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Assessment of Student Learning in the Five Academic Colleges

2009 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 2009 assessment reports, 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. The table below summarizes this information by college:
	
	COE
	CoFAH
	COSE
	COSS
	HCOB
	Total

	1) SLOs assessed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2) Describe findings
	60%
	36%
	35%
	32%
	83%
	42%

	3) Direct measures
	56%
	42%
	42%
	32%
	92%
	45%

	4) Discussions
	53%
	64%
	41%
	29%
	92%
	47%

	5) Changes proposed
	58%
	54%
	30%
	7%
	67%
	37%

	6) Changes implemented 
	44%
	26%
	31%
	11%
	50%
	29%

	7) Data collected on changes
	7%
	14%
	10%
	0%
	42%
	9%

	  Total number of programs
	45
	50
	71
	56
	12
	234

	Programs reporting
	32
	33
	43
	19
	11
	138

	% of all programs reporting
	71%
	66%
	61%
	34%
	92%
	59%



A major goal for 2009 was to increase the percentage of programs that submitted reports. We did not achieve this goal (59% of programs submitted report versus 60% in 2008). A second goal was to increase the percentage of programs that implement changes based upon assessment findings. This goal was achieved (29% of reporting programs implemented changes in 2009 versus 17% in 2009). 

Several patterns pertaining to the colleges are worth noting:
1) Programs in the Colleges of Education and Business continue to be the most likely to submit annual assessment report, followed by the Colleges of Science and Engineering and Fine Arts and Humanities.. A majority of programs in these two colleges undergo external accreditation, which generally requires regular and systematic assessment. Similarly, the College of Science and Engineering has a significant number of accredited programs.  
2) Programs in the Colleges of Education and Business were most likely to “close the loop” by implementing changes based upon assessment findings.
3) Programs in the Herberger College of Business were the most likely to collect data on the impact of changes made based upon assessment data. 
4) Programs in the Herberger College of Business were especially likely to use direct measures. 
5) Some of the differences among colleges may stem from coding differences among the college assessment directors. They worked from common guidelines, and they discussed these prior to processing the program reports, but this may not have been enough to ensure that they interpreted the criteria uniformly. In addition, new assessment directors in two colleges (CoFAH and COE) had the strenuous tasks of obtaining program reports and writing a college report within a month of beginning their duties.  

Assessment Plans

A goal of the Assessment Steering Committee is that every academic program have 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 progress over the past two years in the percent of major programs for which each part of the assessment plan has been posted.
	Assessment Plan Component
	2007
	2008
	2009

	Mission Statement
	85%
	96%
	96%

	Student Learning Outcomes
	50%
	74%
	85%

	Program Matrix
	12%
	46%
	53%

	Timeline
	7%
	24%
	29%


These figures provide conservative estimates of how many major programs have completed their assessment plans; some programs have completed components but not posted them online. However, there are some noteworthy patterns in this table: 
1) Substantial progress continues to be made in completion of assessment plan components. 
2) Many programs still do not have complete assessment plans posted online. However, only a handful of programs have no information posted.  
3) The program matrix and timeline are the components of the assessment plan that remain the least likely to have been completed. 
The Assessment Steering Committee will continue to make concerted efforts to increase the percentage of programs that have complete assessment plans. It is an ongoing process. Changes are made to the assessment website almost weekly. 

Upper-Division Writing 

Fourteen programs submitted assessment reports on upper-division writing. 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. Based upon feedback, changes are being made to the 2009-10 annual assessment report forms to include the assessment of upper division writing in the annual programmatic assessment report. 

General Education

Four programs submitted assessment reports on general education courses. Because SCSU is in transition to a new general education program, assessment of the old one has not been a priority. However, we have made an effort to collect reports on the assessment that is taking place, so that this information will be available when assessment of the new program begins next year. 

Assessment of Student Learning Centered 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 has left the University, and no replacement has been named to the Committee. Consequently, we can offer no updates on the Quality Matters program. 

Undergraduate Studies has become more systematic and thorough in its approach to assessment of student learning. The Academic Learning Center and the Advising Center collected assessment data that were used for improvement. In addition, the Division of General Studies developed a database to track the progress of students, the Anoka-Ramsey Community College Connection program conducted a retention study, and the First Year and Transition Programs developed measurable learning outcomes. For additional information, see Appendix E.

