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I. Introduction 
On August 22, 2014, Hawaii Community College held an ILO (Institutional Learning Outcomes) 
Assessment Summit on the Manono Campus. It was attended by 143 faculty, lecturers, staff, 
and administrators from both West Hawaii and East Hawaii. 
 
The purpose of the Summit was to give an overview of assessment for the coming academic 
year and to share the understanding that assessing our institution and sharing the results, is 
how we demonstrate accountability of the quality of our education to our students and our 
community. 
 
The focus of the Summit was to bring together all facets of the college’s workforce to take stock 
of the assessment they have been doing at the course, unit, and program level and relate that 
assessment to the ILOs. The Summit was divided roughly into two components, Session 1 and 
Session 2: 
 

1. Session 1 Overview: 
In the first session people met in small groups according to their department, program, 
or unit to focus on their program’s/unit’s approach to assessment from course/unit 
outcomes up to the ILOs. Since there are a number of units with just one person, units 
worked together in one big room with facilitators to guide small group discussions. The 
Planning, Operations, and Maintenance (POM) staff, met separately to get a basic 
assessment tutorial because they had not attended any previous training sessions held 
by the college. 
 
There were 3 main tasks with deliverables: 

1. ILO Self-Assessment 
2. Rubric for Quality Assessment 
3. Outcome Alignment Forms 

 
Additionally, each departmental group or unit was asked to take notes on their dialogue 
as they discussed a set of questions on “closing the loop” and how their unit or 
department uses assessment data to drive their decision-making. These notes were 
shared using google drive. 
 
Questions: 

1. What changes have you made to your program/courses as a direct result of 
assessment? 

2. What changes do you plan to make as a direct result of your assessment? 
3. What changes should be made to your course or program outcomes? 
4. What kind of support would you like to have for your assessment this 

academic year? 
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Additional Questions (if time) 

1. Is your program’s assessment plan/approach user-friendly and producing 
meaningful results? If so, how? If not, how can you improve it? 

2. What is your program or department’s strength in supporting the ILOs? Are 
you satisfied with this? If no, then how would you like to change it? 

3. Are there any other changes you would like to make as a result of today’s 
discussion? 

 
2. Session 2 Overview: 

In the second session, units and programs met separately to share best practices and 
review how they have closed the loop with assessment results. 
 
Academic programs and departments met in the cafeteria, and heard presentations 
from faculty from the English Department and the Business Education and Technology 
Division talk about their own experience with assessment and closing the loop. This was 
followed by a question and answer session. 
 
Similarly, units had presentations by staff from two different units, Admissions and 
Registration, and the Office of Continuing Education. Each unit presented on how they 
developed service outcomes, assessed the outcomes, and used the data to make 
changes and improvements to their unit. 
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II. Session 1 Deliverables 
 

1. ILO Self-Assessment Summary of Data 
Programs and departments were asked to rate to what extent their 
program/department is contributing to the ILOs. 

 
Rate to what extent your program or department is contributing to the ILOs. 
 
Four choices were given to rate agreement. 

3 Extensively 
2 Adequately 
1 Somewhat 
0 Not at all 

 
Table 1—Academic Programs Self-Assessment 
ILO 1 No of 

Departments/Programs 
Percent 

3 Extensively 16 55% 
2 Adequately 10 34% 
1 Somewhat 3 10% 
0 Not at all 0 0 

 
 
ILO 2 No of 

Departments/Programs 
Percent 

3 Extensively 16 55% 
2 Adequately 11 38% 
1 Somewhat 3 10% 
0 Not at all 0 0 

 
ILO 3 No of 

Departments/Programs 
Percent 

3 Extensively 10 34% 
2 Adequately 13 45% 
1 Somewhat 6 21% 
0 Not at all 1 3% 
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This data can also be viewed by the average score that each program gave itself for each ILO. 
 
Table 2 
ATE: Applied Technical Education 

 
ABRP AEC AG AMT CARP DISL EIMT EIMT MWIM Average 

ILO 1 2 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 3 2.56 
ILO 2 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 2 2.44 
ILO 3 1 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 1 2.11 

 
BEAT: Business Technology 

 
ACCT B-TECH CULN HOSP/ INFORM MKT   

      Hilo/WH TOUR TECH   Average 
ILO 1 3 3 2.5 2 3 3 2.75 
ILO 2 3 3 2 2 3 3 2.67 
ILO 3 1 2 2.5 2 3 2 2.08 

