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Assessment of Student Learning in the Five Academic Colleges

2010 Program Assessment Reports 
The academic colleges use a standard procedure for gathering assessment information from programs and compiling this information into college reports. Each major, free-standing minor, graduate, and free-standing certificate program is expected to submit an assessment report annually. Programs are encouraged to use the recommended template for these reports, in order to facilitate the aggregation of information. The reports are submitted to the college’s assessment director, who compiles a summary report for the college. Appendices A and B of this report include information from the college reports. Appendix A consists of narrative descriptions written by the college assessment directors. Appendix B consists of a chart that summarizes information extracted by college assessment directors from the annual assessment reports, which were submitted by academic programs. The program-level reports, themselves, stay in the college.

Based upon information provided by programs in their assessment reports for AY 2009-2010, college assessment directors recorded whether each program accomplished the following tasks:
1) Did the program assess student learning outcomes that are included in its assessment plan? 
2) Were findings reported on any of these outcomes? 
3) Did the program use direct measures of student learning?
4) Did program faculty discuss assessment processes or findings? 
5) Were any changes proposed based upon data collected this year? 
6) Were any changes implemented based upon data collected this year or in previous years? 
7) Were data collected in an effort to see if changes that have been implemented had the desired effect? 
Appendix B provides a program-by-program description for these tasks. Table 1 below summarizes this information by college and for institution.
Table 1. Summary of Undergraduate and Graduate Program Assessment Activities, by College
	Activity
	CoE
	CoFAH
	CoSE
	CoSS
	HCoB
	SCSU total 

	Number of programs
	43
	49
	71
	56
	12
	231

	Reports submitted
	30
	36
	39
	3
	8
	116

	% of programs reporting
	70
	74
	55
	5
	75
	55.80%

	Of programs submitting reports, percentage that…
	SCSU average

	Assessed program SLOs
	90
	69
	95
	100
	88
	88.40%

	Described findings
	87
	67
	67
	100
	50
	74.20%

	Used direct measures
	87
	56
	85
	100
	50
	75.60%

	Discussed results
	87
	67
	85
	100
	50
	77.80%

	Proposed changes
	83
	25
	67
	67
	50
	58.40%

	Implemented changes
	67
	25
	67
	67
	13
	47.80%

	Collected data on changes
	10
	11
	62
	0
	0
	16.60%



Several patterns pertaining to the colleges are worth noting:
1) Approximately three-quarters of programs in COE, COFAH, and HCOB submitted annual assessment reports, followed by COSE; COSS trailed badly. Many programs, or a majority of programs, in the highly-assessed colleges undergo external accreditation, which generally requires systematic assessment of student learning and program outcomes. Similarly, the College of Science and Engineering has a significant number of accredited programs. COSS has only two accredited programs, so its programs are less motivated to pay attention to assessment.
2) Of the programs submitting reports, there is a high use of direct assessment measures (minimum 56%; high of 100%). This represents a strength of assessment at SCSU -- focusing on objective measures of student learning and achievement.
3) Many of the reporting programs also proposed changes to improve student learning and most of these also indicated having implemented changes from past assessment.
Assessment Plans
A goal of the Assessment Steering Committee is that every academic program has its assessment plan linked to or posted on the Assessment website. Assessment plans help ensure that key learning outcomes for the program are identified and given sufficient attention in the assessment process. Having this information on the Internet benefits program faculty, students, and members of assessment and curriculum committees by making it readily available and easily accessible to all parties. The Assessment Steering Committee has identified four essential elements of an assessment plan. The table below shows steady progress over the past four years in the percent of major programs for which each part of the assessment plan has been posted.
Table 2. Percentage of Assessment Plan Components Posted by Year (all SCSU)
	Assessment Plan Component
	2007
	2008
	2009
	2010

	Mission Statement
	85%
	96%
	96%
	96%

	Student Learning Outcomes
	50%
	74%
	85%
	82%

	Program Matrix
	12%
	46%
	53%
	66%

	Timeline
	7%
	24%
	29%
	59%
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Figure 2: Yearly Progress in Percentage of Assessment Plan Components Posted (above: all SCSU; below: by college)
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The Assessment Steering Committee will continue to make concerted efforts to increase the percentage of programs that have complete assessment plans. However, it is quite likely that the University-wide reorganization with its consolidation of programs and departments and the many pressing issues that they will need to deal with will preclude much progress in the area of assessment plans.

Upper-Division Writing (UDWR)
Fourteen programs (one more than last year) submitted UDWR assessment reports. All but one of them came from CoFAH and HCoB. The Faculty Association has approved a new process for developing and assessing the University's Upper Division Writing Requirement, which involves routing them through college assessment committees for review and yearly monitoring. However, this is apparently not happening. The UDWR requirement is in place but its assessment levels are low.

Freestanding minors
Almost all College Coordinators mentioned that there is virtually no assessment occurring in freestanding minor programs. This has been an ongoing continuing trend. It needs to be addressed. 

General Education
Only five programs (in CoFAH and COSS) submitted general education assessments. Because SCSU is in transition to a new general education program, assessment of the old one has not been a priority. The establishment of the new Liberal Education Program , with its Liberal Education Assessment Panels (LEAPs) for assessment oversight should encourage many more instructors and programs to engage in liberal education assessment beginning 2011-12.
Liberal Education
SCSU inaugurated its new Liberal Education Program last September. The main activities this year have been to recruit and set up the Liberal Education Assessment Panels, one for each Goal Area in the Liberal Education Program.  They will serve as the contact points for faculty teaching courses in the goal areas, and will collect and summarize the course assessments. The goal is to have 3-5 members per  LEAP; only two of the 10 reach this goal, and one has only one member. The Liberal Education Assessment Director was successful in getting a small grant from MnSCU to support a couple of half-day retreats for LEAP members during 2011-2012.

Assessment of Student Learning Outside of the Five Academic Colleges

There is no standard format for annual reports from units outside the five academic colleges. Submission of these reports is optional. The reports that are received are included in the appendix of the institutional report. Below is a summary of assessment activities in units outside of the academic colleges.

The Center for Continuing Studies now provides training in use of the Quality Matters rubric, which is used to evaluate and improve online courses. In August 2008 an initial group of faculty members were trained to use the rubric. The Continuing Studies representation on the Assessment Steering Committee had been vacant but this year John Burgeson appointed Michael Penrod to the ASC. Michael has been active in promoting the Quality Matters program, and sponsored presentations by Mohammed Mahroof-Tahir (CHEM) and Mario Hesse (CJS), whose online courses recently attained Quality Matters certification.

Undergraduate Studies did not submit a report this year. As with many units, Undergraduate Studies was occupied with the ASAOPSA process and reorganization planning.

Learning Resources and Technology Services has conducted assessment studies for a number of years. The focus of these studies has moved increasingly toward student learning, although student satisfaction still is the primary focus. The findings from these surveys have led to a number of improvements in library operations. This year’s report is extensive and is based on several assessment initiatives. For additional information, see Appendix F.

Student Life and Development has developed division-wide learning outcomes and undertaken a variety of means of assessing them. The division has undertaken efforts to communicate learning outcomes to students and to train staff members in assessment basics. Several staff members have become Assessment Peer Consultants and a few have attended training at the Assessment Institute.
Recent Accomplishments and Next Steps

Completion of assessment plans and reports is important, but it does not necessarily result in improved student learning. Successful program-level assessment requires a support structure to help faculty and staff members overcome these obstacles. 

Effective assessment requires time for discussion, which may not be easily accommodated by departmental routines. Even if time for such discussions is available, faculty and staff members may have fears and misconceptions about assessment that make them reluctant to participate. 

The Assessment Steering Committee has undertaken numerous initiatives to support the program assessment efforts of departments and units at SCSU. Of course, the programs that might benefit most from the available resources often do not use them. The combined impact of the initiatives has been substantial, but much work remains to be done. Below, recent accomplishments of the Assessment Steering Committee are listed, followed by next steps. The recent accomplishments were undertaken between fall 2009 and spring 2010. The list of “next steps” includes initiatives approved but not yet completed by the Assessment Steering Committee, as well as some areas that are in need of attention but for which there is not yet a plan of action. 

Accomplishments

1. HLC Academy for the Assessment of Student Learning – SCSU completed its formal involvement in the Academy, and presented in its final report at a participants' conference in November, 2010. Overall, we completed many of the goals we set for ourselves, with the exception of Liberal Education assessment. See Appendix D for at the final report.
2. Assessment Peer Consulting Program - The Assessment Peer Consulting Program has had some success in building assessment capacity in the institution. Between January 2008 and October 2009 48 peer consultants were trained, and eight programs were served by consultants. This year, we trained 6 new faculty and staff peer consultants, for a total of 54. However, we did not receive any new requests for peer consultations this year. Meetings of peer consultants were held monthly through the 2008-09 academic year. These monthly meetings were replaced by half-day continuing education retreats each semester in 2009-10. A survey of assessment peer consultants was conducted in March 2010 and found evidence that peer consultants became more active in assessment after being trained as peer consultants, both within and outside their home departments or units.
a. In an effort to broaden use of the peer consultants, the November 2010 continuing education retreat trained 5 of the APCs to become focus group facilitators. Jo Ann Asquith (MKTG) conducted the training. 
3. Assessment Grants – In 2009-10 $27,730.98 in grants was awarded to 15 projects. Of this amount, $15,100.73 was funded by Academic Affairs; the other $12,100.73 was funded by Undergraduate Studies and was targeted for assessment of high-failure 100- and 200-level courses. Grant recipients are given an opportunity to present their results to the campus at a faculty development workshop at the beginning of fall or spring semester. See Appendix C for reports on grant activity results. Of particular interest was the way in which the Math Dept was able to dramatically reduce the D/W/F rate in Math 193 through use of Undergraduate Learning Assistants and problem-based class activities.
4. Recognition and Rewards – In the spring of 2008, the Assessment Steering Committee began work on a position paper on rewards for assessment work. It continued its discussion of this topic in subsequent semesters and completed the position paper toward the end of the 2009-10 academic year. The paper examines the reward structure at SCSU for assessment work and suggests how this work aligns with the criteria for faculty evaluation that are specified in the IFO collective bargaining agreement. It was forwarded to Faculty Senate for feedback in April, 2011. Senate will distribute it to departments for comment in fall, 2011.
5. Assessment Newsletter - We began publishing an electronic assessment newsletter, Assessment Conversations in 2008-09, and have published one issue each semester since. They are all posted on the Assessment Office website (http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/resources/newsletter.asp),

Other highlights include: 
6. The annual assessment report template for academic programs, introduced in 2007, is now used by almost all programs that submit assessment reports. It standardizes information gathering, facilitating information aggregation for the annual institutional report.
7. Assessment has developed a close cooperation with CETL. Each office's director sits on the other's steering committee.
a. Assessment Steering Committee members and/or others involved in assessment offer assessment-related workshops during Convocation and January Workshop Days.
8. This office worked with the University Curriculum Committee to add a new element to the New Course proposal form, on which proposers need to specify the assessment plan under which the course will fall and to certify that student learning outcomes need to be assessed.
9. Assessment hosts an annual assessment luncheon which brings together faculty, staff, and administration stakeholders for discussions around assessment.

Next Steps 

1) Improving Reporting – In order to achieve the goals for our primary Academy student learning project, the rate at which program submit annual assessment reports must increase substantially.
2) Feedback to Departments – In 2008-09 assessment committees in the Colleges of Science and Engineering and Business provided feedback to departments on assessment plans and reports. This practice was expanded to the College of Social Sciences in 2009-10 and will be expanded to other colleges in 2010-11. There was no feedback given in 2010-11.
3) Institutional Learning Outcomes (ILOs) – In the spring of 2008, the Academic Action Planning work group on Institutional Outcomes recommended that SCSU establish institutional learning outcomes consistent with those in the AAC&U’s Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) project. A similar recommendation is included in the Academic Action Plan Framework that resulted from the academic action planning process. This recommendation was incorporated into the institutional work plan for fiscal year 2010. The Assessment Steering Committee supports this recommendation and will consider actions that contribute to its implementation. SCSU’s Institutional Learning Outcomes should be consistent with the Liberal Education Program outcomes and with the Four Pillars. At the final meeting with our cohort in the HLC’s Assessment Academy, our team committed to helping SCSU develop ILOs. With reorganization charted, the Four Pillars established, and Liberal Education program Student Learning Outcomes in place, now is the time for SCSU to develop a congruent set of ILOs to reinforce the Liberal Education outcomes and to integrate its curricular and co-curricular goals. The ASC would like to work with stakeholders such as Faculty Senate, the University College, the Liberal Education Committee, etc., to develop ILOs that will characterize SCSU graduates. The HLC will certainly be impressed should we accomplish this by the time we come up for reaccreditation (which may be as early as 2014) if HLC implements its new reaccreditation process. The adoption of ILOs has also been strongly endorsed by the SLD Directors (see SLD assessment report, Appendix XXX
4) Expanding Assessment – Learning Resources and Technology Services, Graduate Studies, Undergraduate Studies, Continuing Studies, and Student Life and Development all are represented on the Assessment Steering Committee and currently have assessment efforts underway. However, some units within Academic Affairs have been relatively isolated from assessment networks and, as a result, have less well-developed assessment practices. These units should be integrated more effectively into the institutional assessment structure. In 2011-2012 we will, as part of the general realignment of the Assessment Steering Committee structure, seek to add more staff from non-academic units, perhaps forming two subcommittees. We will also work to expand the Assessment Steering Committee to include an assessment coordinator from all 8 of the new Colleges and Schools.

5) Rewarding effective teaching/assessment: We need to praise and reward individuals and programs that do effective assessment. One way in which we could effectively continue to promote assessment is to inaugurate an annual award to recognize exemplary assessment at the course and program levels. Likewise, SCSU should inaugurate an annual excellence in teaching award that focuses strongly on student learning—particularly through excellent use of assessment—as a criterion. These should be awarded each year in a very public venue such as the President’s Convocation address.

6) Integrating assessment with the EPT process. Assessment must be emphasized and supported as a visible institutional priority; if not, it will die out again (as happened ca. 1998-2003). We need regular and unambiguous messages from administration (and frankly, from the IFO) that assessment is necessary and rewarded. It also needs to be well-promoted as part of the EPT process. The Assessment Steering Committee is about to send Faculty Senate a position paper on faculty rewards for assessment. Our hope is that it will be approved by Senate and taken through the Meet and Confer process. Although getting assessment of student learning into the IFO contract in the near future is not realistic, we recommend that SCSU faculty and administration jointly develop a Memorandum of Understanding that specifies the roles of assessment in the EPT process.

If SCSU is to be a truly learning centered institution that seeks to ensure that our graduates have the knowledge and skills that we claim to develop we need to vigorously support high-quality assessment. Done well, assessment will help to document and promote student learning; done poorly, we may as well not do it at all.
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Appendix A. Reports from the College Assessment Directors



College of Education by Frances Kayona

College of Fine Arts and Humanities by Wendy Bjorklund

College of Science and Engineering by Maria Womack

College of Social Sciences by Joseph Melcher

Herberger College of Business by Carol Gaumnitz

College of Education 2009-10 Assessment Report
Prepared by Frances Kayona, COE Assessment Director
Submitted March 18, 2011

Introduction/Background
The College of Education (COE) prepares future preK-12 teachers, administrators, counselors, coaches, media specialists, therapists, and other professional personnel at both the undergraduate and graduate levels.  This includes two new doctoral programs in full implementation, one in Educational Administration and the other in Higher Education Administration with a third doctoral program, Applied Behavior Analysis, currently going through internal and external system approval. 