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. For additional information, see Appendix F.

Student Life and Development has developed division-wide learning outcomes.  Departments and programs within the division are developing learning outcomes and measures. 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. For additional information, see Appendix G.

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 don’t 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 2008 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. 

Recent Accomplishments 

1. HLC Academy for the Assessment of Student Learning – As noted throughout this report, progress continues to be made towards the completion of our Academy goals. 
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. Meetings of peer consultants were held monthly through the 2008-09 academic year. These monthly meetings were replaced by half-day retreats each semester in 2009-10. Core trainers for the Assessment Peer Consulting Program presented sessions on peer consulting at the Higher Learning Commission conference in April 2009 and at an assessment conference of The Collaboration for the Advancement of College Teaching and Learning in February 2010. 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.
3. Assessment Grants – In 2008-09 $19,264.18 in grants was awarded to 12 projects. 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. Many of the grants awarded over the past several years have led to significant improvements in programs and/or student learning.   
4. Assessment of Assessment - The College of Science and Engineering (COSE) Assessment Committee piloted the assessment of assessment in 2008-09. The committee developed a rubric based upon our annual report template that it used to provide feedback and suggestions to programs in the college. The College of Business Assessment Committee also provided feedback to departments that year as part of its preparation for an AACSB site visit. The College of Social Sciences Assessment Committee began providing feedback to programs in 2009-10.
5. 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. 
6. CLA in the Classroom Academy - We hosted a CLA in the Classroom Academy on our campus May 14-15, 2009. The Office of Institutional Effectiveness received funding from the Minnesota State Colleges and Universities’ Office of the Chancellor. The training was open to the entire Minnesota State system and hosted at SCSU. The 35 participants included 21 SCSU faculty members. Those trained are able to train others to design CLA-type performance tasks and rubrics for classroom use. Several participants have presented workshops based upon their CLA in the Classroom projects on SCSU faculty development days. 
7. John Tagg - John Tagg visited our campus in February 2009 and held several well-attended workshops based upon his book The Learning Paradigm College. The visit was coordinated by our Center for Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETL) and partially funded by the University Assessment Office.  In addition, in the spring of 2009 the Faculty Senate approved the addition of the CETL Director to the Assessment Steering Committee. 
8. Foundations of Excellence - SCSU participated in Foundations of Excellence during the 2008-09 academic year. Several members of the Assessment Steering Committee served on Foundations of Excellence committees. 
9. Workshops - The Assessment Steering Committee facilitates workshops on assessment topics each August and January on faculty development days. Six such workshops were presented in 2008-09, and six more were presented in 2009-10. An Assessment Luncheon also takes place each year during January Workshop Days. The workshops provide a resource to departments and units that want to improve their assessment practices. Both the workshops and the luncheon provide an opportunity to discuss assessment across department and unit lines.
10. Assessment Newsletter - The first two issues of our electronic assessment newsletter, “Assessment Conversations,” were published in 2008-09. One issue of the newsletter has been published each semester since. 

Next Steps 

1) Improving Reporting – SCSU is in the last year of its participation in the HLC Assessment Academy; the “Results Forum” will be held in November 2010. In order to approximate the goals for our primary Academy student learning project, the rate at which program submit annual assessment reports must increase substantially. Free-standing minors and BES programs may require special attention, due to their low reporting rates in 2008.
2) Feed back 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. 
3) Newsletter – Members of the Assessment Steering Committee will play a major role in identifying useful content for future issues. Some articles will spotlight SCSU programs and will be written by faculty and staff members from those programs. It is hoped that the newsletter will stimulate discussions of assessment across unit lines, as well as raise the profile of assessment in the institution.
4) Institutional Learning Outcomes – 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. 
5) 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. 

Academy for the Assessment of Student Learning

SCSU was one of 13 institutions that were accepted into the first cohort of the Higher Learning Commission’s Academy for the Assessment of Student Learning in 2006. Participation in the Academy focuses on completion of student learning projects, which are developed over a four-year period. An Academy “team” from the institution, with the assistance of Academy mentors and feedback from cohort institutions, defines and plans the implementation of the project. Project descriptions are placed on the “Electronic Network” website. The Academy team submits updates twice per year (once in the fall and once in the spring). After each update, mentors provide feedback on progress, and representatives from other institutions also may provide feedback. An Assessment Academy Learning Exchange and Showcase at the HLC annual meeting provides an opportunity for institutions to learn from each other through presentations on effective practices that have emerged from Academy projects.  