 
LBRT: Liberal Arts 

 
English Math Natural Social Humanities   

      Science Science   Average 
ILO 1 3 1.5 3 3 3 2.70 
ILO 2 3 2.5 3 3 3 2.90 
ILO 3 1 0 1.5 2 2 1.30 

 
LBRT: Liberal Arts and Public Services (continued) 

 
Fire AA HLS TEAM DMA Admin Human SUB ECED   

  Science HWS       Justice Service Abuse   Average 
ILO 1 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 2.11 
ILO 2 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 3 2.00 
ILO 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 2 2 2 2.44 

 
Service Unit personnel were given the same survey but were asked additionally to rate how 
well their unit’s mission supports the College’s mission. This is because service units are not 
always able to align directly to a student learning outcome because they provide services to the 
college’s faculty, staff, and students. 
 
Rate to what extent your unit is contributing to the ILOs or the college’s mission. In total, 18 
units took this survey. 
 
Four choices were given to rate agreement. 

3 Extensively 
2 Adequately 
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1 Somewhat 
0 Not at all 
 

Table 3—Unit Self-Assessment 
ILO 1 No of Units Percent 

3. Extensively 4 22% 
2 Adequately 8 44% 
1 Somewhat 0 0 
0 Not at all 0 0 

Total 12  
 

ILO 2 No of Units Percent 
3. Extensively 3 17% 
2 Adequately 8 44% 
1 Somewhat 1 3% 
0 Not at all 0 0 

Total 12  
 

ILO 3 No of Units Percent 
3. Extensively 3 17% 
2 Adequately 8 44% 
1 Somewhat 0 0 
0 Not at all 0 0 

Total 11  
 
Mission support No of Units Percent 

3. Extensively 7 39% 
2 Adequately 7 39% 
1 Somewhat 1 6% 
0 Not at all 0 0 

Total 15  
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Service Units Average score for ILO Alignment and Mission Support 

 Average 
ILO 1 2.08 
ILO 2 1.92 
ILO 3 2.00 
Mission 2.40 

 
 
a) Data Analysis 
The data in both Table 1 and Table 2 shows that there is fairly even coverage of ILO1 
and 2, but ILO3 lags behind in all categories except for Liberal Arts and Public Services. 
This is probably because this section includes the Hawaiian Studies AA degrees program 
and the Hawaii Lifestyles Program. 
 
In Table 1. Only 10 or 34% of programs chose “Extensively” for ILO3. In ILO1 and ILO2, 
16 or 55% chose “Extensively.” 
 
The data for unit ILO self-assessment in Table 3 shows that they clearly see themselves 
as playing a role in supporting the College’s ILOs, and even more so (2.40) when they 
were asked to rate how well they support the College’s mission. However, even though 
units were instructed not to rate themselves for ILO alignment if their unit does not 
teach or work with students directly, many did. Since this is the first time that this 
concept was communicated to the units, it may take time for them to understand that 
not all units are expected to align directly to an ILO.  
 
b) Recommendations for the Future 
Since this is the first time that the College has conducted such a survey, it would make 
sense to repeat this survey at the same time next year and review for changes. 
Specifically to see changes in how: 
 

• Instructional programs concentrate on how well they support ILO3 
• Instructions programs use evidence to show how well they support each ILO 

through course level assessment 
• Service units consider more specifically how their unit supports the college’s 

mission instead of trying to align to learning outcomes if they are not involved 
with direct instruction of students 
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2. Quality Assessment Rubrics 
Academic programs and service units were asked to complete a rubric for quality 
assessment. The rubric is designed to give each department or unit a chance to self-
assess their understanding and engagement in assessment. (See appendix for sample 
rubrics) 
 
Each category is rated at one of three levels. With the highest score possible being 36. 

4. Sustainable Continuous Quality Improvement (SCQI) 
3. Proficiency 
2. Development 
1. Awareness 

 
Categories: 
Intention 
Outcomes/Goals 
Design 
Implementation 
Data Collection 
Reflection 
Change and follow through 
Participation 
Documentation 
 
Quality Assessment Rubric Summary: 
15 CTE programs, 15 Lib Arts and Public Services departments, 20 units 
Yellow = high score, Red = low score 