With 120 full-time equivalent faculty through 59 programs and within eight different academic units, students are provided many opportunities to pursue a variety of career paths in professional education and service-related fields.  Of these programs, approximately 95 percent are state and/or nationally accredited. Over half of the programs (approximately 33) in the COE are teacher licensure programs.  Thus, these programs are dually accredited by the Minnesota Board of Teaching (BOT) and the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Educators (NCATE).  Nine additional programs licensing other school professionals are also accredited by NCATE.  Other entities accrediting programs in the COE include the Council for Accreditation of Counseling and Related Educational Programs (CACREP), the Council for Professional Education (COPE), the National Association for Sport and Physical Education (NASPE), Minnesota Board of School Administrators (BOSA), Council on Accreditation for Marriage and Family Therapy (CAMFT), Commission on Accreditation of Athletic Training Education (CAATE), Council on Rehabilitation Education (CRE), and Behavior Analyst Certification Board (BACB).

In addition to the eight academic units in the COE, the college also houses four nonacademic support units which consists of the Office of Clinical Experiences, the Office of Cultural Diversity, the Center for Special Projects and Applied Research, the newly remodeled and updated Curriculum and Technology Center, and the recently added Center for Doctoral Studies. 


The College of Education Assessment System
The COE’s Assessment System, developed with input from the professional community, was initially constructed as a “plan” in 2000 based on the conceptual framework and professional and state standards.  Phase one involved the development of transition points to monitor candidate performance as candidates moved through their program of study.  Phase two involved the development of a comprehensive and integrated set of evaluation measures at the program and unit levels to monitor candidate performance as well as manage and improve unit and program operations.  Phase three involved the creation of a system of data collection, analysis, and dissemination for the purpose of improving candidate performance, strengthening program delivery, and guiding decision-making at all levels.  Phase four involved the analysis of sources of bias in assessment procedures as well as working to ensure ongoing consistency, accuracy, and fairness in data collection and analysis.  

The COE has worked diligently to create a strong foundation for our assessment system.  Over the last nine years, the college has matured and become more sophisticated in understanding and determining what data are needed and valued for ongoing improvement. Clearly, we have pockets of excellence within the assessment system as well as areas where development continues.  The college has come to recognize the complexity of assessment at the candidate, program, and unit levels and understands that a robust university-wide assessment system at an institution this large will take years to plan, develop, implement, and refine.  When the institution was involved in the 2007 self-study for regional accreditation with the Higher Learning Commission of North Central Accreditation, the COE played a major role in the assessment and leadership efforts.

As called for in the 2000 Assessment Plan, a standing Assessment Committee was constituted to oversee assessment within the college and to coordinate assessment practices among programs.  In 2006, a process was also developed through which department and program representatives are able to provide feedback to the COE Assessment Director and the Assessment Committee as to how data are used or to indicate gaps in data collection. A detailed Key Assessments Inventory and Dissemination Plan was developed and is currently being used as a guide for ongoing assessment activity and reporting at the program and unit level.

The Key Assessments Inventory provides a matrix detailing each major assessment including the name of the report or study, the unit/program the assessment report is designed for, a description of the instrument/report/study, type of data to be collected and a timeline, groups or units in which to disseminate the final report(s), and progress status.  As of this writing, there are 21 different assessment reports or studies included as part of the matrix. There are approximately 10 reports either already published or planned for publication for Fall 2010. This work is currently undertaken by the COE Associate Dean, John Hoover. Most of these Key Assessments serve mainly the undergraduate programs; however, our graduate programs are increasing and although licensure programs at the graduate level are accredited through state and national agencies, the connection to the larger unit is sporadic. Transition points and follow-up studies provide a mechanism for ongoing reporting at the unit level for these programs.

Every program in the unit has established clear transition points centered around the general components of admission, prior to clinical/field experience, exit from clinical/field experience, program completion, and follow-up.  The unit has worked to “live” their transition points and actually use the different decision points as benchmarks for candidates to move through the program. Individual candidates are tracked through the implementation of the transition points at the program level.  For example, if a candidate does not meet the requirements to enter their clinical/field experience component, she/he is not placed and is required to continue to try to meet the established criteria through remedial work or counseled out of the profession.  

Programs at the advanced level and non-teacher professionals have identified major assessments within their transition points.  Because programs at the graduate level are quite unique, data are not aggregated at the unit level.  All programs conduct systematic assessments of content knowledge and performance in field or clinical experiences when appropriate.  In addition, all programs conduct follow-up studies and most graduate programs have advisory boards that provide informative feedback on candidate performance. An area of much need improvement is a data storage or warehouse system to assist programs with the magnitude of data being collected. This has become one of the assessment goals for the college.

The COE assessment goals for the 2010-11 academic year are:
· Investigate and adopt a data system to gather, organize, and house assessment data for the COE; as well as to assist accreditation activity.
· Develop a subcommittee structure for the COE Assessment committee that would allow for greater inclusion and participation from faculty whose programs are accredited by other accreditation agencies besides NCATE.
· Examine a new structure for the COE Assessment committee that would allow for greater participation and connectivity with the Bush Grant/Teacher Preparation Initiative assessment work group activity.

Analysis of Progress
Due to Strategic Program Appraisal and Restructuring activities occurring in the Spring and Fall of 2010, some BES programs and minors have been eliminated along with one MS in Community Education. For this report, all programs in place as of Fall 2009 are being considered. There are a total of 59 separate programs in the COE. This number includes 22 undergraduate programs (12 Bachelor of Science, 3 Bachelor of Elective Studies, and 7 Minors); and 37 graduate programs (20 Masters of Science, 13 Graduate Certificates or Fifth Year, 1 Specialist, 1 Sixth Year, and 2 Applied Doctorates). This report does not take into account the removal of these programs. Of the 59 programs listed for 2009-2010, 11 programs (or 19%) did not submit any assessment information. Many of the undergraduate minors and graduate (Fifth Year) certificate programs are being assessed through the parent BS or MS program. These programs were counted as having submitted assessment information if the parent program indeed submitted a report.

It has become evident that some faculty are overwhelmed and exhausted by the flurry of intensive assessment activity from the last several years related to either strategic program appraisal, restructuring, individual program accreditation activity, and of course the expected assessment work that has become frequent and routine. Some faculty have made the transition to a “culture of assessment” rather successfully; while others are being challenged either by lack of program data, lack of a data storage system to organize and track SLOs, or simply by the inability to accept assessment as something that is not only mandated but here to stay. As of this writing, the COE has been restructured into a School of Education and has lost nearly half of the listed programs and faculty to other colleges or newly formed Schools. Clearly, the COE assessment system, activity and reporting remains fluid and requires patience and flexibility.

Of the 45 programs that did submit an assessment report, only one did not use the template. It seems that the college is fine with the template form provided by the Assessment Office. Roughly half of the programs have all of their SLOs listed in the Assessment Plan from the Assessment Office website. Approximately 25 percent listed some of the SLOs and the other 25 percent had no SLOs listed. However, as Program Matrix information was reviewed, some program SLOs or licensure competencies were listed in their entirety.  Additional examination of the COE Assessment website revealed program outcomes and licensure competencies that had not been provided for the University Assessment Plan website which means better alignment of college and program information with University Assessment Office  information is needed in the future. Assessment information must match at all levels of the institution (program, unit, and institution) if faculty are to perceive assessment work as credible and meaningful. The accuracy of information is imperative. Here again, patience and flexibility along with constant fine tuning of information is needed.

The COE faculty apply an equal balance of assessment methods in the form of indirect and direct measures, and a myriad of assessment tools. Faculty also employ other measures to assess SLOs through formal and informal discussion among program faculty and external constituents (clinical experience and field supervisors, for example). Approximately 75 percent of programs reported findings on SLO measures though the evidence contained in the assessment report submitted seemed rather vague for some programs. 

Faculty reported that routine department meetings and informal conversations among faculty were the two dominate forms of discussing assessment. This was followed by department meetings devoted entirely to assessment and “other” which included faculty retreats, final examinations, electronic communications, practicums and internships, and program reviews. What is clear is that faculty rarely discuss assessment in departmental assessment committee meetings or other committee meetings. It is suspected that department level assessment committees just do not exist. It is also clear that nearly all faculty are having some sort of conversations about assessment as very few indicated that “assessment has not been discussed by faculty this year.” In short, COE faculty are indeed having conversations about assessment. These conversations occur most often at the department level by the committee as a whole; not in assessment subcommittees.

Approximately 35 percent of programs indicated they were either proposing changes this year based on data or have implemented changes already this year. The predominate type of proposed change reported is in assessment practice, process, or procedure. Somewhat fewer reported changes in curriculum or pedagogy. The most salient finding has to do with data collected on implementation of changes. Only three programs (or 5%) indicated they had collected data on implemented changes. This is certainly an area where further improvement and growth is needed for this college.

As for Upper Division Writing assessment, only two departments submitted reports: Teacher Development (TDEV) and Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Sport Science (HPERSS). The latter submitted reports for four program areas (Recreation/Sport Management, Community Health, Physical Education, and Athletic Training) while the former submitted one report for Elementary Licensure. The assessment methods and tools used by these programs consisted mainly of course assignments in the form of philosophy papers, literature reviews, and research projects. Based on findings from these reports, the area students are having the most difficulty is in the area of technical writing or empirical writing.

In summary, a majority of the COE is actively engaged in assessment activity demonstrating a process of continuous improvement. Even those programs that did not submit reports for whatever reason, through informal conversations with these faculty, it was found that assessment is occurring. The challenge for COE leadership is to find ways to motivate, support, and encourage these faculty to participate in assessment so they can offer evidence of the good work they are doing providing students with quality learning experiences. In addition, the next big hurdle is developing or adopting a data storage systems to assist faculty in accessing and using data to drive  program decisions. Improving the assessment infrastructure would provide the capacity for programs to access and use data collected on changes implemented which is a major area identified for improvement and growth. At this time, the COE is moving closer to making a decision regarding the PASS-PORT data system to support the assessment and accreditation needs of the college. The vendor is Innovative Learning Assessment Technologies (ILAT). This system will allow us to fill a significant gap in our set of assessment tools. While we have a supportable system for collecting, analyzing, and reporting data at the unit and programmatic levels, no system exists to regularize our data collection at the level of individual student learning. Right now, data are only available in paper form and no regular process has been developed for collecting and reporting this information. ILAT will, for example, allow the collection, analysis, and reporting of Teacher Performance Assessment data, a new state requirement.


College of Fine Arts and Humanities 2009-10 Assessment Report
Prepared by Wendy Bjorklund, COFAH Assessment Director
Submitted March 18, 2011


Every department in the college has submitted an assessment report for this academic year, most using the templates provided by the SCSU Assessment office.  When the templates have been used, it is quite easy to document the assessment activities of an individual program.  When the templates have not been used, it is not always as easy to translate the information provided into a structure that “fits” that of the university’s, but many departments are dealing with the requirements of two entities: SCSU and their accrediting bodies.  Given the workload issues associated with assessment, these departments do the best they can to satisfy the differing expectations associated with them.  If there are mistakes in this report, they are due to my misunderstanding of the data provided to me, and will be corrected when recognized.

Overall, I see several trends in this year’s reports.  First, most departments are actively assessing the student learning occurring in their programs.  They have student learning outcomes and assessment plans in place, and are carrying out assessment and discussing that assessment on a regular basis.

That said, the dual pressures of reorganization and potential retrenchment have taken a toll on what people can accomplish in terms of assessment.  Most departments have been immersed in the SPA process and some have lost faculty lines.  Because of that, many lack the resources to do the type of assessment they (and we) would desire.  Some departments have had the added stress of faculty illnesses that have further depleted their ability to carry out the assessment efforts they had planned.  At least one program’s report was prepared by a new faculty member that couldn’t report what had been done previously.  Despite these resource pressures, most departments report active assessment of student learning in their programs.  In addition, some have made curricular or student learning outcome changes to better align their programs to their accrediting bodies’ standards (which is not always evident in how things get reported on our “assessment grid”).  Several programs developed student learning outcomes and assessment plans that will be implemented for the first time this year.

The second trend I see is that we are doing better as a college with major programs than with minor programs.  I believe this is a residual effect of the university’s initial focus on assessment of student learning in major programs.  I expect that the “stand alone” minor programs will catch up in the next year or so.  Although several are actively assessing student learning, some have only recently developed student learning outcomes or assessment plans.  Religious Studies originally was part of Philosophy and now is a standalone minor.  Given its “in flux” status, it is not surprising that it has no assessment plan or report this year.  A goal for this year will be to get an assessment plan in place.

In general, we also do not do as well assessing our BES programs, but I suspect this is because we do not have many students in these programs.  It is difficult to do meaningful assessment of how well we are meeting our SLOs for a program if there are just a handful of students to assess.  For some departments, it may be time to evaluate whether it makes sense to continue these programs.  In other cases, the assessment of the BES programs is accomplished as the BA and/or BS programs are assessed, but because of the low enrollment in those programs, that information is not always included in the annual reports from departments.  To the extent that departments have updated their reports to include that information, I have added it to the reporting grid for our college.

Programs use both direct and indirect measures for assessing student learning.  Most are using direct measures, although a few rely entirely on indirect measures.  For several years, the emphasis was on direct measures.  I would say now there is recognition of the need for both.  I encourage the departments in my college to use a combination of methods to measure student learning.  Each will yield different insights.

The third trend I observe is that programs do not report as much activity assessing either courses in the LEP (formerly General Education) program or student learning outcomes associated with the UDWR.  The first is understandable, given the reorganization of that program.  As the LEAP committees convene and develop plans for assessing the SLOs associated with the goal areas of the LEP, I hope to see more courses participating in LEP assessment in the future.  The second also may be understandable because UDWR assessment receives less emphasis on the part of the assessment office.  In addition, data collection likely is to occur for several years before results are reported (in order to base the reports on a large enough sample of student work) and often programs do not report assessment activities during years when data is collected, but not analyzed.

The final observation I have to make has to do with how programs are asked to report assessment activity.  Some assessment occurs only once every few years.  Because a program completed the necessary assessment for an accreditation period in 2009, for example, they may not have any new assessment activity to report for a year or two because it is not required by their accreditation agency (or, they may be collecting data in anticipation of analyzing that data and reporting results in a year or two).  As an institution, we need to decide how to address discrepancies between what is required by accrediting bodies and what SCSU requests from programs.  In addition, many times assessment reveals to programs what they are “doing right,” and so, no changes to curriculum, pedagogy or assessment methods are required.  How does that get reported, without programs appearing to be doing nothing based on assessment results?  I believe many programs in this college are “closing the loop” with assessment and using assessment results to inform their decisions, but often times the decision is to “stay the course.”  Our current template does not lend itself to reporting ongoing assessment activities yielding positive outcomes that require no change to curriculum, pedagogy or assessment methodology.  In other words, programs who are doing “everything right” may appear to be doing nothing at all.   