SCSU Student Learning Projects 

SCSU has three student learning projects: University Assessment System, Assessment of Student Learning in Programs, and General Education Assessment. The focus of SCSU’s efforts so far has been on the first two of these projects, which are closely related. The University Assessment System project seeks to improve and standardize the assessment reporting process and to use reports to improve assessment practices. Assessment of Student Learning in Programs implements the system plan at the level of programs. 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. SCSU has designated Assessment of Student Learning in Programs as its primary student learning project. The General Education Assessment project has begun to pick up speed as the new General Education curriculum moves towards approval and implementation. 

Appendix D includes a list of goals and tasks for each of these projects, as well as a description of how much progress has been made in completing these tasks. Although the General Education Assessment project is behind schedule, Table D shows that the other two projects have resulted in substantial improvements over the first three years of Academy participation. Here are some recent comments from Assessment Academy mentors about our student learning projects: 
Two elements of the project strike me as especially strong: the sizeable peer assessment consultant program and the “assessment of assessment” formative feedback process currently being tried in the College of Science and Engineering. (December 2008)
I see a lot of progress here, especially in the numbers of programs that have revised their plans or completed missing components. The university may not be at 100% participation in assessment, but it is making solid advances! (April 2009)
Despite significant financial obstacles, this team moves forward, building assessment capacity through a very effective peer consulting program, establishing feedback on assessment in one school (it would be great to see more schools doing this!), and making progress on general education assessment. (October 2009)







Appendix A. Reports from the College Assessment Directors



College of Education by Frances Kayona

College of Fine Arts and Humanities by Gloria Melgarejo

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 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Frances Kayona, COE Assessment Director
Submitted October 20, 2009

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 2009. 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 2009-10 academic year are:
· Work with department chairs and assessment coordinators to encourage the pursuit of national recognition for their programs. The goal for this academic year is the submission of one program application for national recognition.
· Design and implement a plan for creating a qualitative component within the existing Assessment System. As a part of the unit-wide assessment practices, a number of instruments have been developed, data collected, analyzed and results disaggregated and disseminated to programs. The instrument most directly measuring student learning outcomes (SLOs) is the performance-based instrument administered to cooperating teachers and university supervisors. Since these methods are currently designed around quantitative elements, the Assessment Committee has proposed a qualitative component to enrich and deepen the data now collected. This year, the plan will be designed and implemented.
· Develop a method for accumulating and tracking performance data, such as teacher work samples, portfolio outcomes, and various other examples of student learning outcomes at the undergraduate level.
· In collaboration with the COE graduate coordinators, design and implement a graduate database to house, organize, and track candidate performance related to learning outcomes.


Analysis of Progress
As mentioned, 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 number is up from 2007-2008 where a total of 47 programs were listed in the COE Annual Assessment Report, a 21 percent increase in the number of programs being reported. This does not imply that these are all new programs, a few programs did not make it on the list due to either clerical or computer error. Of the 59 programs listed for 2008-2009, 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 the Higher Learning Commission and Self Study work that had occurred, the 2008 COE NCATE visit, 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, assessment reports are still coming in and new/existing programs are being discovered that were not originally listed as programs in the COE. 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.

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 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.



College of Fine Arts & Humanities 2008-9 Assessment Report
Prepared by María Gloria Melgarejo, CoFaH Assessment Coordinator
Submitted October 19, 2009

During the academic year 2008-2009, the majority of the programs in the College of Fine Arts and Humanities have submitted reports (95% of listed programs). Departments have submitted a list of SLOs being assessed and report implementation of new rubrics, initiatives from faculty involved with Assessment projects have increased, and departments have collaborated to an important extent to develop student learning outcomes and rubrics for their programs. Assessment Committees at the departmental level have met and discussed topics related to implementation of Assessment plans and timeline for Assessment. Departments show initiatives and commitment to student learning, individual departments face challenges such as reduced staffing for the current year, and by indicating such circumstances, it is understandable that ongoing projects may be affected.

Several departments in the college currently implement assessment practices consistent with best practices and follow guidelines from recognized national and international standards.