 
Table 4 

Category CTE Lib Arts Units 
Intention 3.14 3.00 2.90 
Outcomes/Goals 2.93 2.62 2.50 
Design 3.00 2.54 2.40 
Implementation 3.18 2.42 2.20 
Data Collection 2.86 2.85 2.68 
Reflection 3.11 2.85 2.18 
Change, Follow-Through 2.79 2.35 2.50 
Participation 2.93 2.88 2.30 
Documentation 3.14 2.75 2.40 
 
a) Data Analysis 
It is interesting and heartening to see that all sectors, CTE, Liberal Arts and Units view 
that their strength in assessment lies with their “intention.” Both CTE and Liberal Arts 
see their weakness in “change, follow-through.” Hopefully knowing this will help them 
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make meaningful changes to the way they follow through on data in this academic year 
and into the future. Most units chose “reflection” as their weak point. Hopefully they 
can use this information to build in more chances to reflect on their assessment results 
in the future. 
 
 
b) Top 3 Instructional Programs and Departments 
Instructional programs and departments had total scores ranging from 15 to 36. Fire 
Science and Information Technology were tied in first place with scores of 36. This is 
followed by a three-way tie for second place (score of 34) with Carpentry, Marketing, 
and Electrical Installation and Maintenance Technology. Accounting comes in at 3rd 
place with a score of 32. 
 
c) Top 3 Service Units 
Service units had total scores ranging from 9 to 36. Institutional Research came in first 
place with a score of 36. This is followed the Career and Job Development Center with a 
score of 35. The Learning Center comes in at 3rd place with a score of 34.5. 
 
d) Recommendations for the Future 
Since this is the first time that the College has conducted a Quality Assessment survey, it 
would make sense to repeat this survey at the same time next year and review for 
changes and improvements. 
 
Faculty and staff associated with the higher scores should be encouraged to give peer 
support to personnel in other programs and units that did not score themselves as well. 
 
 

3. Outcome alignment forms 
Each program, department and unit was given an “outcome alignment form” to fill out. 
For instructional departments/programs these sheets contained the relevant courses 
with their outcomes, the program learning outcomes, and the institutional learning 
outcomes. Each departments/program began working on the form to show how their 
courses align to the program’s outcomes, and then finally to the institutional outcomes. 
 
Units were asked to show how their mission statement and unit outcomes either align 
to the ILOs or to the mission of the College. 
 
The due date for these forms was set on September 22, 2014. So at the end of the 
summit the forms were collected but they were later returned so that each department 
or unit could spend more time to ensure that the alignment was correct. The forms 
required signatures from the department chair, dean, unit director or similar to ensure 
that the alignment was thoughtfully carried out. 
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III. Session 2 Discussion Topics 
Each departmental group or unit was asked to take notes on their dialogue as they discussed a 
set of questions on “closing the loop” and how their unit or department uses assessment data 
to drive their decision-making. These notes were shared using google drive. 
 

a) Questions: 
1. What changes have you made to your program/courses as a direct result of 

assessment? 
2. What changes do you plan to make as a direct result of your assessment? 
3. What changes should be made to your course or program outcomes? 
4. What kind of support would you like to have for your assessment this academic 

year? 

Additional Questions (if time) 

1. Is your program’s assessment plan/approach user-friendly and producing 
meaningful results? If so, how? If not, how can you improve it? 

2. What is your program or department’s strength in supporting the ILOs? Are you 
satisfied with this? If no, then how would you like to change it? 

3. Are there any other changes you would like to make as a result of today’s 
discussion? 

 
b) Follow up Recommendations: 
 
Liberal Arts and Public Services Summit Discussion 
Summary of recommendations made: 

• Schedule more time for assessment 
• More leadership from the College’s administration on what is expected from the 

faculty regarding assessment and how the results should be used 
• Communicate what resources are available for faculty doing assessment 
• Would like more professional development activities to support assessment 
• How to involve all faculty and lecturers in assessment 
• Need to review SLOs and rewrite as necessary 
• Need a way to support new hires and get them up to speed with assessment 

 
 
CTE Summit Discussion 

• Course learning outcomes need to be revised in a number of programs 
• WH Culinary needs clerical support 
• Need more support and time for assessment 
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Unit Summit Discussion 

• Need support with data analysis and regular meetings with assessment 
coordinator 

• POM did a lot of valuable work which needs to be followed up by the College’s 
administration/leadership. If the work that they did is not followed up, it will be 
very difficult to get them back on track since this type of activity will be seen as a 
waste of time. 

 
 
IV. Assessment Summit Evaluation Results 
An electronic survey was sent out immediately after the event to collect feedback on the event. 
Forty five people responded. Eighty-nine percent (89%) of the respondents reported that their 
program or unit had a productive dialogue on assessment. Seventy-one percent (79%) found 
the first session in which they met in departmental or unit-specific groups to be the most 
helpful. 
 
