
Learning Commission (HLC) related activities; (ii) providing advice related to the
University’s efforts to document compliance with the HLC Assurance and Quality
Initiative components of the new accreditation process; and (iii) preparing and planning
for the HLC site visits.
b. Develops and monitors the implementation of the University’s Assessment Plan.
c. Promotes and supports the institution-‐wide assessment activities related to the
assessment of student learning outcomes, particularly in the context of the seven-‐year
academic program review cycle.
d. Integrates all assessment activities carried out by academic programs, student affairs
and other support areas.
e. Provides advice on assessment related issues.
The University Assessment Council shall establish an Academic Program Assessment
Subcommittee (APAS) for the purpose of reviewing and discussing the Annual Updates submitted
by the academic programs. The APAS will meet annually and provide recommendations to the
academic deans and to the Provost. The APAS will consist of all unit chairs (or designees), chairs
of the graduate programs (or designees), the Dean of Liberal Arts and Sciences, and the Dean of
Professional Studies, the chair of the Academic Affairs Council, the chair of the Graduate Studies
Council, and the chair of the General Education Council. The Associate Provost for Academic
Affairs, who will convene the annual meeting, and the Special Assistant to the Provost on
Assessment will be non-‐voting, ex-‐officio members of the APAS.
The chair of the Council must submit a report of its activities at the end of each academic year to
the Provost and Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Secretary of the Faculty and
Academic Staff.

Faculty Senate Open Forum 4/24/2013
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AAC Senate Report 2-11-13
•

The committee determined that no action was required on the part of the AAC on CLAS 300, as approval
to change the title of an experimental course is only needed from the appropriate dean.

•

The Committee approved the following curricular actions:
CPS 77 FORM CA – NURS – modification of the major requirements
CPS78 FORM NCF – NURS 407 – new course
CPS79 FORM NCF – NURS 441 – new course
CPS80 CORM NCF – NURS 446 – new course
CPS81 FORM NCF – NURS 447 – new course
CPS82 FORM NCF NURS 453 – new course
CPS83 –FORM NCF NURS 484 – new course
CLAS 367 FORM NCF PUENAF 426 – new course
CLAS 369 FORM NCF PUENAF 250 – new course
CLAS377_FormCA: PUENAF Major – modify major, add elective
CLAS 378 Form CA EPP Major – modify major, change requirements
CLAS380_FormCA: DJS Major – modify requirements
CLAS 381 FORM CCF ECON 307 - change crosslisting
CLAS 382 FORM CCF HUB_ENVSCI 207 – change prerequisite
CLAS 383 FORM CCF MUSAPP 151 – change from inactive to active
CLAS384_FormCA: IST_BA Major – modify major – require AOE rather than a minor
CLAS385_FormCA: IST_BAS Major - modify major – require AOE rather than a minor
CLAS 386 FORM CCF COMM 205 - remove prerequisites
CLAS 387 FORM CCF COMM 237 - remove prerequisites
CLAS 388 FORM CCF COMM 381 – change prerequisites and periodicity
CLAS 392 FORM CA HIS Min – modify minor requirements
CLAS 393 FORM CCF ANTHRO 340 – change prerequisites
CLAS 394 FORM CA HUB MajMinAOE – modify maj, mon, AOE

Respectfully submitted, Kaoime E. Malloy
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