A present challenge is to use assessment results to improve student learning.  It is difficult to discern from the submitted assessment reports whether that process always is occurring.  I believe it is, but that it is underreported, and this may be a growth area not only for this college, but for the entire university.  Again, this may be a function of how we are asking for information to be submitted.  Not only do we need to encourage the use of assessment data to make changes when they are needed, but we need to provide a means for programs to better tell their success stories about how they have used what they have learned from their assessment activities to improve their students’ learning processes.  A second challenge is to present results data in a more complete or transparent way.  Often, results are reported as “students are meeting our expectations” without an explanation for what that means. 

In the end, I am suggesting that we review our assessment templates with an eye toward affording programs the opportunity to share a more complete picture of their assessment activities.  I like the templates, but I think they can be improved.  Overall, given the uncertainties of the past year, along with the increased workload generated by our reorganization and retrenchment processes, I am pleased with the assessment efforts of this college.  I hope during these difficult economic times, this work can be continued.




College of Science and Engineering 2009-2010 Assessment Report
Prepared by Maria Womack, COSE Assessment Director
Submitted Nov 13, 2010

	The COSE Assessment Committee is a dedicated group of individuals, representing the twelve departments in the college. The committee members seem to especially appreciate using data to make changes, and then test, whether demonstrated improvement in student learning has occurred.  The COSE assessment effort has had full support of the Dean’s office.  
The latest information about assessment plans for COSE programs, including matrices and timelines, is always kept online. See:
http://www.stcloudstate.edu/cose/college/assessment/default.asp
Goals for the 2009-2010 COSE Assessment Committee were:
1. Continue to close the loops (point to data and have at least one measurable outcome/change)
2. Develop process for assessing general education courses
3. Continue tracking assessment, review and give feedback
4. Inquire about assessment of online courses
5. Handle UDWR approvals
6. Establish timelines and matrices to complete assessment plans (for the academy)
1. Regarding goal 1, most departments continue to go beyond the “setting up the assessment plan” stage and are making progress in the “closing the loop” component of assessment. A few programs are still completing their assessment plan, but seem to benefit from seeing other program plans on the SCSU website to get ideas on how to complete their plans.
2. Given the slower than expected approval process for the new general education program, the committee decided to encourage departments to assess, but to wait on developing any new general education assessment plans. Thus, this goal did not occupy much of our time. Most departments skipped Gen Ed Assessment in anticipation of waiting for new program.
3.  Tracking assessment continued this year, using a matrix form to follow. The subcommittee that worked on this the previous year did not have much time to do this, so the overall COSE assessment committee did the assessing of assessment during committee meetings. Each month one or two departments volunteered to discuss its SLO’s and at least one measurement that they made to identify strengths and/or weaknesses. This was well-received by the committee members and deemed worthwhile to contine.
4. Committee members discussed assessing online courses in their departments. One common tool is to use common exam questions in online and on-campus courses to compare student learning rates. This is still in the early stages and done primarily by faculty teaching the online courses, rather than handled by the department overall.
5. No requests were made for UDWR approvals this year.
6. Additional programs were updated to include matrices and timelines for assessment plans. The only programs that still need to complete matrices and/or timelines are: Aviation, ECE (MS for EE only), ETS (timeline only – note that Chuck Rose met with me in Nov 2010 to complete this), Mathematics (timeline only), Stat and CAN (matrix and timeline for some programs). A copy of the Tracking Assessment matrix is appended to this report.

ASSESSMENT REPORTS FROM DEPARTMENTS
Assessment reports were submitted for the 2009-2010 year during September and October 2010 from all departments except for CSCI, EAS, MME, AVIT and Regulatory affairs. Some of my notes from reviewing the reports follow. 
Most departments still did not submit a report on UDWR assessment, although I noticed they often reported assessment of the course that contains the UDWR in their BS major program report. It may be that department members do not see, or are aware of, the need to address this separately. I would like to see the UDWR incorporated into the majors reports if possible to simplify the process.

As with last year, virtually no assessment of free-standing minors is occurring in COSE. My impression from the committee meetings and discussion with colleagues is that faculty members feel that this important, but that they do not have the time to do this. Often the courses required for freestanding minors have courses that are assessed in their regular program, but they do not fill out a report on this. I think the reporting process could be streamlined which would help us better understand the freestanding-minor situation.  Very little assessment was reported on for master’s degree programs as well. It appears that departments are giving top priority to assessing their bachelor’s programs for now. 

Some highlights from the departments’ assessment reports are noted below. A spreadsheet is sent separately, which includes more detailed information about what kinds of data were presented in all of the reports. 
Biology
ETS Field exam – all SLO’s tracked by this exam, changes made to genetics and microbiology core courses and student improvement is being tracked. After adding material to cell biology and microbiology, scores increased by 20% on later ETS field exams.
The lab experience has been streamlined and improved completion rates of labs is documented.
They will analyze data collected last year to determine need for future of life science statistics based course. Will also review ETS results from last year to assess all SLOs. Will also start assessment of student learning at clinical sites for Medical Technology.
Chemistry
Instituted common exam questions provided by American Chemical Society to assess introductory level courses. Analysis will continue next year with departmental discussions about how to address strengths and weaknesses of students.  Faculty also assessed student laboratory technique and writing through upper-division courses, and added oral presentations to courses. Presentations by the students are now required in all 400-level courses.  Additionally, chemistry changed their capstone course to have revision steps and an e-portfolio with presentations recorded (and embedded) in them.
Computer Science
Revising their assessment plan with the goal of obtaining ABET accreditation. Last year the department noticed a bimodal distribution in student performance in CSCI 201, so they have initiated a new course CSCI 200. They report improved performance in CSCI 201 now. 
EAS
No report, but went through external review and held assessment day in May 2010 to go over student learning and review changes to make. The department anticipates submitting a report next year. 
ECE
Faculty identified outcomes which were met and unmet by students, and have a plan to help students meet the outcomes for the weaker areas.  Some changes on ethics content driven by both assessment results and new liberal education needs of students.
ETS
Has a mixture of direct and indirect assessments of students work, including comments from industrial and governmental colleagues about student’s senior projects and electronic portfolios. The faculty are also using pre- and post-tests to assess student learning in core courses.  Interestingly, as part of their senior design project and upper division writing requirement, students are required to develop and refine a resume and cover letter. This department submitted one of the few reports on UDWR assessment. 
Mathematics
This department also submitted an UDWR report and is participating in a Mathematical Association of America study of college calculus programs and is considering having students take a subject matter field test. Mathematics also was able to increase the participation rates of assessment done across multiple sections of a single course. 
Nursing
This department assesses all SLO’s every year and discusses results at “department assessment days” in the spring and fall, which is when they discuss which changes to make the following year.
Physics, Astronomy and Engineering Science
Results from FCI and CSEM exams across multiple sections of the same course prompted faculty to change staffing in the first year physics courses to experienced, permanent-staff instructors whenever possible. A new course,  Phys 432 introduced to meet UDWR needs for majors. Physics administered the ETS Major Field Exam in physics for the first time to all seven graduates in May 2010. The results will be used in 2010-2011 to identify strengths and weaknesses in the program. 
The Nuclear Medical Technology and Radiologic Technology assessment plans were revised so that their SLO’s were more easily assessable. The matrix and timeline were also provided for these programs, thus completing their assessment plans.  An UDWR report was also included, but not all students completed it yet.
Statistics and CNA
The assessment of SLO’s for statistics appears to be focused on student performance on exams, quizzes, homework and DWF rates. Presumably the department will discuss which results are satisfactory and which need improvement, although this is not discussed in the report. 

The goals for the 2010-2011 year were determined at the last meeting of the 2009-2010 year to be the following:
1. Close the loops (point to assessment data and be able to show that departments are meeting at least one outcome, or are making a change based on data)
2. Keep eye on general education course assessment/participate as needed
3. Continue tracking assessment, review, and give feedback (include dates on the chart)
4. Monitor assessment of online courses
5. UDWR approvals, establish due dates/timeline

 

College of Social Science 2009-2010 Assessment Report
Prepared by Joe Melcher, COSS Assessment Director
Submitted April 2011


Assessment activity in the College of Social Sciences—which has always lagged the others—fell even more during AY 2009-2010. Only two undergraduate (PSY and SOC) and one graduate program (PSY) submitted assessment reports. It is no coincidence that these two departments have strong assessment connections. The 2009-10 COSS Assessment Coordinator and University Assessment Director is from Psychology and Sociology’s assessment committee chair is an SCSU Assessment Peer Consultant and trainer.

As has been consistently noted, part of the problem is that the college has two large departments that have never participated in program assessment. In one case members of the department have strong philosophical objections to assessment enterprise and have essentially refused to participate. Given that there are neither meaningful incentives to participate in assessment nor sanctions for not participating, this is a logical, if not desirable, response. Another reason so few departments/programs in COSS have consistently engaged in assessment is that there are only two accredited programs. Accreditation provides a major incentive to do assessment. Not only do external reviewers look for evidence of assessment processes and use of assessment results, but some faculty get typically release time or other compensation for engaging in accreditation-related activities and reporting.
G. R. Herberger College of Business 2009-10 Assessment Report
Prepared by Carol Gaumnitz
Submitted November 17, 2010

Introduction

Assessment in the G. R. Herberger College of Business (HCoB) is driven by the AACSB accreditation process.  For accreditation purposes, the undergraduate majors are viewed as a single program, and the MBA is viewed as a second program.  Thus, the HCoB has a set of five college-wide goals at the undergraduate-level and three goals at the MBA-level.  All goals have student learning objectives (SLOs) that are assessed.  One of the goals at the undergraduate level is “competency in major,” which results in each major having a set of SLOs for assessment by the faculty teaching in that major.  Assessment of the SLOs for each major provides the data to satisfy the university’s request for assessment of all major programs.

An additional graduate program in the HCoB began classes in Fall Semester 2009.  The MS in Information Assurance is a joint program between the Information Systems Department in the HCoB and the Computer Networking Applications Department in the College of Science and Engineering.  The program has an assessment plan, but assessment activity has not been initiated.  

Discussion of HCoB Assessment Activity

The 2008-09 academic year had a high level of assessment activity due to an additional assessment report required by the visitation team for AACSB accreditation.  During Fall Semester 2009, four college faculty meetings were completely devoted to discussion of the assessment data collected in the 2008-09 year and in summer 2009.  The additional report was filed, and successful re-accreditation of the college was attained.  In Spring Semester 2010, the focus shifted to setting into place a plan for accomplishing the necessary assessment activity for the next accreditation visit in four years.  As stated in last year’s report, the 2008-09 level of assessment activity was neither sustainable nor planned.  Instead, the complete assessment process will be spread over the next four years. 

In Spring Semester 2010, the departments reviewed their assessment plans, and some changes were made in the SLOs for several majors.  Timetables were prepared for assessing all SLOs by the end of 2013 for both college goals and all major programs.  If adhered to, these timetables will ensure that all assessment activity needed for the next AACSB visitation will be complete.  One area that was identified as a problem was the lack of an “assessment leader” for the interdepartmental majors.  The department representatives on the College Assessment Workgroup (Workgroup) automatically take on that leadership role for the departmental majors.  They oversee, remind, and encourage the faculty who are collecting the assessment data in their respective departments.    

During 2009-10, assessment activity was conducted on four of the undergraduate-level college goals (communication, problem-solving, competency in business core, and competency in major).  Assessment activity was completed on SLOs for three of the nine major programs, and assessment of the Upper Division Writing Requirement (UDWR) took place in seven of the nine majors.  Assessment activity was also completed for one of the MBA goals (leadership).  The assessment activity is summarized in the assessment matrices.  

Increased sample sizes and repeat assessments were identified in last year’s report as areas needing improvement.  Assessment of “competency in business core” was one area where this was badly needed.  This competency is assessed using the ETS Major Field Exam in Business.  The first three times the exam was given resulted in the HCoB placing in the 90th percentile (Spring 2008), 85th percentile (Summer 2008), and 50th percentile (Summer 2009).  This wide disparity was extensively discussed at college faculty meetings and could not be reconciled.  It was suspected that the sample of students taking classes during summer sessions did not match the mix of majors found in the college as a whole.  

In Spring Semester 2010, the ETS exam was administered to all students enrolled in the HCoB capstone course.  All business majors are required to take the capstone course in their final semester before graduation.  This resulted in a sample of 259 students compared to 75, 96, and 70 students, respectively, from the three prior sittings.  Analysis showed that the mix of majors enrolled in the capstone course during Spring Semester 2010 closely corresponded to the mix of majors enrolled in the college.  The HCoB placed in the 80th percentile.  This ranking is based on averages for over 180,000 students nationally from over 685 universities.  This result seems reasonable for a regional university such as SCSU.  The exam topics cover material from three years of course work in business, and our students were not “coached” or in any way prepared for the exam.  (Some universities have review courses for their students before they sit for the ETS exam.  Examples of such courses can be found online.)             

Discussion of Upper Division Writing Requirement

Written communication is one of the college-wide goals.  Assessment of this goal and the UDWR are combined.   An English expert evaluates one of the writing assignments in the UDWR course for two majors each semester.  The remaining majors employ faculty assessment.     The result of this detailed evaluation by the English expert provides feedback to the individual students for improving their writing and is submitted to the college assessment director.  These evaluations are combined across majors to assess the college-wide SLO for written communication.  The results are analyzed and shared at college faculty meetings.  Since the UDWR is ongoing, writing is one goal area where assessment is conducted each semester.  

Results indicate that students continue to struggle with writing.  A D2L site with writing guidelines has been created for all business students.  New in Spring Semester 2010, our English expert met with the UDWR classes for the two majors she would be evaluating to discuss the resources available on D2L.  She also made herself available to students through the discussion feature in D2L.  Faculty members are encouraged to have their students use this D2L site for all writing assignments whether they are being assessed or not.       

A common writing rubric and writing error checklist is used to evaluate writing in the HCoB.  The writing error checklist was revised to be more student-friendly.  In addition to content, the HCoB rubric requires evaluation of  (1) expression, (2) grammar/mechanics/format, and (3) organization.  To help students improve their writing, the writing error checklist was reorganized to separately identify major errors and distracting errors in each of these three areas.  To help students interpret their writing evaluation, common editing symbols used by the English Expert were also added to the checklist.   It is hoped that his new checklist will be easier for students to use.    

Work of the College Assessment Workgroup

The HCoB Workgroup is made up of the HCoB Director of Undergraduate Programs and Assessment, Kerry Marrer, and a representative from each department.  Department representatives may change from year to year, but Kerry provides a continuing source of organization.  Updated assessment plans, assessment timetables, and all assessment results for college goals and for the majors are submitted to Kerry and reviewed by the Workgroup.  This central reporting allows for the collection of data needed for the AACSB accreditation report.  In the HCoB, the Workgroup decided that reports of assessment activity should be submitted as the assessment takes place.  When the university request for annual reports is made, department representatives are asked for any missing reports indicated by the assessment timetables.  The Workgroup has found continuous reporting functions well and spreads the work more evenly over the academic year. 