Several departments have accrediting bodies that dictate their assessment practices.  It is not always possible to align perfectly the assessment necessary for accreditation with the assessment of student learning as defined by St. Cloud State University, but coordinators and faculty involved have collaborated in linking assessment data to student learning outcomes and are working towards defining course assessment linked to program assessment. Most departments use direct measures of SLOs. In some departments s it is a very demanding undergoing process that ensures involvement of all faculty. Individual departments reported that several faculty members have made great contributions to improve their assessment plans and almost all reporting programs include discussions among faculty on assessment practices according to departmental mission and goals. 

In response to SCSU University Assessment, many faculty members in our college have received training to become Assessment Peer consultants and work with individual departments upon request. Several colleagues participated in the CLA in the Classroom funded by MnSCU in May 2009. 

Several departments propose curricular changes, development of new assessment plans, and seek resources to implement placement tests that will facilitate overall process of assessment.
	
Through detailed reports, the majority of departments have discussed assessment and encouraged assessment training for faculty members as ways to facilitate the overall process of assessing of student learning outcomes. Components of the process, relevance to pedagogical and curricular issues are clearly being defined by some departments and faculty members report higher levels of involvement and commitment by developing new rubrics and refining existing ones. Significant efforts have been made to incorporate data analysis and undertake projects of assessment by writing grants. Grant recipients the past year have accomplished their goals with a great level of expertise and submitted outstanding reports. 

Many departments have indicated that based on assessment data, they have implemented changes and plan to follow the outlined plans. 

Templates have been submitted by most of the departments reporting this year. 

As some programs will undertake external review, activity is reported and data will be available soon. Relevant data for past year is available through appropriate communication links. 

Several departments clearly stated that they conduct assessment routinely for all of their programs and are in the process of improving assessment goals for the UDWR. Students in our university receive a great deal of support in areas of both creative and academic writing.

Most departments report using direct measures for assessing student learning outcomes, while a few report using a combination of both direct and indirect measures, as appropriate for their learning goals. 

Teaching programs report significant initiatives in assessment and continuing support to students completing their programs. 
	
Overall, we are pleased to report a growing trend of collaborative assessment practices leading to constant improvement and actualization, and significant evidence of the levels of commitment to teaching excellence is provided in the reports for the academic year 2008-2009. 



College of Science and Engineering 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Maria Womack, COSE Assessment Director
October 16, 2009


	The COSE Assessment Committee is a dedicated group of individuals, representing the twelve departments in the college. The committee members seem to especially appreciate the use of measurements (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 committee also continued working on posting matrices and timelines online. See:
http://www.stcloudstate.edu/cose/college/assessment/default.asp

Goals for the 2008-09 COSE Assessment Committee were:
1. Continue to close the loops
2. Monitor general education assessment
3. Implement COSE grid for tracking assessment progress
4. Implement electronic report submission procedures
5. Assess student learning in service courses
Additionally, the committee learned last spring that they were charged with collecting, approving and monitoring the Upper Division Writing Requirement (UDWR), especially those that are new or in need of revision. 
1. Regarding goal 1, one noticeable improvement in assessment within the college is the increased use of assessment data to make changes to courses and/or curriculum. Thus, most departments have now gone beyond the “setting up the assessment plan” stage and are making progress in the “closing the loop” component of assessment. 
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.  A pilot program known as “Tracking Assessment” (or sometimes “Assessing Assessment”), was implemented. A subcommittee of the COSE Assessment Committee met on three occasions to review submitted reports, and recommend improvements to the reporting process and/or the assessment plan for four departments. This will continue this during the 2009-2010 year, but the subcommittee members point out that this is a time-consuming process and takes about 30 minutes to an hour to review one department’s assessment report and prepare feedback.  
4. All assessment reports were submitted electronically to me via email. Discussion by the committee concluded that there was no need to institute a web-based form for reports at this time.
5. Assessment of  “service” courses was the focus of many departments in COSE during the 2008-2009 year. The committee 

