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• The Assessment Plan (AP) misses the point and adds more work to our 
schedules 

• One problem with the AP is the added bureaucracy: Assessment Director, 
Cornerstone assessment, LERAs and SERA, excellence in assessment award, 
research scholars award, and the granting of professional development funds 
contingent on doing assessment. 

 
Where is the teaching and primary duties in this? It will be about checking off  

 the boxes. What is wrong with what we are doing now? Are we not effective? 
Is there no evidence that we are a successful college? There is no evidence in  

 the AP to say how the plan is going to make anything better. 
 

If we really are going to assess our effectiveness, track where the students go  
when they leave. Do they succeed in subsequent classes and graduate? 
Where do they go after graduation? The AP provides artificial data points.  

• In the article, “Toward an Improvement Paradigm for Academic Quality,” it 
states that “The faculty’s conventional wisdom about what students can and 
cannot do well is unreliable.” It feels like the faculty are not trusted. When we 
look at the collection of assessment data, the variables are not controlled. 
The data is not reliable and only looks at what instructors are doing but 
doesn’t address the variables the students bring into the classroom. Even 
after multiple attempts to adjust the teaching approach, the results were 
varied and inconsistent. 

• Some of the faculty have been teaching a long time. Students are less 
prepared than in the past. The top 10-15% are still succeeding but the others 
are lower. There is no variable that can change and control that part of the 
equation. We can’t make students do the work. Math elements are harder for 
students. We need a simple and collegial way to do assessment. An English 
professor can’t come and tell us how to do math better. 

• When you look at the Standards, it states, “The institution identifies and 
regularly assesses learning outcomes for courses, programs, certificates and 



degrees using established institutional procedures.” The authors of the 
documents may not be instructional faculty.  

• The faculty who wrote the plan are not going to have to implement the plan 
for themselves. The SLO Committee came up with a reasonable plan. 
Math/Science are comfortable with an inquiry-based plan.  

• The SLO Committee didn’t come up with an AP for the College. The SLO 
Committee came up with an alternate approach to doing course level 
assessment. It was a parallel process with the end of the previous 5-year 
cycle.  

• Some faculty teach a course with multiple sections. Some faculty nine courses 
with one section a year. The enrollment in these classes are not always high, 
which makes it difficult to do assessment on all nine. If you have 10 SLOs per 
class, then 90 SLOs need to be assessed. The data is meaningless. Our 
students are from everywhere. The administration likes it so we can populate 
reports. It would be better to be able to write a paragraph and say how I 
implemented it.  

• Undergraduate research is effective but if we have to do assessment, it adds 
to the workload.  
LP: How do you know that undergraduate research is effective? Students 
continue on and get their masters and internships.  

• If you look at grades as a cohort of grades, we are already doing assessment. 
Response: Grades look at one student at a time. The step that is missing is 
documenting the conversation that happens across the cohort. For instance, 
for the 40 sections of Zoology 141.  

• A rich conversation is not necessary if a faculty is looking at a mechanism to 
address an outcome. Rich conversations can be happening with the students. 

• Why is SALG not a good assessment tool? SALG is an additional option. 
• LP: Assessment is getting information that is meaningful to you. How do you 

determine that what you are doing is effective? Can you go across the cohort? 
It’s a question of integrity for the students. There are multiple sections of 
Zoology 141 taught by many instructors. The teaching won’t be the same but 
the students need to have much of the same experience especially when 
there are sequential courses. There is extra stress in your department as 
your courses are pre-requisites for very competitive programs. The students 
need to know the material. There needs to be integrity across the multiple 
sections. Talk to each other and calibrate. For instance, Chemistry 161 and 
162 are foundational for every science major.  

• Can assessment be drilled down to a final question? What conversations have 
you had in your discipline to improve the learning in the course? 

• Assessment looks at student learning and identifies what approaches work. 
• Discuss with colleagues about what’s working and mentor lecturers where 

content masters discuss how the courses should go. Is this like a peer 
review?  



• There is not nearly enough conversation of making Kapi‘olani CC a learning 
institution. We need to market ourselves as a place where students are 
expected to learn.  

• Assessment has had a negative effect on our courses. The courses with many 
competencies were decreased to three broad outcomes, which waters down 
the course.  

• Chemistry 100 has 37 competencies. They are assessed by the grades.  
• Assessment data is used to evaluate faculty. That is not so.  A memo from 

faculty senate states that a faculty should address 6 guiding questions. It does 
not evaluate how many students passed your class or how many students 
met the outcomes. 

• When I take all the exams and compare the learning outcomes to the 
questions, the results show that out of 30 students, 2 students hit 50% of the 
learning outcomes. What do I do? Is it my exams, is it the flipped classroom? 
How to I address the 50%? 

• There is problem with lecturers making their classes easier or grading easier. 
The coordinator needs to bring the lecturers to the same level. It’s peer 
review. Exams are incomplete. A faculty will have results that are deemed 
poor if he is demanding more from his students.  

• There needs to be a distinction between faculty who teach courses with 
multiple sections and those with single courses. There needs to be different 
expectations. The real emphasis is about cross communication. The problem 
is that it’s hard to get lecturers all together because of scheduling. 

• The faculty are the experts. Our problem is not that we don’t have the skills 
but we don’t have the time. Every several years, the discipline coordinator 
should be given time to revamp their courses and do assessment plans.  

• A proposal to the math/science department is to go with what the SLO 
committee came up with.  

• These plans (Sustainability, Distance Education and Assessment) are being 
rushed. We weren’t allowed time to have the discussion.  

• Some departments are happy with assessing all SLOs on a cycle. The SLO 
committee came up with a plan and we got traction. In March, we received 
information, that says if we do it this way, we won’t meet the Standards. 

• There is nothing that assesses the AP in the future. Is there criteria and/or a 
rubric to see how well the plan is working?  

• LP – the Standards say that all courses must have outcomes and all outcomes 
are to be assessed in some kind of time frame. How you do that is up to the 
institution. 

 
 
 
 