In 2008-09, the Workgroup created Goal Assessment Teams (GATs) for each of the college goals.  The goal of this GAT structure was to involve more faculty members in the assessment process. To further clarify use of GATs, a GAT Charter was written by the Workgroup during Spring Semester 2010.  The charter outlines the method of GAT establishment, recruitment of team members, and team responsibilities. At least one member of the Workgroup will be on each GAT and serve as the liaison between the team and the Workgroup.  

Each GAT arranges for collection of assessment data, analyzes the results submitted by faculty members, and reports the results and recommendations for improving student learning at college faculty meetings.  Thus, different GATs are active at different times.  A GAT is expected to meet regularly during a semester when its assigned goal is scheduled for assessment but may meet only once a semester or not at all during other semesters.  





Conclusion

Overall, assessment in the HCoB seems to be progressing as planned.  With over 30 years of AACSB accreditation, the college faculty is very aware of the necessity for participating in assessment activity.  We know we have strong programs and good students; we just need to continue demonstrating these strengths.      







Appendix A. Summary Information on Academic Programs to Accompany Appendix A 



College of Education by Frances Kayona

College of Fine Arts and Humanities by Wendy Bjorklund

College of Science and Engineering by Maria Womack

College of Social Sciences by Joseph Melcher

Herberger College of Business by Carol Gaumnitz

	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted?
	Listed SLOs Are in Assessment Plan?
	Findings Reported on SLO Measures?
	Assessment Discussions This Year 
	Changes Proposed this Year Based upon Data
	Any Changes Implemented This Year?
	Any Data Collected on Implementation of Changes?

	
	
	(Yes/No)
	 
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)

	Center for Information Media  (CIM)
	BS - Information Media
	Yes
	Yes all
	No

	 
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	GC- Design for E-Learning
	Assessed in MS-IM
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	GC- Instructional Technology
	
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	                  
	MS - Information Media
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Child and Family Studies  (CFS)
	BS Early Childhood Education
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	GC Child and Family Studies
	Assessed in MS - Early Childhood Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS - Early Childhood Education
	No

	Yes-all
	No

	 
	 
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Early Childhood Special Education
	No

	Yes-all
	No

	 
	 
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Family Studies
	No
	Yes-all
	No
	 
	 
	No
	No

	 
	MS - Early Education
	No
	Yes-all
	No
	 
	 
	No
	No

	Counselor Education and Educational Psychology  (CEHEEP)
	MS - School Counseling
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	GC - School Counseling
	Assessed in MS-SC
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	MS - College Counseling and Student Development
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	MS - Counseling Psychology: Rehabilitation
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	MS - Higher Education Administration
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


	 
	Ed D - Higher Education Administration
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	Educational Leadership and Community Psychology  (ELCP)
	BES- Community Psychology
	Assessed in BS - Community Psychology
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	BS - Community Psychology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes

	
	No

	No


	 
	BS - Chemical Dependency
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	
	
	No

	No


	 
	GC Chemical Dependency
	Assessed in BS - Chemical Dependency
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	MS - Counseling Psychology: Community Counseling
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Marriage and Family Therapy
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	No


	 
	GC Marriage and Family Therapy
	Assessed in MS - Marriage and Family Therapy
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS - Applied Behavior Analysis
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Educational Administration and Leadership
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	MS Community Education
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	Sixth Year Licensure Educational Administration and Leadership
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	Spec. - Educational Administration and Leadership
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	Ed.D- Educational Administration and Leadership
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Sport Science (HPERSS)
	Minor- Developmental/Adaptive Physical Education
	Yes
	No

	No

	Yes
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	Minor- Outdoor Recreation
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	Minor- Therapeutic Recreation
	Yes
	No

	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	Minor - Coaching
	No
	No

	No

	
	
	No

	No


	 
	BES- Health Education
	Assessed in BS - Community Health
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	BES- Physical Education (non teaching)
	Assessed in BS - Physical Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS - Physical Education
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	BS - Athletic Training
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No


	 
	BS - Health/Physical Education Teacher
	No

	Yes-all
	No

	
	
	No

	No


	 
	BS - Community Health
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	BS - Recreation and Sports Management
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Exercise Science
	No
	Yes-some
	No
	
	
	No

	No


	 
	MS- Physical Education
	No
	No
	No

	
	
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Sports Management
	No

	No

	No

	
	
	No

	No


	Human Relations and Multicultural Education (HURL)
	Minor- Human Relations (17 credits)
	No

	
	No

	
	
	No

	No


	 
	Minor- Human Relations (24 credits)
	No

	
	No

	
	
	No

	No


	 
	MS - Social Responsibility
	No

	Yes-some
	No

	
	
	No

	No


	Special Education (SPED)
	BS - Special Education
	Yes

	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	GC- Developmental Disabilities
	Assessed in MS - Special Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	GC- Emotional Behavioral Disorders
	Assessed in MS - Special Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	GC- Learning Disabilities
	Assessed in MS - Special Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	GC- Physical/Health Disabilities
	Assessed in MS - Special Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	GC- Autism
	Assessed in MS - Special Education
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS - Special Education
	Yes

	Yes-some
	Yes

	Yes

	Yes

	Yes

	Yes


	Teacher Development (TDEV)
	Minor- Reading Instruction
	No

	No

	No
	
	 
	No

	No


	 
	BS - Elementary/ K-8 Education
	Yes

	No

	Yes

	Yes

	Yes

	No

	No


	 
	BS - Secondary (5-12; K-12)
	Yes

	No

	Yes

	Yes

	Yes

	Yes

	No


	 
	GC- Reading Teacher K-12
	Yes

	No

	No

	Yes

	 
	No

	No


	 
	GC- Teacher Leader
	Yes

	No

	No

	No

	Yes

	No

	No


	 
	MS - Curriculum and Instruction
	Yes

	No

	No

	No

	Yes

	No

	No












General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

None


2009-10 College of Education Assessment Matrix



96
	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted?
	Listed SLOs Are in Assessment Plan 
	Findings Reported on SLO Measures?
	Assessment Discussions This Year 
	Changes Proposed This Year Based on Data
	Changes Implemented This Year
	 Data Collected on Implementation of Changes

	 
	 
	(Yes/No)
	Yes-all
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)

	Art
	Minor Graphic Design
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 BA 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	 
	BA Art History
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BFA Studio Art
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS Art Education
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No

	Communication Sciences and Disorders
	Minor- Speech-Language Pathology 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Deaf Education Emphasis
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	 
	BES
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	 
	MS
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Communication Studies
	Minor- Applied Relational Conflict Management
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No-New Program
	 

	 
	Minor- Intercultural Communication
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BA Communication Studies
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No-Newly Revised Program
	 

	 
	BA Communication Studies- Supplemental
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No-Newly Revised Program
	 

	 
	BS Communication Studies- Interdepartmental
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No-Newly Revised Program
	 

	English
	Minor - Creative Writing
	Yes
	 
	Data Collection Only
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Linguistics
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Assessed during program review
	Yes
	 
	No
	No

	 
	Minor- Rhetorical and Applied Writing
	No-Newly revised program
	 
	 
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- TESL
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Completed assess of SLOs in 2009.
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BES
	Yes
	Yes-all
	 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No -- Next year

	 
	BA English
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No -- Next Year

	 
	BA  Creative Writing
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Data Collection Only
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS Comm. Arts & Lit.
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No Nothing since 2008
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	MA English
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS English (Teaching)
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Foreign Language
	Minor- Foreign Languages
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Russian
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BES- French
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BES- German
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BES- Spanish
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BA- Humanities
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 BA/BS- French
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	 
	 BA/BS- German
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes, not reported

	 
	 BA/ BS- Spanish
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Mass Communication
	BS
	Yes
	Not specified
	Yes
	No
	X
	No
	No

	 
	MS
	Yes
	Not specified
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Music
	BES
	Yes
	 
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BA Music
	Yes
	 
	SLOs completed
	 
	To assess next year
	No
	No

	 
	Bmus
	Yes
	 
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BS Music Education
	Yes
	 
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No

	 
	MM Music
	Yes
	 
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No

	Philosophy
	Minor- Interdisciplinary
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	Minor- Philosophy for Mathematics Majors
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	Minor- Religious Studies
	No
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BES
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BA
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Theatre/Film Studies/Dance
	Minor- Dance
	 
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BA- Film Studies
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BA- Theatre
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Not necessary
	Not necessary
	No









General Education Reports:

Art

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

Art 437
English 490
Communication Studies 300, 319
Spanish 457
Theatre 493
Film Studies 496
2009-10 College of Fine Arts and Humanities Assessment Matrix

	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted?
	Listed SLOs Are in Assessment Plan
	Findings Reported on SLO Measures
	Assessment Discussions This Year 
	Changes Proposed This Year Based on Data
	Changes Implemented This Year
	Data Collected on Implementation of Changes

	 
	 
	(Yes/No)
	 
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)

	Aviation
	BES Minor- Aviation 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Yellow means add to old grid
	 BS Aviation-Management 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS Aviation -Professional Flight
	No
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS Aviation-Operations 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BAS- Aviation Maintenance  Management
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Biological Sciences
	BES- General Biology
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BES- Medical Technology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Biomedical 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Biotechnology 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Major is being phased out
	BS- Cell Biology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Ecology and Field Biology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- General Biology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Life Science/General Science Education Grades 5-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	 
	Yes
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Life Science/General Science Education Grades 9-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Medical Technology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MA- Biological Sciences 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS- Biological Sciences
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS-Biology -Ecology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS - Biological Sciences Teaching
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Chemistry
	Minor- Forensic Science
	No
	 
	 
	 
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BES- Chemistry
	Yes
	Yes-all
	 
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BA- Chemistry- Liberal Arts
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BS- Biochemistry
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BS- Chemistry/ General Science Education 5-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BS- Chemistry Teaching Grades 9-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	 
	BS- Professional Chemistry ACS Approved
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No

	Computer Science
	Minor- Computer Algorithmics
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Computer Organization and Programming
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Computer Science ABET Accredited
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Applied Computer Science 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS- Computer Science
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Earth and Atmospheric Sciences
	BA- Earth Science
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Geology
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Hydrology
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Meteorology
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Earth and Space Science Teaching Grades 5-12
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Earth and Space Science Teaching Grades 9-12
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Electrical and Computer Engineering
	BS- Computer Engineering
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Electrical Engineering
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS- Electrical Engineering
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Environmental and Technological Studies
	BES- Environmental Studies
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BES- Technology Studies
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Environmental Science
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Environmental Studies
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Technology Education
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Technology Management
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS- Environmental and Technology Studies
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mathematics 
	BA- Mathematics
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Mathematics Teaching
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	Minor- Elementary Education 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS- Mathematics Teachings
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering 
	BS- Mechanical Engineering
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Manufacturing Engineering 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MEM- Master of Engineering Management 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS- Mechanical Engineering 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Nursing Sciences
	BS- Nursing
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	MS- Nursing (inactive)
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Physics, Astronomy and Engineering Science
	Minor- Optics
	Yes
	 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BES- Physics
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Physics 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Physics Teaching Grades 5-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS- Physics Teaching Grades 9-12
	Yes
	Yes-all
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	 
	BS-Nuclear Medicine Technology 
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No 

	 
	BS- Radiologic Technology
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Regulatory Affairs and Services
	MS- Regulatory Affairs and Services (inactive)
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Statistics/Computer Networking and Applications
	Minor- Computer Networking and Applications-Language Packages and Operating Systems
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Data Communications 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Computer Networking and Applications-Language Packages and Communications
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Minor- Network Information Security Systems
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Network Modeling and Simulation
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Network Information Security Systems
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	BS- Statistic
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MS- Applied Statistics 
	No
	 
	 
	 
	No
	No
	No







General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

None
2009-10 College of Science and Engineering Assessment Matrix






	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted?
	Listed SLOs Are in Assessment Plan? 
	Findings Reported on SLO Measures?
	Assessment Discussions This Year 
	Any Changes Proposed This Year Based on Data?
	Any Changes Implemented This Year?
	Any Data Collected on Implementation of Changes?

	 
	 
	(Yes/No)
	Yes-all
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)

	Community Studies
	Minor- Gerontology
	NO
	 
	NO*
	NO*
	No
	NO
	NO

	 
	Minor(inactive)- Heritage Preservation 
	NA
	 
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA

	 
	BES- Women's Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Community Development
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	No
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Women's Studies
	NO
	 
	 
	 
	No
	NO
	NO

	 
	GC- Gerontology
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Gerontology
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Criminal Justice Studies
	BA- CJS
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	No
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- CJS
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Public Safety Executive Leadership 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Economics
	Minor-- Elementary Education
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Business Economics 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Economics
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BS- Mathematical Economics
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Applied Economics
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Public and Nonprofit Institutions
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Ethnic Studies (exclusively minor programs)
	African American Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	American Indian Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	Asian Pacific American Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	Chicano/a Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	Ethnic Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Geography
	Minor- Geographic Information Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BES
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Travel and Tourism
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BES- Land Surveying and Mapping Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BS- Land Surveying and Mapping Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	(certificate) Land Surveying and Mapping Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Geographic Information Science 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	GC- Geographic Information Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Tourism Planning and Development 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Global Studies Center
	BA-Global Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	History
	Minor- African Studies 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	Minor- East Asian Studies 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	Minor-- Elementary Education
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Latin American Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MA, Public History
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- History Teacher Education 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Political Science
	BA
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Public Administration 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- International Relations and Affairs
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Psychology
	BA
	YES
	Yes
	NO
	Yes
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Industrial-Organizational Psychology
	YES
	Yes
	NO
	Yes
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Social Work
	BS
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MSW
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Sociology
	YES
	Yes
	NO
	Yes
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Sociology Interdepartmental 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA- Anthropology 
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS- Cultural Resource Management
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	Non- Departmental
	Minor- Soviet and Eurasian Studies
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BES- Social Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BA Social Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	BS Social Studies Education
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO

	 
	MS Social Science
	NO
	 
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO
	NO




General Education Reports:
PSY 115
SOC 111

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:
SOC 488
2009-10 College of Social Science Assessment Matrix

				

	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted?
	Listed SLOs Are in Assessment Plan? 
	Findings Reported on SLO Measures?
	Assessment Discussions This Year (Check all that apply.)
	Any Changes Proposed This Year Based on Data?
	Any Changes Implemented This Year?
	Any Data Collected on Implementation of Changes?

	 
	 
	(Yes/No)
	Yes-all
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)
	(Yes/No)

	College-Wide Goals
	Problem Solving
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	 

	 
	Communication
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	 
	Competency in Core
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	 

	Accounting
	Accounting Major
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No

	Information Systems
	Information Systems Major and Minors
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	 

	 
	MS in Information Assurance
	No
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	FIRE
	Finance Major and Minors
	Yes*
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Insurance Major and Minors
	Yes*
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Real Estate Major and Minors
	Yes*
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Management
	Management Major and Minors
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	 

	Marketing and Business Law
	Marketing Major and Minors
	Yes*
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	General Business Minor
	No
	No
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Non Departmental
	Entrepreneurship Major and Minor
	No
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	International Business Major and Minor
	No
	Yes-all
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	MBA Degree
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	 




General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

Accounting 382
IS 251
Finance 378
Insurance 378
Real Estate 378
Management 467
Marketing 416
2009-10 Herberger College of Business Assessment Matrix



2009-10 Herberger College of Business Assessment Matrix






Appendix C. Summary of Activities and Likely Impacts of the 2008-9 Assessment Grants

2009-10 Assessment Grants


Title: “Development of the Graduate sport Management Assessment Plan”
Amount: $1982.48
Recipients: Peter Van Mullem

Goals: 
The Graduate Sport Management Program continues to experience significant growth as a field of study for prospective students. However, the program is currently lacking an assessment plan. Therefore, the purpose of this project is to develop an assessment plan for the Graduate Sport Management Program, focusing on student learning outcomes, the creation of a program matrix, and an assessment timeline. The development of an assessment plan unites the Graduate Sport Management Program with St Cloud State University’s commitment to assessment and student learning.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The Graduate Sport Management Program now has a comprehensive assessment plan. 