ASSESSMENT REPORTS
Assessment reports were submitted for the 2008-2009 year during September and October 2009 from all departments except for EAS (currently undergoing external review) and MME.  Some of my notes from reviewing the reports follow. 
For the first time I noticed assessment of online teaching addressed specifically in any reports from COSE departments (in this case from PAES and STAT). For both departments, comparison of exam scores and “DWF rates” was made between online and face-face course sections.
Most departments 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 freestanding 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. 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. 
1. The Aviation Department instituted journal writing into their curriculum, reviewed and updated grading rubrics and changed pre-requisites and syllabi for several courses based on assessment data.
2. Biology instituted a temporary course to determine effectiveness of alternative delivery method which may affect all undergraduate programs in biology. Standardized tests given last year in Biol 151, 152 and 262 indicate significant improvement in concept mastery over previous years. Further, assessment findings led to increased discussion among the biology faculty about improving research opportunities for undergraduate students.
3. Computer Networking Applications adopted an assessment plan last year and began using it.
4. EE reports that the combined senior design experience with MME makes it easier to meet the student learning outcome of demonstrating an ability to communicate effectively.  They uncovered inconsistencies in how the outcome of demonstrating the broad education necessary to understand the impact of engineering solutions in a global, economic, environmental, and societal context, which they plan to address in 2009-2010.
5. Chemistry used the ACS standardized exam last year as part of its assessment tools.
6. Computer Science made changes to courses based on assessment data, including developing an active learning module for CSCI 320.
7. Environmental and Technological Studies used Denise McGuire awards last year as an indicator of success for a research principles student learning outcome. They conducted surveys of internship supervisors and conducted pre and post/tests in several of their courses. They used results from these surveys to make changes to their curriculum.
8.  Math’s assessment report pointed to a major obstacle being a lack of common measures for assessment across the department and plan to address that issue this year.  The Math Department Assessment Committee developed a more detailed assessment plan and hopes to have it approved by the department this year.
9. PAES tried a new assessment method for lab reports based on feedback from external review conducted the year before. This year they will evaluate whether it is maintaining or improving student learning. Comparison of student performance in the online and face-face versions of ASTR 106 was conducted and noted significant improvement in the DWF rate for the online (same as face-face) after instructor implemented changes based on what learned from Quality Matters workshops.
10. STAT submitted a UDWR and general education report and addressed assessment of online course based on final exams of one online and five face-face courses. They are using learning assistants and assessing how well they work this year in comparison with sections not using learning assistants. 


The goals for the 2009-2010 year were determined at the last meeting of the 2008-2009 year to be the following:
1. 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. UDWR approvals, establish due dates/timeline
6. Matrices and timelines (for academy)

College of Social Sciences 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Joe Melcher, COSS Assessment Coordinator
Submitted Oct. 15, 2009


Overview of Program assessment in COSS
During AY 2008-2009 some COSS programs continued to make further progress toward developing systematic program assessment. However, there was an overall lower level of activity insofar as only 19 of 50[footnoteRef:-1] programs submitted program assessment reports this year. All but five of them used the ASC-recommended program reporting template. The vast majority of non-submitting programs (17) were from two departments—Economics; Geography—each of which have more individual programs than other departments. Two more BES programs were eliminated this year, continuing the trend for programs to drop the BES degree option (for more, see below). Only three programs submitted UDWR reports. [-1:   Although there 56 programs are rostered in COSS, only 50 are included in these statistics. Of the programs not included, one is an inactive stand-alone minor (Heritage Preservation, in Community Studies); another (the non-departmental minor-only program in Soviet and Eurasian Studies) has no minors because faculty have not been given release time to teach the required introductory courses; and finally, four others are non-departmental programs in the Social Sciences Teaching degree program. Of these latter programs are not counted in this assessment report because of their special relationship to the College of Education and its NCATE assessment/accreditation requirements and processes.] 


Other assessment-related activities
One COSS program (Women’s Studies) requested, and completed, a consultation with the SCSU Assessment Peer Consultant Program. An initial discussion with Criminal Justice Studies about having an assessment peer consultant ended up, instead, with CJS deciding to begin working with the Quality Matters program for their substantial online offerings. QM includes assessment elements.
	One more COSS faculty member (Sandrine Zerbib) completed Peer Assessment Consultant training in October, for a total of six.
Two COSS faculty members completed the two-day CLA[footnoteRef:0]-in-the-Classroom workshop held on campus in May, 2009. They learned to develop realistic learning and performance tasks with built-in assessment components. [0:  Collegiate Learning Assessment] 

	

Assessment Strengths in 2008-2009
Progress in developing assessment plans
COSS programs continued to make progress in completing assessment plans and posting them to the University Assessment Office website. Almost all COSS programs have all or most parts of their program assessment plan posted (http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/plans/coss.asp). Last year at this time 32 programs had yet to complete even one element of their assessment plan, so this became a priority during 2008-2009. All regular bachelors programs now have at least a mission statement and only three non-BES programs still lack posted Student Learning Outcomes. In all, 31/50 (62%) of programs have complete assessment plans and 95% have partial plans, including the crucial element of program learning outcomes.