The top 3 requests for further training are as follows: 
Another pre-semester Assessment Summit 32 
Invite the assessment coordinator to our unit/program/department meeting for 
assistance 

19 

Training workshops on “Assessment 101” 15 
 
 
Table 5 
1. Do you believe that your unit/program/department had a productive dialogue on 
assessment? 
Yes No Other Total Percent “Yes” 
40 2 3 45 89% 
 
Selected comments: 

• It was good to sit down and just focus on this without the everyday distractions of the 
office. 

• nice to have quiet time with no interruptions 
• I think that we had a very active and productive dialog. I think that we identified some 

important areas where we can improve and made some good action plans in order to 
accomplish our goals. 

 
3. Which activity was the most useful for you? 
Session 1 Session 2 Both No response Total 

32 6 4 3 45 
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Selected comments: 

• I appreciated the support received 
• Our unit lacked direction.  The process was started and direction was provided. 
• when we went back to the bigger group to listen to the programs that were the 

demonstration programs, I was able to get a bigger picture of how as a group we could 
support each other to attain the bigger picture, like the word "Kakou" if we want to 
achieve being an accredited college, we have to work "KAKOU"  all together, everyone. 

 
7. How could we have made this day more effective? 
 
Selected comments: 

• Have admin demonstrate how they are involved in assessment of their unit; have admin 
discuss how they support faculty who want to improvements based on assessment data; 

• Invite successful assessors to our College in the different areas. 
• Have assessment specialists ready to assist in the second half to kick start the 

assessment process. 
• Provide agenda more in advance so folks know how to prepare. I know you folks only 

had a week to prepare so was not feasible this time around but maybe going forward. 
• Only require programs that do not have current assessment plans 

 
 
8. Is there anything else you would like to tell us? 
 
Selected comments: 

• I like that we were given deliverables...felt accomplished. 
• This was a very helpful event, and I appreciate that the information presented was clear 

and visionary. Sometimes we have a hard time connecting the dots between 
assessment, ILOs, SLOs, UOs, annual goals, and the missions of our college and our 
departments.  We now better understand that we don't need to make all our UOs fit the 
ILOs, because if the Unit Mission aligns with the College's mission, and our UOs align 
with our mission, then we are inherently helping the college meet its mission by pursing 
our UOs. 

• My coordinator did a very good job with a diverse group she did not know. 
 
9. Do you believe that this Assessment Summit helped your unit or program get a good start on 
assessment for this academic year? 
 
Yes No Other Total Percent “Yes” 
39 2 3 45 87% 
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V. Concluding Remarks 
The ILO Assessment Summit was a positive, useful event which should be repeated on a regular 
basis.  
 
Points to consider—Event Planning 

1. The evaluation of the day revealed that a few people preferred not to meet on the last 
working day before classes (though others were fine with that timing). So it might be 
worthwhile to consider other days in the week leading up to the first day of the 
semester. 

2. Plan the entire week before the semester begins (in the previous spring semester) to 
ensure a mixture of workshops and activities for faculty and staff. As well as 
departmental meetings, there could be workshops on writing SLOs, Assessment 101, 
how to create a rubric, etc. 

3. Plan the entire academic year with the help of the Faculty and Staff Development 
Committee. The Assessment Committee and the Faculty and Staff Development 
Committee should work together in the spring semester to come up with a schedule of 
events all through the semester including E Imi Pono day. Such events could take place 
during the College Hour on days designated “Staff development/Other.” 

4. Having food at these events is very important. It makes people happy and helps people 
relax and bond. 

 
Points to consider—Alignment and ILO Support 

1. If the courses and programs are not aligned correctly to the ILOs, the data that you pull 
for this assessment will be flawed. Be scrupulous about this alignment. 

2. Make sure that units understand their role in supporting the College’s mission and to 
use their assessment to continuously improve the services and support that they offer 
the college. 

 
Points to consider—Administrative Leadership 

1. It is clear that the faculty and staff at Hawaii Community College value assessment and 
for the most part, want to comply with the requirements. They need to see good 
examples from their Chancellor, the VCs, the Department and Division Chairs, Deans and 
other administrators. This kind of support can come in a number of ways: 

• Mentioning assessment and progress with assessment in reports to the College 
Council and Academic Senate 

• Building in assessment as a standing agenda item in departmental meetings and 
unit meetings 

• Ensuring that faculty and staff have time to do assessment and have the support 
they need. 

• Being or becoming an in-house expert on assessment, know how to write 
effective outcomes, rubrics, assessment plans etc. 
 

2. The POM Unit worked very hard on developing a mission, outcomes and an assessment 
plan. It is very important for the morale of the unit for this work to be continued. 
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