Title: “Assessing and Improving Math 193”
Amount: $1999.98
Recipients: Sonja Goerdt, Sandra Johnson, Bishnu Naraine

Goals: 

1. Analyze assessment data from current MATH 193 Redesign classes using other MATH 193 classes for comparison 

2. Develop an action plan to further improve student learning and retention in MATH 193 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
We are in the first stages of gathering data based on MATH 193 student learning outcomes, so we have no historical data for comparisons. Using grades as an indication of student learning, we observe DFW rates in redesigned ULA-enhanced sections of approximately 23% compared to the traditional auditorium sections’ DFW rates of approximately 49%. Historical data shows DFW rates in the 40 – 60% range. These improved DFW rates make a strong case for improved student learning through ULA-enhanced sections of MATH 193. 



Title: “Assessing the Political Science Program’s Introduction Course on campus and online”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Jason Lindsey

Goals: 
1. The first goal of the project was to continue the efforts of my department to assess the student learning outcome of: students’ demonstrating a better understanding of democracy and an understanding of left vs. right ideologies across our entry level courses of: POL 101, POL 195, and POL 251. Thus, this past academic year we administered a pre and post-test in our on campus, traditional POL 195 classes in an attempt to assess these outcomes across sections. A similar pre and post test was administered in POL 101 and POL 251.
2. Second, this project attempted to provide the Political Science department with some initial findings on the ability (or not) of an online class to match the student learning outcomes of a traditional class. This has become a concern to us in the political science department because we are now considering an online version of our POL 101 course, and some faculty are interested in experimenting with upper level online classes. 
3. Third, the project is an attempt by me to compare student learning outcomes between my traditional, on campus section of POL 195 Democratic Citizenship: American National Government, and my completely online, self-paced section of this course. Thus, I hoped to gain a better understanding of the similarities and differences between my courses.
4. Finally, the first pre test administered in both sections included 6 questions for students about how many hours they are taking, whether they are majoring or minoring in one of the political science programs, their age group, how many online classes they are taking, or if they were taking 195 solely to fulfill their general education requirement. Our department is curious to learn if there are substantial differences between our on campus and on line students in these categories. 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
In category 1, this project has been of assistance to the department. I am sharing my findings with my colleagues and we can now port the survey I used in D2L to other courses we wish to assess this upcoming year. My experience of using the survey tool in D2L for this purpose should demonstrate to my colleagues that we can, with relative ease, continue our ongoing assessment of the SLO on students’ understanding of characteristics of democracy and ideological characteristics across POL 101, 195, and 251. From a practical standpoint, conducting and compiling these surveys in D2L is a much easier way to share data across courses since it is in a digital format.

In category 2, the first part of the survey one in both courses will help the department gain a better understanding of our respective online and on campus audiences. I think this initial study is also useful for my department as we consider more on line offerings. These findings indicate that the format of my online version of POL 195 is able to replicate the SLO results of my on campus version. Thus, this suggests my class may have some use as a model for an online POL 101 or similar lower level offering. 

Furthermore, the shortcomings in my current findings for some SLO’s in both sections of POL 195 suggest areas we should concentrate on when assessing other sections of 195. Similar and/or different results in my colleagues’ sections of POL 195 would make for an interesting dialogue between us all about how we present these topics in our various sections.

In category 3, after our first round of assessment this past year, I was disappointed with results that showed students frequently missing the question that targeted freedom of association. Since then I have attempted to target this area in my classes, and as I reported above, students in both of these surveys showed improvement on that topic.

However, moving forward, I think the results from these two surveys clearly show that I need to alter the way I have students comparing general ideological leanings to specific issues. While they did show improvements on how individuals develop their opinions, the findings reported above show a need for me to alter the presentation of the material more broadly.




Title: “Initiating and Assessment Plan for Social Studies Education and Social Science Program”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Kyle Ward

Goals: 
I want to officially establish assessment plans for the Social Studies Education and Social Science programs in order to start assessing both by next year. Two years ago I also attended NCATE/NCSS (National Counsil for the Social Studies) meeting on obtaining national accreditation for the program. By taking the first step of establishing a university assessment plan I’ll also be that much closer to obtaining national certification.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
Since I was first awarded this grant in the fall of 2009, I have had the opportunity to talk to a number of people on this campus about the Social Studies Education program and from what I’ve been able to discover, this program has never officially gone through an assessment process. On the most basic level this grant was a huge success simply because it offered me the time and resources to create a mission statement, student learning outcomes and set up a schedule as to when all of this will be assessed. The other thing it did was to bring to my attention some very large holes in this program that will need to be addressed in the future. A vast majority of this program is reliant on other COSS and COE departments (14 in total) and it is now clear that the Director of this needs to work more closely with these departments to make sure Social Studies majors are being taught necessary information, as well as, being assessed for program and accreditation reasons.

Research for this grant also allowed me the opportunity to discuss this program with my colleagues at other universities and with administrators here at SCSU. In these conversations I learned that SCSU is behind in terms of its assessment and in order to make this program stand out will really need to make this a focal point in the future. Since it is the goal of this program to receive accreditation from the National Council for the Social Studies, making sure that assessment is organized and appropriate is a primary concern. 



Title: “Assessment of English Department Graduate Program in Rhetoric and Writing”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Jamie Heiman and Catherine Fox

Goals: 
To create and begin implementing an assessment plan for the graduate program in Rhetoric and Writing, the goals of this project will be:
· Outlining the mission statement and student learning outcomes
· Developing a program matrix and timeline
· Developing an electronic rubric for efficient assessment of student learning outcomes
· Assessing one core Rhetoric course (English 631) and two elective Rhetoric courses (English 531 and 633) using the electronic rubric.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
We successfully achieved all four goals and believe that we are now in a good position to regularly assess our Master’s program in Rhetoric and Writing. We developed a program mission statement, student learning outcomes, an assessment matrix, and an assessment rubric for Goal 1. Using analytical papers from English 633 and the final exam for English 631, we focused on Goal 1 to assess how well students developed awareness of disciplinary frameworks, terminology, and critical issues in Rhetoric and Writing. We had initially intended to assess English 531 as well, but there was only one graduate student in the course and she was unable to complete it due to medical reasons. 

Our collected data confirms that we are preparing our students well in understanding disciplinary frameworks, terminology, and critical issues. However, the data validates our previous assumptions about weaknesses in our program, namely that our students have not been provided with strong theoretical grounding in the discipline early in their graduate careers. This was evidenced in some weakness in students’ ability to integrate disciplinary frameworks and terminology in a more sophisticated manner. 



Title: “Placement Testing for Foreign Languages”
Amount: $1618.27
Recipients: Shawn Jarvis and Isolde Mueller

Goals: 
As a department we have accepted national standards as a goals for our student outcomes, but we have not had a standardized mean to determine student success. We have been discussing placement testing, but have been unable to find the appropriate instrument. This instrument we plan to pilot now has several years of on-going development at a reasonable price and is efficient at assessing listening, speaking, writing and reading skills.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
· On the basis of the testing, we will be able to establish threshold scores for students entering our first, second and third year courses. We are waiting for the statistical analysis to complete these determinations
· The project has increased cross-language collaboration
· The placement test has given our students and us guidelines to place correctly into the language sequence, building on previous language learning rather than repeating previous coursework from high school. For the students involved in the pilot testing, the results seem to have created self-confidence; many students have indicated they plan to continue their language studies, based on the confidence they have gained.
· On the basis of the testing, we were able to see that our students are reaching the proficiency levels that would be expected nationally. When comparing placement test results and course assessment of students, there is a strong correlation between the two assessments.
· We have a clearer idea of how much students will progress in a particular course or course sequence—our findings were consistent across languages and suggest that students will have the greatest measurable proficiency jumps (as tested by this instrument) in the first and second year. This has curricular implications for us. 



Title: “Major Field Test for 2010 Biological Sciences Graduates”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: William Cook and Matthew Julius

Goals: 
We seek funding to give our graduating seniors the Major Field Test in Spring 2010.  The results from this test will allow us to re-evaluate our curriculum and course offerings, and to adjust them as appropriate.


Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The Major Field Test results will be broken down according to different areas of Biology.  In advance of viewing the results, we will identify areas of the test which are relevant to the various majors.  We will be able to evaluate our curriculum based on the results from the various test areas.




2009-10 Assessment Grants Funded by Undergraduate Studies


Title: “Homework Affect on Student Performance in ACCT 291”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Carol Gaumnitz and Bruce Gaumnitz 

Goals: 
The primary goal of this project was to determine whether hand grading of hand-written homework versus all computer graded computerized homework would reduce the failure and withdrawal rate in ACCT 291.


Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
Requiring students to turn in a hand-written solution for some of the homework resulted in more homework being worked, which in turn improved students’ grades.  Nothing seems to motivate some students to do homework.  The high failure and drop rate in ACCT 291 occurs because some students will not do the required homework, which leads to failure.  Since this is a sophomore-level course, one has to wonder how the students achieved the required GPA of 2.40 to enroll in the course.  Are students able to pass their freshman general education courses without doing anything except taking the occasional exam?




Title: “Increasing the Success of Students in Biology 151”
Amount: $1880.85
Recipients: Christopher Kvaal

Goals: 
This project will provide students a new opportunity to improve performance on lecture exams by targeting those students whose lecture exam scores fall below the mean on each exam during the semester. We hope to positively impact the grades of students who do not score well on multiple choice exams but are willing to put ins one extra effort into succeeding in BIOL 151. In particular, those students who struggle with lecture exams and ultimately earn D’s in these courses should benefit from this project

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
While quantitative data supporting student improvement as a result of supplementary quizzes was not obtained, 92% of BIOL151 students opted to take some or all of the supplementary quizzes, which is an extremely high rate of participation. Those students who took the supplementary quizzes spent an average of 4.5 hours working on them. During that time, they were immersed in scientific vocabulary words and were “forced” to study biology. 



Title: “Sustaining the Biology Tutoring Center”
Amount: $1980.00
Recipients: Maureen Tubbiola and Michelle Wagner

Goals: 
The primary goal of the Biology Tutoring Center is to teach students how to learn, through help from graduate and undergraduate tutors who have already performed well in the courses for which they are now offering assistance. Spending time engaged with subject matter and having human interaction regarding subject matter in a timely manner are techniques that are well documented to help student learning.


Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
On a broad scale, one of the ways the University seems to assess our courses, programs, and University retention, is by the number of students who drop, withdraw or fail.  This project attempts to address this by providing additional help for students to get personal attention for large enrollment courses, and also provides a social gathering place for students to feel more connected to the University and our department.  We have ways to measure our attempt at the first goal (see above), but the second is not something we have measured.  We do have anecdotal evidence that this goal is being met, and we can determine how many visits to the center are repeat visits, and both support the hypothesis that students make use of this facility to enrich their educational experience.
On a more focused scale, the way we track activity in this facility allows faculty to look at the sign in sheet and see which students have been coming in, and what they have been coming in to discuss with tutors.  This form of assessment has produced changes in the amount of class-time dedicated to particular assignments, and has produced immediate improvements in instruction.  For example, many students came in for help on an assignment that required producing a graph of data generated in labs.  We increased the amount of laboratory instruction on this topic and clarified this assignment by demonstrating the production of the graph in lab.  The data in Figure 3 demonstrates one aspect of the effect of the tutoring center on an individual assignment in one targeted course. 



Title: “Using Undergraduate Learning Assistants to Redesign Math 193”
Amount: $1200.00
Recipients: Dale Buske and Sue Haller 

Goals: 
The purpose of this project was to lead to improved student learning through the use of undergraduate learning assistants (ULAs) in Math 193.  Dr. Haller recruited two students (one in each large section Math 193 class) to serve as ULAs during spring 2010.  Each ULA attended every class during which they were able to circulate and answer student questions, take attendance, and manage homework assignments.  In addition, they tutored two hours per week in the math tutor lab, graded papers, and taught in supplemental instruction classrooms.   The goal of the project was to better engage students in the learning process and, as a result, lead to better student success.
Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
Withdraw rate:  
	Fall 2009:  8/124 ≈ 6.45%
Spring 2010:  ED A 116   2/96 ≈ 2.08%   (actually, one student never attended, so it could be argued that the rate was actually 1/95 or about 1.05%.
Spring 2010:  6/99 ≈ 6.06%
Spring 2010 (overall W rate):  8/195 ≈4.1%.
Comments:  The W rate for both Math 193 sessions during spring 2010 was lower than for the comparison group for fall semester 2009.   One might attribute this to the use of ULAs or perhaps slightly smaller classes.  However, more striking is to note the extremely low drop rate for the class in the education building, which also happened to be an 8:00 am class.  As students were working on problems in groups, the ULA and I were able to freely circulate through this classroom and were readily accessible to any student in the class who was having difficulty.  In the large auditorium, the ULA and I split sides and answered questions, but it was a challenge to reach all students.

FW rates:  
Fall 2009:  16/124 ≈ 12.9%
Spring 2010:  7/195 ≈ 3.6%  
Comments:  The FW rates between the two semesters were remarkable different.  It appears that students this semester have ‘stuck with it’ much longer than those in fall semester.  Although this could be attributable to other variables, I did make a concerted effort to contact students who were missing classes this semester.  After each class, I’d meet with the ULA to review the attendance sheets.  Any student who missed two classes in a row or seemed to be missing class regularly received an email message from me letting them know that they were missed and encouraging them to keep up with course work.  Although I did take attendance during fall semester, I simply didn’t have or take time to summarize the attendance and follow up with students.  My actions this semester were a direct result of having access to a ULA.
Finishing the course: 
Many students in Math 193 simply give up and stop coming to class.  I always encourage students to attend all classes and take all exams even though there may be a chance that they won’t pass the course.  By seeing as much material as possible, their chances of passing the class in a subsequent semester should increase.  With this in mind, I made a comparison of how students ’stuck it out’ by looking at how many students decided to take the last test (prior to the final exam).
Spring 2010:  At this point,  177/196 ≈ 90.3% of the class are still participating in the class, so I anticipate that this same percentage of students will take the final exam.  This is higher than in fall semester when 24/124 ≈19.3% of the students did not take the final exam.  As noted earlier, illnesses during fall semester were common, and this was an unusually high non-participation rate for final exams.  