Progress on doing assessment and submitting assessment reports
The quality of assessment measures also improved some more this year. Last year, two programs used only indirect measures to assess learning. This year, all programs that submitted annual assessment reports used direct measures; a small number also used indirect measures. This presumably reflects a growing appreciation that the best assessment relies on direct measures.
Several programs, (most notably Sociology, Social Work, Gerontology, and Psychology) did some really good program and/or course assessment that focused well on their student learning outcomes using a variety of direct measures. Psychology also included results from a newly developed senior exit survey, which students were required to take in order to receive a grade in their capstone course.
All programs that submitted assessment reports indicated that they had had at least informal discussions related to program assessment and/or the results. Several faculty have commented that discussion of assessment techniques and findings have been informative and useful. This dynamic is an important outcome of assessment because it allows programs and faculty to go beyond merely collecting data to apply what they have learned. It makes the usefulness of assessment more apparent and reduces potentially threatening elements. In this regard, an assessment committee member remarked that such discussion also helps to reinforce the idea that assessment plans are dynamic and “living” documents that can be updated based on discussions and assessment results.

Assessment quality
The quality of course and program assessment ranged from excellent (in Social Work, an accredited program) to marginal. However, the trend is definitely toward more direct assessment of outcomes based upon tests and instructors’ assessments of work on various kinds of assignments. One notable improvement this year was that no programs relied solely on indirect measures of (e.g., students’ opinions about their learning).


Assessment Weaknesses in 2007-2008
Assessment plans
Three programs still need to define their student learning outcomes and seven need to complete the program matrix ( showing which courses should  assess which outcomes).
No BES programs have ever been assessed. The (understandable) problem is that nobody wants to separately assess BES programs, particularly because they typically have very few students per year (and sometimes, none). Several programs have solved the problem by eliminating the BES option (there are only 3 remaining). The simplest solution would be to eliminate the requirement that BES programs be assessed separately (based on the assumption that BES students mostly take the same courses as regular majors and because assessment based on the very small numbers of student typically involved is much more work that it is worth (especially in terms of the validity of results based on very small numbers)..

Doing assessment
Again, too many programs that did not submit annual assessment reports, within programs in which some assessment took place, many faculty have not contributed. As one way to encourage more faculty to participate, I have spoken with Dean Harrold about the desirability of encouraging faculty to submit direct measures of assessment as evidence of teaching effectiveness during the EPT process. He seemed supportive, and I will encourage him to follow up on that as he meets with faculty during the Article 22/25 process. Ideally, direct assessment of student learning will eventually predominate over faculty use of the old method of using student course evaluations. Department Chairs and EPT committees should also be encouraged to emphasize that course assessments based on the program’s student learning outcomes are more beneficial than student course evaluations.

UDWR assessment
A notable weakness in this year’s report is the low level of UDWR assessment reporting. Only three programs (CJS; Social Work; Community Studies) submitted reports (compared to four last year and one the previous year). Programs are either not assessing their UDWR courses or are not submitting reports. This is clearly something to emphasize for next year. Even though programs are not required to assess their UDWR every year, such a low reporting rate is potentially troubling. 

General Education assessment
No programs completed General Education assessments because the current GE program is ending this year and the University will concentrate on assessing the new program when it begins in fall, 2010.

Closing the loop
	Another area that needs work lies with documenting implementation of changes based upon the results of assessments. None of the 19 reporting programs indicated having made changes based upon assessment results (although some indicated that changes are planned). Similarly, no programs reported having collected data on the last round of changes (if any). I think that part of the reason for this is sheer lack of time and the logistic difficulty of going back to attempt to collect data on changes (which may be planned at the end of one year, then implemented during the next while simultaneously undertaking assessment of another set of outcomes. This is an issue which the Assessment Steering Committee probably needs to discuss.