Title: “Using Undergraduate Learning Assistants to Redesign Math 193 II”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Dale Buske and Sandra Johnson 

Goals: The goal of this project was to improve student learning through better engagement of students in two 100-student sections of MATH 193 by using Undergraduate Learning Assistants (ULAs).  The ULAs worked in pairs to facilitate cooperative learning sessions with groups of 25 students.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
Withdrawal Rates
There were 189 students enrolled in these two sections.  Two students withdrew for a 1% withdrawal rate.   Sandra Johnson has not taught MATH 193 for six years, so we have no instructor-specific comparisons.  Historically, withdrawal rates average between 4% and 7 % for MATH 193, so the 1% rate is well below the norm.

DFW Rates
Going into the final, the DFW rate for these two sections 21.6%.  During Fall semester, a ULA-enhanced section taught by Sandra Johnson using the same methods, had a DFW rate of 28.9%.  As our grant proposal stated, the DFW rate was 45% in 2008-2009.  While there is still room for improvement, the DFW rates in these sections show a major reduction – meaning more successful students!



Title: “Using Undergraduate Learning Assistants to Redesign Math 193 III”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Dale Buske and Bishnu Naraine 

Goals: 
The goals of this project were to better engage students in a 132-seat auditorium section of Math 193 through the use of Undergraduate Learning Assistants (ULAs).  It was envisioned that this engagement, whereby we essentially brought undergraduate tutors to the student in the classroom, would lead to increased student success.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
Withdrawal Rates
	Section 2: 6/100 = 6%
Comments: The equivalent comparison (spring versus spring) shows a slight decline in the ULA-enhanced section. The data for Fall 2009 are slightly higher.  Of the 6 withdrawals in Section 2, 1 was in August and 1 was allowed in December, after the final exam.

DFW Rates
	Spring 2009: 4/129			              Fall 2009 (ULA-enhanced): Section 1: 4/100 = 4%	
Spring 2010 (ULA-enhanced): 4/132					     Section 2: 1/100 = 1%
	
Comments: The equivalent comparison (Spring 2009 versus Spring 2010) shows a slight decline in the ULA-enhanced section. The data for Fall 2009 are mixed.   



Title: “Stat 193- Statistical Thinking”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Laura Sather

Goals: 


Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
This spring semester we used undergraduate learning assistants (LA’s) to help lead activities in STAT 193, Statistical Thinking.  We have 4 graduate assistants (GA’s) teaching the courses.  The class was structured so that there was lecture two days a week and an activity one day a week.  The LA’s took attendance on lecture days and helped students with the activities on the other days.  The LA’s were also in charge of grading the activities, meeting with the STAT 193 coordinator (Laura Sather) once a week, and tutoring in the computer lab for one hour a week.

We had promising results in the fall semester with a pilot section.  It is expected that the first time LA’s are used by an instructor, grades would not hugely improve.  The reasoning would be because the instructor needs to completely change how they teach.  Topics need to be taught in less detail so that they can get through the material in lectures twice a week instead of three.  Then, details need to be worked out on the activity/lab days.

See the second page for data.  Focusing on GA 2, this is the GA that had LA’s in the fall and spring.  Notice that each semester there was improvement.  We would expect a little improvement as the GA’s gain more experience, but the constant improvement is fairly large, and I believe that this is partially because of the LA’s.  Note that after the GA was in the second semester of using LA’s, there was even more improvement because the GA became more capable of working with the LA’s.  This improvement can be seen in both DWF rates and final exam score averages.  Please note that each section was given the same final for each semester they taught.

Now looking at the other three GA’s that had LA’s only in the spring, some had improvements and some did not.  I would expect that some of these GA’s had more difficulties adjusting to using LA’s.  The reason could be that GA 2 that had LA’s in the fall already did some group activities without LA’s during spring ’09.  So, I would believe that the GA’s would do much better the second time around having LA’s again.








Appendix D. Final Report to the HLC Assessment Academy

ST. CLOUD STATE UNIVERSITY RESULTS FORUM FINAL REPORT
By Joe Melcher, University Assessment Director, with contributions from members of the University Assessment Steering Committee
The final institutional report preceding the Results Forum should be analytical rather than chronological; that is, it should focus on trends and implications rather than sequences of events or participants. The questions below are intended to assist in that process of analysis, but they should not be seen as restricting your right to expatiate on significant issues or trends. Institutions should use the questions to structure their responses, either by answering them fully and directly or by incorporating them in a narrative. If your institution has used the Academy to prepare for an upcoming accreditation evaluation, you may frame your responses so that they are easily transposable to a PEAQ Self-Study Report or an AQIP Systems Portfolio.

 Your report should be no longer than eight to ten pages and should reflect the collective thoughts of those most closely involved in the Academy process. 

1. Describe your Academy project(s) as developed at the first Roundtable in 2006-07. Be as detailed as possible about the issues it was intended to address as well as the content and strategies of the project itself. Include in your discussion your reasons for joining the Academy and the degree to which you have dealt with those reasons. If you enrolled in the Academy in response to the recommendation of a site evaluation team, explain how you Academy work addressed the issues raised in that report.

Our former College of Education Dean was thinking proactively and submitted a proposal to join the Academy during the run-up to our 2007 HLC accreditation visit because she realized that assessment had pretty much died at SCSU and that its absence would have a very negative effect upon our accreditation report. Our Academy projects have resulted in some significant changes and we plan to maintain all of the initiatives into the foreseeable future.
Although HLC staff and mentor suggested that we stick to one project, we persisted with our planned three projects because we saw them all as being necessary and related to one another. Nevertheless, our second project, “Student Learning in Programs” was the core project because we saw its focus on developing awareness and structures for program-focused assessment as the catalyst for accomplishing the other two projects. The first project was to develop a University Assessment System (to provide institutional-level support for assessment and to develop data collection and reporting processes). The third project was to focus on assessing general education. Each can be considered separately, but together constitute an institution-wide assessment program. We now describe each project in a little more detail:

University Assessment System:  The goal of this project was (and is) to "have a University assessment system that reflects a sustained institutional commitment to assessing student learning in all programs and support services. The system will be clearly defined, carefully enacted, date-based, valued by all stakeholders, and used to enhance and strengthen our strategic plan for academic distinction." In briefer terms, its goal is to increase our institutional capacity related to assessment. As an umbrella project, we designed it to facilitate an institution-focused approach to the assessment of student learning at all levels and to integrate assessment at various levels. The project also involves: refining institutional assessment policies; communicating those policies; building institutional assessment capabilities; integrating assessment into the worklife of the institution; and monitoring the state of assessment in the institution.
It incorporates the development of a comprehensive database that can include a variety of information related to student outcomes, and which can be searched and aggregated in a highly flexible manner. The Office of Institutional Effectiveness is developing this project. The other main element of the University Assessment System has been the development of a process for the systematic collection of information related to student learning in programs (see next project). This has principally involved appointing college assessment coordinators who chair college assessment committees, and the development of forms approved for the process of reporting and aggregating assessment data at the program level.

Student Learning in Programs:  This project implements the system plan at the level of programs. Its stated goal was to "ensure that all academic programs will regularly assess and document student learning based on intended learning outcomes for those programs, and will take action based on that analysis to confirm or improve student learning." Furthermore, each major, free standing minor and graduate program should have an assessment plan and should document in an annual report how that plan is being implemented. Assessment reports should “close the loop,” or in other words, demonstrate how assessment findings are being used to improve student learning. We designated this as our core project due to the need to enhance program review and knowledge about program effectiveness; with the exception of some accredited programs, most programs at SCSU were not undertaking any formal assessment of student learning or other measures of program effectiveness.

General Education Assessment:  The goal of this project is for SCSU to “have a distinctive, mission-based and assessable General Education program that integrates a rich liberal education with a variety of academic/professional programs and that reinforces key learning outcomes across each student’s total college experience.” This program was adopted because assessment of the general education program had completely lapsed over the years, largely because there was no individual or office responsible for guiding or coordinating general education assessment. Another difficulty was that the student learning outcomes for our former general education program were very broad and clearly had not been developed with assessability in mind. General education courses were supposed to meet three of five outcomes, and the vast majority of faculty were either not aware that they were supposed to assess student learning and/or were unsure how to do assessment.

2. Describe any changes that you made to the project(s)—or that had to be made to it—other than personnel changes. What were the reasons for these changes? Did the changes improve the project? 

We did not make any substantive revisions to the projects other than to adjust timelines and/or quantitative goals when progress was slower than planned.

3. What challenges to the success of your project arose in your four Academy years? How did you deal with those challenges?

Most of our challenges related to the difficulties of initiating and sustaining change in a large organization, especially with respect to programs that have not had prior assessment expectations (namely, those which do not have external accreditors). Many programs and their faculty hold fast to the traditional view that student learning is a private matter between instructor and student, and they strongly resist the idea that student learning outcomes should be to any extent public information or that they should be required to report on their assessment progress.
It also takes time to develop training materials, recruit cooperative faculty, publicize initiatives and requirements, and to get faculty and programs to remember to conduct assessment and to compile and submit reports, etc. Until the recent State of Minnesota budget shortfalls necessitated cutbacks, administrative support for our Academy projects was consistent and strong. The University Assessment Director was a full-time position from 2002 to AY 2008-09). However, last year the position was cut to 75% and cut again this year to 50%. The Assessment Office has had a discretionary budget of $37,000; this is likely to be reduced considerably in FY 2012.
We have dealt with these challenges by trying to get as many people involved in assessment as possible. We have a fairly large (12 person) University Assessment Steering Committee with representatives from both academic and nonacademic units; the five colleges each have an Assessment Coordinator with a minimum of 25% release time; programs are encouraged to have assessment committees; we developed an Assessment Peer Consultant corps; and we host a yearly Assessment Luncheon that brings together all of these folks, along with department chairs, program directors, Deans and Provost.
As noted, the Assessment of General Education project is behind schedule. The reason is that the General Education Committee had already started the process of designing a general education reform, and we decided that it would cause too much confusion to restart assessment of the old general education program, given that we anticipated soon starting a new program. The old program was not very assessable. However, we did not anticipate that it would take three years to design the new program and get it approved by Faculty Senate and our state system (because the new program was required to be consistent with what is called the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum, which facilitates the transfer of the student credits within system colleges and universities). Other than these issues, we did not encounter particular barriers other than some recalcitrant faculty, who argued that assessment was not in their job descriptions and/or that they do not have the time or resources to add assessment to their workload.

4. What have you achieved as a result of your work in the Academy? Consider the range of these achievements, from the very specific (development of a rubric) to the more general (outcomes-based curriculum approval processes). To what degree have these achievements been institutionalized?

We have achieved a substantial proportion of our goals, with the most significant shortfall being in the area of general education assessment. By project, highlights of our progress include:
· University Assessment System
· Established a university-wide assessment reporting process based on annual reports from each college and other units (e.g., Student Wife and Development);
· developed a comprehensive, “one-stop” University Assessment Office website (http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/); it includes
· public posting of assessment plans for SCSU programs, which is useful for outside evaluators as well as faculty, who can look up student learning outcomes and the timeline for their assessment (http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/plans/program.asp);
· Progress made on developing a comprehensive database to be maintained in the Office of Institutional Effectiveness; when completed, the system will include course-, program-, and university-level assessment data that can be accessed by users with varying levels of access.
· In 2008 SCSU joined the Voluntary System of Accountability (VSA) project (http://www.collegeportraits.org/MN/St.-Cloud-State), through which we post assessment-related information for prospective students and parents. Information includes things such as student experience survey, NSSE, and Collegiate Learning Assessment results.

· Assessment of Student Learning in Programs (our core project)
· shifted focus of assessment to major/minor programs rather than courses or no individual faculty;
· the vast majority of programs have started or completed program assessment plans consisting of a Mission Statement (96%), Student Learning Outcomes (85%), Program Matrix (linking program SLOs are with specific courses) (53%), and Timeline (specifying when specific SLOs will be assessed) (29%);
· developed a standard annual assessment report format for programs and their Upper Division Writing Requirement (see http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/plans/ProgramandUDWRTemplateAY20092010.docx).  And although Faculty Senate prohibited requiring its use, the vast majority of reporting programs have chosen to use it;
· during the past two years, a majority (60% and 59%) of academic programs  submitted an annual assessment report;
· used program- and college-level assessment reports to write and publish annual assessment reports each year since 2004-05 (http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/plans/reports.asp); 
· From the beginning, we have tried to emphasize that the main point of doing assessment is to be able to make course-, program-, and institution-level improvements based upon the results. Based on last year's annual program reports, 11% to 50% of programs (by college) reported that they had "closed the loop" by implementing changes based on assessment. The institution average of 29% was up from only 17% the previous year;
· since December 2008 we have published four issues of a periodic campus newsletter, Assessment Conversations;
· developed an Assessment Peer Consultant program to make it easy to provide assessment technical support to programs.

· General Education Assessment
· refined a program-focused assessment model linked to a brand-new liberal education program; the new program was designed for assessment in so far as courses must meet a specified number of student learning outcomes in order to be included;
· are implementing the liberal education assessment plan; plan uses small committees (Liberal Education Assessment Panels, or LEAPS), each charged with coordinating assessment of course-based student learning outcomes in each of the 10 "Goal Areas" in the liberal education program;
· will start collecting liberal education assessment data for courses beginning in Spring term, 2011.

5. What effect has your time in the Academy had on institutional commitment to the assessment of learning on campus? How broad is that commitment? How has institutional capacity for assessing student learning changed?

Our Academy work has had a substantial effect on knowledge and commitment, due largely to the sustained involvement of a full-time University Assessment Director and a University Assessment Steering Committee that has met regularly (often weekly) during this period. Another significant factor has been the development of a relatively standard system for reporting on assessment, one that most faculty find acceptable in terms of balancing accountability and concern that negative results could be used against them. We think that most faculty understand that the important thing about assessment is not turning in data for the sake of demonstrating that their students are wonderful (or terrible) but that they use what they learn from assessment to improve their courses and programs, In other words, the expectations around assessment have changed: Programs and their faculty know that assessment is here to stay and they know that assessment is important to program review processes. The latter was reinforced by a Strategic Program Appraisal that we have been undergoing since last year, in which administration specifically incorporated the degree to which programs had participated in assessment as indicated in the most recent annual University Assessment Report.
We need to make continuing progress, of course, but we are proud of the fact that faculty and program participation in assessment has reached a level of penetration and consistency that it never achieved in the past (going back to the early 90s at least). The assessment work is more widespread, of higher quality (e.g., more focused on direct measures) and more consistent. We believe that this progress can be maintained as long as there is administrative support for assessment (e.g., supporting an institutional assessment office with an overall director and a general education assessment director), coupled with institutional assessment expectations (e.g., requiring assessment data and follow-up actions for regular program reviews). 
We have increased institutional capacity for assessment by developing an assessment mini-grant program funded through the Assessment Office and awarded by the Assessment Steering Committee. Since our Academy participation, 41 faculty or programs have received mini-grants (maximum $2000) to carry out quality assessment projects. Many of them have reported on the results of their projects at Faculty Forums. We have also increased awareness about assessment by consistently offering workshops for faculty and staff each year, by instituting an Assessment newsletter, by offering a series of assessment mini-grants, and, most importantly, by training a corps of Assessment Peer Consultants (APCs) to work with faculty and programs.
Using a "train the trainers" model, and with an initial consultation with Academy mentor Elaine Klein, we developed a 13-hour APC program to train faculty and staff who would then be available to work with programs on assessment problems and projects. So far, we have trained 48 consultants, and are about to add 6 more this semester. Although the number of program requests for consultations has been modest (6), we have evidence that the APC program is having other beneficial effects. Last spring the Assessment Director surveyed the APCs and found that, despite the small number of requests for formal consultations, their training as peer consultants was leading them to engage in a lot informal assessment activity. For instance, of the 34 who completed the survey, 81% reported that they had "assisted or collaborated with colleagues in my own department or unit on an assessment activity.” Furthermore, 65% reported that they had done the same for colleagues in another department or unit. Overall, 62% reported that they were currently more active in assessment-related activities than they had been prior to their training as peer consultants. Clearly, our APC program seems to be having residual effectiveness above and beyond its formal purpose, and this may continue to be important to the sustainability of assessment in the institution.
Our assessment grants budget enabled the Assessment Steering Committee to fund 42 faculty assessment grant proposals since 2008-2009. This program has resulted in a number of interesting assessment projects, most of which should remain sustainable in the foreseeable future. Campus presentations by many of the grantees have helped us to showcase good assessment practices and assessment scholarship on campus. Among others, projects have included:
· Critical Thinking for Accounting Majors
· Major Field Test for 2009 Biological Sciences Graduates
· Creative Writing Program Assessment
· College ESL Program Assessment for Curriculum Management
· The Impact of the Racial Issues Requirement at SCSU
· TESL Program Assessment Management for Intercultural Communicative Competence Student Outcomes
· Connecting with Recent Graduates of the Educational Media Program
· Implementation of Student Learning Outcome Assessment for Community Psychology degree program
Finally, we have made some progress in "closing the loop" on assessment. That is, 37% of programs have proposed making changes—and 29% of programs have made changes—based on assessment information. In a related vein, work has begun on “assessing assessment" in two colleges. This has taken the form of the college committees taking a look at program assessment reports and providing feedback on their strengths and weaknesses as assessment activities and outcomes.

6. What effect has your Academy work had on institutional culture, structures, and processes?

We have instituted, sustained, and formalized a number of activities and processes that we believe have created lasting values around assessment. We have established a stable and workable structure of assessment coordinators, college committees, and the paperwork flow. Although its creation predates our participation in the Academy, the fact that we have had a full-time University Assessment director for 6 of the past 8 years helps communicate to the campus community that assessment is an institutional priority. We believe that the fact that the assessment director must be a faculty member helps reduce high levels of resistance to the assessment mandate. The creation and widespread use of our simple, yet comprehensive, annual program assessment report form, has simplified the creation of our annual institutional assessment report. Its publication each year is publicized to the faculty—thereby raising awareness of the public nature of assessment. These efforts complement other institutional initiatives to promote transparency and institutional accountability, such as SCSU's participation in the Voluntary System of Accountability and the just-initiated participation in the Presidents’ Alliance for Student Learning and Opportunity.

7. What effect has your Academy work had on student learning?

Unfortunately, it is difficult to provide direct evidence for effects on student learning at this point. The main reason is that the SCSU model of assessment is based upon program reports that get submitted to college assessment coordinators (faculty colleagues), who in turn use them to assemble overall college assessment reports. These reports indicate which programs submitted reports and other summary details, but they specifically exclude other details. This process was adopted in order to have an appropriate degree of anonymity that hopefully reduces faculty resistance to providing possibly sensitive information (especially about course-level assessment).
Outside of program assessment data and reports of improvements in student achievement, the only overall way to assess the institution-level of success in assessment is to use results from institution-wide instruments such as the Collegiate Assessment of Academic Progress (CAAP), the Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA), or other such instruments. To date, we have administered each of these one time. We have determined that we will not use the CAAP again, but will continue to periodically use the CLA (every 2-3 years) to measure analysis and writing skills, which are among the most desirable outcomes of a college education. The results of our first administration of the CLA produced freshman-to-senior improvement scores that, according to the 2008-2009 scoring patterns, showed an "increase in learning on the performance task is well above what would be expected at an institution with students of similar academic abilities.” On the writing measure improvement was “what would be expected at an institution with students of similar academic abilities." Nevertheless, we are not claiming that our assessment program is responsible for these results.

8. What concrete evidence do you have to demonstrate the effects you described in questions 5-7?

The evidence is found primarily in our response to section 5 above  Although we cannot directly link student learning outcomes with our assessment program, it would appear that the set of CLA scores referenced in section 7 indicate that SCSU is facilitating average to strong student growth. To some degree, it is probable that these gain scores are due at least in part to faculty and programs reflecting on their courses and programs in order to implement changes based upon assessment information (whether informal or formal)
Even though we cannot provide data that unambiguously establishes ways in which assessment has improved student learning, we have little doubt that our Academy projects have planted seeds of good practice and program-specific growth in the use of assessment. For instance, as shown in our most recent annual assessment report (for AY 2008-09) anywhere from 29% to 92% of programs within each college indicated that they had discussed assessment processes or findings. Final reports from our 2009 round of assessment mini-grants provide further examples of how assessment has enriched programs’ understanding of student learning:
· Creative Writing: "One of the greatest outcomes of this project is that it has sparked a discussion in our program about that most difficult endeavor: the fair and accurate assessment of creative output. How do you help a student progress without diminishing his passion for the craft? How do you help a student without making her feel like her grandmother isn’t a worthy subject? One of the greatest benefits of our new assessment tool is that it very concretely allows us to demonstrate to students their success in matters of craft, separating inspiration from the art of conveying it. As stated earlier, our unanimous finding was that this [rubric developed under the grant] is a useful tool, and one that we will continue to use. The Creative Writing faculty will meet in the fall to discuss these findings. It would seem that any coursework toward improving spelling and syntax that can be added to our curriculums would benefit our students, especially in beginning level courses.
· TESL Program Assessment Management for Intercultural Competence Student Outcomes:  This project has given us the opportunity to use an objective measure of culture to assess the extent to which our program has improved student intercultural communicative competence and also improved student achievement in this area.  Now that we have this data, we would like to institutionalize this data collection process by using the IDI on a regular basis for our students when they enter our program and upon exit from our program.
· Racial Issues Colloquium: Fruitful discussions interpreting our data have helped the Colloquium better comprehend students’ levels of understanding prior to, and after having taken, a racial issues course. We are also more aware of which areas need focused attention. For instance, we had expected better results in some of the questions relating to content and attitude. The Colloquium discovered problems with some of the language used in the survey instrument. As a result, we have revised the assessment instrument (see attached), will share the revisions with the larger Colloquium and will implement the revisions in Fall 2010. In addition, we intend to form small focus groups with students to better understand how students are reading the questions of the survey instrument.
Finally, reports from assessment peer consultations indicate how they are helping programs (both academic and nonacademic) progress in their assessment efforts. Examples include:
· Center for Student Organizations and Leadership Development: "The consultants made suggestions for revising all the survey materials based on the grant proposal, the desired survey outcomes, and the clarity of the survey questions and structure."
· Volunteer Connection/Service Learning: [The peer consultants were ]”extremely helpful.  It was great to have outsiders come in and look at the surveys because we were too invested in them. I believe that the professional knowledge and expertise of the two consultants in the end means that we have a more reliable, valid and also professional assessment tool.
· Advising Center – Advising & Registration Days: The center worked with the consultants to improve their previous assessment instrument, and the consultants
· suggested using averages rather than percentages to increase usability of question responses.
· suggested  grouping “Excellent” and “Good” responses, as well as “Fair” and “Poor” responses to make results more usable.
· Modeled ways to discuss and present the results, including ways to make the graphs easier to read.

9. What do you see as the next logical steps for continuing the work you have begun in the Academy? In particular, what new student learning initiatives do you see developing from your Academy work?

The following are some initiative and projects that we think will help extend our work:
· Collaborate with our Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning on Faculty Learning Communities; collaboration/communication should be facilitated by the fact that the CETL Director and University Assessment Director now sit on each other's committees.
· Make a concerted effort to establish a full-fledged and effective general education assessment program, and try to link it with strong measures of student learning, be they self-developed (e.g. rubrics) or others (e.g., CLA).
· Continue to track CLA and NSSE results; compare results for incoming freshmen and graduating seniors
· Maintain the Assessment Peer Consulting program and increase efforts to encourage academic and non-academic programs to utilize their services;
· Implement use of the data system for uploading assessment data (on a voluntary basis) and reports.
· Review the structure of assessment: Assessment Steering Committee should evaluate whether the current system is working well and/or in which ways it should be improved. For instance, is the system of college assessment coordinators working as intended? What alternatives might there be?
· Work through our shared governance process of "Meet and Confer" to develop a shared understanding of faculty and administration roles in assessing student learning (see following section for more details).
· Strengthen the relationship between program review and assessment (particularly for non-accredited programs). Current policy links program review and assessment (see http://www.stcloudstate.edu/provost/program_review.pdf, p. 4). A draft update of the program review policies proposes to make the relationship more explicit.

10. What plans have you made to sustain the energy and momentum of your Academy work?

This report has consistently emphasized the ways in which we have sought to extend and deepen the visibility and importance of program and institutional assessment work. We intend to sustain this work, to make assessment work an expectation for all programs and faculty, and to continue to emphasize "closing the loop" in order to make assessment activities productive. However, in order for assessment to become an integral part of the teaching/learning enterprise, we need more than just directives and training/information sessions. In addition to expectations, assessment also needs to be rewarded and recognized for being done and for being done well. With that realization, Jim Sherohman, the previous University Assessment Director, drafted a Position Paper on Rewards for Assessment Work. It was formally approved by the Assessment Steering Committee in April, 2010, and will be distributed to department chairs and program directors for comment. We also need to continue discussions with Administration about how assessment work should be viewed in terms of tenure and promotion. Assessment work needs to be valued, as well as expected; if not, faculty have little incentive to engage in it, and it will become merely an exercise in filling out forms in response to directives, which is not likely to promote gathering meaningful information that can point the way to program improvements. Expectations and requirements are important: We have noted that programs with assessment expectations driven by accreditors are much more likely to have submitted assessment reports and to have indicated that they made program improvements based upon assessment data. To this extent it is necessary and helpful that the HLC has been promoting the need to do assessment and to use its results, but it is nevertheless difficult to get this message to penetrate to the level of individual programs. At least for non-accredited programs, program directors and faculty can still plausibly think that their failure to engage in assessment will not have much of an overall impact on program review, program resources, and program quality. Hopefully, the combination of "carrot” (e.g., as in the position paper mentioned above) and “stick” (HLC requirements) continues to help take us in the right direction. Program review processes that incorporate assessment can also be both carrot and stick to the extent that a) doing regular program assessment facilitates doing periodic program review, b) administration rewards assessment by granting resources to the extent that assessment information supports it, and c) administration punishes lack of assessment by withholding resource requests that are not supported by assessment information.
Finally, SCSU is committed to developing a set of Institutional Outcomes (most likely based upon AAC&U’s “Liberal Education and America's Promise” (LEAP) outcomes). Such a set of institutional outcomes could be used to drive (and to assess) student learning related to both our new liberal education outcomes and program learning outcomes. We are slowly moving toward becoming a genuinely mission-driven organization that pays constant attention to what students are learning; the adoption of institutional outcomes will be one more step toward that goal.





Appendix E. Report on Learning Resources and Technology Services Assessment

LR&TS Assessment Report 2009-2010

Compiled by 
Chris Inkster
Coordinator of LR&TS Assessment
Compiled Fall 2010


Overview

LR&TS strives to support all academic programs at SCSU by contributing to the learning and research activities of both students and faculty through the library and technology resources and services provided to the campus. Thus, LR&S does not have a formal academic program comparable to department or college programs. This Assessment Report reflects the implicit student learning outcomes that form the foundation for LR&TS library and technology resources and services, and represent the broad goals of LR&TS regarding student learning and student-centered resources, support, and services.


Assessment at LR&TS 

LR&TS Organization    LR&TS is organized into work groups based on services provided to the campus. Both faculty and staff have wide-ranging responsibilities for helping students learn in a variety of environments within LR&TS. Faculty members at LR&TS are members of all groups indicated below with an asterisk:
Library (Reference*, Access*, and Collection Management*)
Technology (InforMedia Services*, Information Technology Services, and Instructional Technologies & Infrastructure Services)
Teaching credit courses (Center for Information*, assessed through the College of Education; almost all LR&TS faculty teach at least one CIM course per year) 


LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment  LR&TS has a .25 faculty position focused on coordinating assessment; this position has existed as reassigned time since 2003. The coordinator's role is to facilitate assessments efforts in all of LR&TS. Major responsibilities include:
· representing LR&TS on the University Assessment Committee
· planning, implementing, and analyzing one major annual assessment project, with three projects on a three-year rotation cycle
· serving as a member of the LR&TS Dean’s Advisory Council
· sharing analysis of assessment projects with the Dean's Advisory Council and work group leaders
· serving as a resource person for others in LR&TS wishing to engage in assessment
· encouraging the use of assessment data in decision-making and providing pertinent data to decision-makers
· working with LR&TS Assessment Committee members to improve assessment procedures and analysis
· gathering assessment data related to LR&TS that is needed by other SCSU units
· serving as a point person for any assessment-related activities within LR&TS  
Major Annual Assessment Projects  The LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment annually facilitates one major assessment project. This plan that went into effect for 2009-10 when less time was supported for assessment coordination. Three projects are now on a rotation basis, with one project done each year. 

The three major projects are indirect measures of student awareness and satisfaction with resources and services provided by LR&TS to the campus.  
· The Miller Center Survey collects information from students using the building during a week in the spring semester. (Most recent survey: March 2009, 285 students participated)
· A Telephone Survey conducted by the SCSU Survey Center collects similar information from students who may or may not have physically used the Miller Center. Long-term comparison of results is now possible as these two assessments have been revised and conducted regularly since 2003. (Most recent survey: December 2008, 522 students participated)
· LibQUAL+, a national Web-based survey that invited undergraduate students, graduate students, and faculty to share their perceptions and expectations for a wide range of library services, was administered in fall 2007 and again in spring 2010. (Most recent survey: Spring 2010, 292 students and faculty participated)

The LR&TS Assessment Coordinator analyzes and shares final data from the annual survey as the data is made available. Thus LR&TS work groups are kept abreast of assessment results that often become the impetus for continuous improvement throughout the year.  


Other LR&TS Assessment Projects  This year several work groups conducted focused surveys and evaluations of services and resources. The LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment was available to collaborate with the work groups on these assessment projects so that data collected would be usable, comparable, and shared as needed.

In 2009-10, these projects included:
· Evaluation of library instruction sessions (Reference; N = 1,624 students in 100 sessions)
· Evaluation of Reference Desk service (Reference; N = 133 students)
· Dean's Student Advisory Group (Dean's Office; N = 5 students)
· Customer Service Survey of Miller Center service desks (N = 459 students and campus members)
· TechQual (modeled on LibQUAL+) (Instructional Technology Services; N = 213)
· Tech Fee SCSU telephone survey  (Instructional Technology Services; N = 533)


LR&TS Assessment Committee   The LR&TS Assessment Committee, which includes representatives from most work groups, meets periodically to advise on assessment projects, helps with revisions of assessment questions and format, and assists in the data analysis. In addition, the LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment meets regularly with the LR&TS Associate Dean for Library Services to discuss assessment issues and plans.


Annual Assessment Report    The LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment prepares an annual report that analyzes the data from these various sources, including data from SCSU reports such as NSSE, Graduating Senior Survey, Graduate Study Survey, and others as available. When analysis of the assessment projects' data is completed, it is presented to members of the Dean’s Advisory Council so they can begin using the data to make changes and improvements.  When the Annual Assessment Report is completed, it too is presented to the Dean's Advisory Council and made available on the LR&TS website. The LR&TS Assessment Report, 2009-10, is available with supporting appendices at http://lrts.stcloudstate.edu/about/reports/assessment/assessment09-10.pdf



Follow-Up to the Annual Assessment Report and Improvements Implemented   
	
Work group leader meetings   The Coordinator of Assessment meets individually with each work group leader to discuss assessment data related to their area. The report and all appendices of data are made available online for all LR&TS employees to access.  


Dean’s Advisory Council meetings   After the assessment projects are analyzed and presented, DAC devotes time to discussion of the report and decisions are made for as appropriate follow-up research, changes, and/or improvements. The report with links to the appendices is also made available in the reports section of the LR&TS Website. Assessment data and analysis are thus available to be used throughout the year during decision-making deliberations.  


LR&TS improvement goal   An example of using assessment data for improvement for the entire LR&TS unit developed after the LibQUAL+ data was shared and discussed in fall 2007. The DAC decided to focus on improving student worker knowledge and helpfulness because this was identified in the survey as an area that did not meet expectations of library users. A customer service training program was implemented in spring semester 2008 to assist student workers in developing and learning these important skills, and service desks have continued to use a variety of methods to encourage student workers in learning this facet of their jobs. The goal was that when we again administered the LibQUAL+ Survey (in spring 2010), student worker knowledge and customer service skills would be more positively perceived. 

The spring 2010 LibQUAL+ Survey results did indeed strongly indicate considerable improvement in this area. Only a handful of faculty members, the group that had been more vocal about shortcomings in this area in the 2007 survey, mentioned unhelpful student workers. In fact, the item “Employees are consistently courteous” was rated close to superiority by all LibQUAL+ Survey respondents. With the turnover in student workers in LR&TS, however, having a student work force that is knowledgeable and helpful to campus patrons will continue to require ongoing training and nurturing. 

The highly positive results of the first Service Desk Survey, with its focus on customer satisfaction, is another indication that patron perceptions of student worker skills and attitudes have improved in the past three years.  Overall, 98.8% of the 459 patrons who participated in the week-long survey indicated the desk worker provided satisfactory assistance.

These findings are an indication that the setting of the goal of improving student worker attitudes and skills, combined with the training and emphasis, brought about a positive change in this important area of LR&TS service. The Access and TSS staff and areas are to be especially commended for their concentrated work in improving patrons’ perceptions of student workers.

In this year’s LibQUAL+ Survey, there were few complaints about noise in the library. The use of designated quiet and group areas has continued, as has student worker monitoring of behavior in quiet areas.

Anticipated improvements   There are many instances where the work groups have anticipated assessment results in advance and have already planned for and in some cases even implemented improvements before the assessment results for 2009-10 became available. In fact, continuous improvement is an increasingly vital part of the LR&TS culture and commitment.


LibQUAL+ Survey Analysis

NOTE:  Responses from SCSU faculty have been included in this report as faculty are an important audience of the LibQUAL+ Survey. Other LR&TS assessments (notably the Telephone Survey) have consistently indicated that the most important way that students learn about library resources and services is through faculty members. Thus the faculty’s perceptions of the library are most likely related to the information they convey to their students regarding the library resources and services and thus may have an impact on students’ learning outcomes related to using the library. 

The LibQUAL+ survey asks respondents to indicate on a 1-9 scale (9 high) their minimally accepted level of service, desired level of service, and perceived level of service of their academic library. Data from this survey design is thus richer than data from a single percentage score, as it is impossible to know whether the responder means for a ranking of 7 out of 10 to represent a high or low perception, as that depends on the responder's expectations and lowest acceptable level.  

Scores for the 37 questions are interpreted by LibQUAL+ as showing Adequacy in meeting objectives (responses are above minimum acceptable) or Superiority (responses are close to or above the desired level).  For purposes of this assessment analysis, a third category of Inadequacy has been identified (responses are below or close to the minimum acceptable level). 

The 2010 LibQUAL+ Survey represents the second time that LR&TS has directly and intentionally gathered assessment data from SCSU faculty, and thus this survey has a special significance for continuing to identify ways in which library services might be improved or better communicated.


Inadequacy: Library Not Meeting Minimum Acceptable Level   Overall, survey respondents identified four areas of inadequacy (out of 37) where the library did not perform at a level that met the respondents' minimum expectations.  These included:
· Library Website enabling me to locate information on my own
· Printed library materials I need for my work
· Electronic information I need
· Easy-to-use access tools that allow me to find things on my own

Undergraduates, however, did not identify any of the 37 questions as not meeting at least their minimum acceptable level.  

Graduate students identified the same four areas of inadequacy and added one more: 
· Making information easily accessible for independent use.  

Faculty, as anticipated, identified all of the five questions listed above as inadequate and added seven additional areas of inadequacy for a total of 12 out of 37 areas: 
· Employees who have the knowledge to answer users' question
· Dependability in handling users' service problems
· Making e-resources accessible from home or office
· Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information
· Electronic information I need
· Modern equipment that lets me easily access needed information
· Library space that inspires study and learning. 


Superiority: Library Exceeds Desired Level. The Miller Center facility was the most often mentioned area that exceeded respondents' desired level. Three areas (out of 37) that were ranked in this category from all respondents included:
· Library space inspires study and learning
· Comfortable and inviting location
· Space for group learning and group study

In addition to these three areas, undergraduates identified one more strong area:
· The library as a getaway for study, learning and research

Graduate students did not identify any additional areas as exceeding their desired level of service.  

Faculty identified only one area exceeding their desired level:
· Comfortable and inviting location

Adequacy: Library Exceeds Minimum Acceptable Level but Does Not Meet Desired Level  All other LibQUAL+ Survey responses were in this positive range, with significant numbers of respondents (7.5 on a scale of 9 high) agreeing that in 16 of 37 areas (43%), the library exceeds their minimal level of expectations for the remaining questions on the survey.


Summary of Three Question Themes 
(Score is average out of 9)

	
	All
	Under-grads
	Graduate students
	Faculty

	Affect of Service
	7.26
	7.27
	7.22
	7.29

	Information Control
	7.2
	7.44
	7.24
	7.00

	Library as Place
	7.57
	7.65
	7.51
	7.55




SCSU Questions  Three of five local questions selected from a LibQUAL+ list were identified by all respondents as being inadequate, with rankings below or close to below minimum expectations:
· Ready access to computers / Internet / software
· Helpful in dealing with users' IT problems
· Ability to navigate library Web pages easily
Both undergraduates and graduate students ranked these questions higher than did faculty.
 

General Satisfaction Questions  All three groups expressed positive general satisfaction with the five questions in this group (scores above 7.5 on a scale of 9 high), with one exception: faculty gave a slightly negative response (6.99) to this question:
· I am satisfied with library support for my learning, research, and/or teaching needs


Information Literacy Outcomes  Overall, responses in this area were under 7 (out of 9).  The lowest ranked item was "library helps me distinguish between trustworthy and untrustworthy information" (6.16 on a scale of 9 high) and the highest was "library enables me to be more efficient in my academic pursuits" (6.87)


Library Use   The chart below summarizes respondents' answers to questions about library use patterns.
	
	All
	Under-grads
	Graduate students
	Faculty

	Use library resources in MC at least weekly
	61%
	68%
	55%
	52%

	Access library webpage at least weekly
	72%
	43%
	60%
	83%

	Use Google, etc., at least weekly
	94%
	94%
	89%
	97%


Not surprisingly, all groups used Google more frequently than the library webpage. At the same time, more than half of all three groups used the Miller Center library resources at least weekly.  


Volunteered comments from participants  Almost 40% of those who took the survey added a comment. Commenters included 43 undergraduates, 39 graduate students, and 52 faculty.  Evidently many survey participants were eager to share their specific perceptions of the library. Many of the comments dealt with multiple topics, so each facet of comments was counted individually. 

The chart below shows the number of compliments and suggestions for change.

	N = 103 
	Under-grads
	Graduate students
	Faculty

	Compliments
	46
	58
	66

	Suggestions for change
	48
	46
	72

	Totals 
	94
	104
	138


The most frequent comments were overall compliments (43) such as "You’re doing a GREAT job!” and “Overall, the library service is excellent.” Employees were complimented (25) with comments like "full-time employees go out of their way to assist everyone."  Commenters liked the facilities (28) and said things like “the library is a beautiful facility.” 

The most frequently mentioned suggestions had to do with student workers who were not attentive or helpful (25).  Other areas of negative comments were insufficient full text journals (17), inadequate book collection (10), noise of talking and cell phones (10), problems with getting interlibrary loan materials (9), and insufficient journal collection (7).  The difficulty of the LibQUAL+ survey was mentioned by 7, but 6 people said "Thanks for doing this survey."  Five faculty members (10%) commented on the under-staffing in the library; one wrote: “The understaffing of the Miller Center in general and the library in particular are threats to service levels, to recruiting and retaining good faculty and staff, and to aiding in all users’ satisfaction. They need more librarians, technicians, and faculty to serve the campus well.”

LR&TS faculty, staff, and administrators were not surprised that the LibQUAL+ Survey confirmed many of our professional observations, particularly regarding faculty perceptions of library services. We are well aware that our library budgets have not allowed us to expand the print and electronic collections as much as faculty would like to see.  At the same time, the comments offered by survey participants have provided a rich source for further discussion and investigation as we consider changes in the future.

Summary of All Responses  The chart below summarizes all responses to the 2010 LibQUAL+ Survey, with the Change column indicating increase or decrease from the 2007 results.
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Summary of LR&TS Assessment Related to Student Learning

Questions and responses that most closely interconnect with student learning and LR&TS faculty instructional roles have been selected from the LibQUAL+ Survey for the University Assessment Committee matrix below. Other data are from more focused surveys on specific services conducted by LR&TS workgroups. All data are from indirect rather than direct measures and represent student self-reports on awareness and satisfaction.

NOTE:  The data below are included to indicate the implicit student learning outcomes that form the foundation for LR&TS resources, services, and technology. The student-centered outcomes listed in the left column below have not been specifically agreed upon by LR&TS as worded in this report; however, these outcomes represent the broad goals of LR&TS regarding student learning and user-centered support and service. The matrix below follows the format recommended by the University Assessment Committee.



Implicit Student Learning Outcomes:
Students who use ___________ (service or resource) will report satisfaction.


	

Program learning outcomes assessed this year

	
Where did you assess this learning outcome?
 (Course? Other activity?) 

	

Assessment methods and tools*
(How did you assess this student learning outcome?)


	Key findings**
(Briefly describe what the results show about student learning. How well was the outcome met? Suggested length 25 to 50 words.)

	LIBRARY
	
	
	

	library instruction sessions 





	At conclusion of 100 sections of professor-requested library instruction sessions   (N = 1,624)

	Brief half-page self-report evaluation filled out by 1,624 students in 100 classes. Anonymous evaluation forms were entered into a spreadsheet. Library faculty are then able to look at responses from all of their library instruction sessions in order to make improvements.
	93% (down from 94% in 08-09) indicated they were more confident about doing research for the class

93% (down from 95% in 98-09) reported that the session was helpful

	assistance from the Reference Desk (in person, by phone, or by email) 


	Surveys are distributed to students who seek help at the Reference Desk during one week in fall semester and one week in spring semester
(N = 133)
	Brief quarter-page self-report evaluation filled out by students who ask for assistance at the Reference Desk. Anonymous forms were analyzed for general trends and shared with all Reference librarians. Although more questions were answered during the weeks of the evaluation, 133 forms were returned.

	98% (down from 100% in 08-09) of the students who returned forms were highly satisfied with the assistance they received; 98.5% (up from 97% in 08-09) agreed they had “learned something today”

	assistance at Miller Center service desks
	Surveys were distributed at six service desks in Miller Center during one week in fall 2009 (N = 459)
	Brief quarter-page self-report evaluation filled out by students who asked for assistance at one of the six service desks. Anonymous forms were analyzed for general trends and shared with all service desk supervisors. Not every person helped agreed to fill out a form, but 459 forms were received throughout the week.
	89% said desk worker helped as soon as they came to service counter; 98% said desk worker knew services of area and was able to help; 99% said that overall, the desk worker provided satisfactory assistance.

	assistance at Miller Center
	LibQUAL+ Survey – Web-based survey in spring 2010  (N = 292)

	Employees are consistently courteous
	Ranked very high for all respondents (close to superiority, or higher level than respondent desired)

	assistance at Miller Center
	LibQUAL+ Survey – Web-based survey in spring 2010  (N = 292)
	Willingness to help others
	Ranked as superior for undergraduates and graduate students

	overall view of library
	LibQUAL+ Survey – Web-based survey in spring 2010  (N = 292)
	Contributes to the intellectual atmosphere of the campus
	Ranked as close to desired level by graduate students

	overall satisfaction with Miller Center
	LibQUAL+ Survey – Web-based survey in spring 2010  (N = 292)
	Overall quality of service provided by the library
	7.46 (9 high scale)



Note:  Overall, none of the 32 core questions on the LibQUAL+ Survey were identified by all respondents as inadequate (below desired level of service). Overall, all respondents ranked 28 of the 32 areas (88%) as adequate and two items as superior or very close to superior (exceeding desired level of service). LibQUAL+ questions focus on library and not technology resources and services.



Plans for 2010-11

The Coordinator of Assessment will likely have 25% reassigned time, in keeping with a campus-wide budget plan. Thus assessment plans have been scaled down to fit the time allocated. 

The 2010-11 Assessment Plan will focus on the Miller Center Survey of student users in the building; this survey was first completed at SCSU in 2004. 
Two versions of this paper-based survey will be distributed to students as they enter the library during a week in spring semester of 2011.
	
Major assessment projects (the Miller Center survey, the Telephone Survey, and LibQUAL+ Survey) will be completed on an annual rotating basis, as started in 2009-10, until more time is available for assessment.  
Each year only one major assessment project will be planned and implemented.

The same focus for questions used in past assessment instruments will be used in the future in order to continue to build long-term data for comparison. 



Summary 

Culture of Assessment   In the years following LR&TS's implementation of formal assessment of student awareness of and satisfaction with library and technology resources and services, the organization has made consistent progress toward developing a culture of assessment. Assessment activities and data seem to be valued and are used when appropriate to plan and implement changes. 



ASAOPSA process and assessment  The results of the LR&TS assessments were a key to researching and writing the ASAOPSA self-study reports in fall 2010, with assessment data from the coordinator’s reports included in almost all of the reports from LR&TS. In turn, the assessment data and analysis helped to support recommendations made by the LR&TS Dean as part of the ASAOPSA process.  

Future campus direction  If SCSU moves toward adopting campus-wide student learning outcomes, LR&TS is poised to strengthen the connections to improving student learning outcomes that it has created and sustained in the past.  
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