Progress toward COSS Assessment Goals for 2008 – 2009
* 100% of bachelors programs will have complete assessment plans. Goal not met, but made substantial progress.
* 100% of BES programs will have complete assessment plans (or be eliminated). Made progress (mostly by elimination of more BES programs).
* Improve the quality of assessment by helping faculty and/or programs do more direct, rather than indirect assessment. Assessment Peer Consultants may be able to help with this. Made progress. All reporting programs did direct assessment; the program that used the Peer Consulting service initiated a pre-post test (direct) assessment.
* Increase the number of programs submitting UDWR assessments. Not met.
* Work with the Geography and Ethnic Studies programs to help them finalize their assessment plans and to do assessment work this year. Ethnic Studies made substantial progress; Geography did not.
* Increase the number of faculty within programs who contribute to the program assessment plan. In several cases, most of the effort seems to be coming from one or two faculty members. Difficult to gauge; there has probably been a slight increase.


COSS Assessment Goals for 2009 – 2010
* 100% of programs will have complete assessment plans posted.
* Work with Geography to begin assessing at least one of their programs.
* Come to agreement on frequency of UDWR assessment
* Increase the number of programs that do UDWR assessment.
* COSS Assessment Committee will review program assessment reports and make suggestions for improvement.
* COSS Assessment Committee will discuss, and make recommendations, for improving assessment through the college.
* Have COSS and/or other faculty discuss their experience with learning about and using the CLA-in-the-Classroom instrument, particularly with respect to their use in assessment.
* Encourage faculty and programs to use assessment information to take steps toward course—and  most importantly, program-level—improvement and to document the results of such initiatives.


G. R. Herberger College of Business 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Carol Gaumnitz, Ph.D.
Submitted October 19, 2009

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 assessment of college-wide goals at both the undergraduate and graduate level is a major focus of the college.  Undergraduate goals include (1) communication, (2) problem-solving, (3) collaboration, (4) competency in business core, and (5) competency in major.  (Assessment of the fifth goal, competency in major, provides the data needed to comply with the university’s view of each major as a separate program.)  The MBA program goals include:  (1) communication, (2) decision making, and (3) leadership orientation.

Discussion of Assessment Matrix

One of the strengths of the college’s assessment effort is the sheer volume of assessment activity that occurred in 2008-2009.  Over the last two years, the HCoB faculty was involved in assessing all student learning outcomes (SLOs) for the first four undergraduate goals and the three MBA goals.  In addition, the HCoB faculty completed assessment of at least 50 percent of SLOs for the nine undergraduate majors that fall under the fifth undergraduate goal.  The MS in Information Assurance has an assessment plan, but no assessment activity because the program had not commenced.  The first classes are being offered Fall Semester 2009.   

Another strength of the college’s assessment activities is the extensive communication among faculty that occurred.  Because assessment is a critical part of the college’s accreditation, college faculty meetings were held to review assessment data, with more meetings planned for Fall Semester 2009 (four such meetings were held in August and September).  Each department included assessment discussions as agenda items at department meetings.  Committee meetings, informal discussions, and e-mail communications were also widely used to review assessment results and make suggestions for closing the loop.  

Not apparent from the assessment matrix is the inter-department cooperation that went into achieving the high level of assessment activity.  Committees, called Goal Assessment Teams or GATs, were formed last year.  GATs were used to oversee assessment of SLOs for college-wide goals and the two non-departmental majors.  Each GAT included faculty members from multiple departments.  GAT members reviewed assessment data and made suggestions for closing the loop.  The assessment results and the GATs’ suggestions were then taken to college-wide faculty meetings for more discussion.  This inter-department cooperation is clearly a strength of the college’s assessment activity.

The college’s assessment activities also involved cooperation with faculty in other colleges.  The professor of PHIL 484 (a required course for all business majors) agreed to provide the HCoB with assessment data on ethics.  Future assessment activity in the new MS in Information Assurance will involve faculty outside of the college.  While the MS is housed in the Information Systems Department of the HCoB, it is a joint program with the Computer Networking and Applications Department.  Faculty from both departments will be involved in teaching the courses and assessing SLOs.

The one area for improvement is assessment of the general business minor.  Since the general business major was discontinued, the minor does not fall under any assessment plan.  All other minors in the college have corresponding major programs with ongoing assessment activity that will include any students seeking minors in those disciplines.  

While not apparent from the assessment matrix, another area for improvement is to increase sample sizes and to repeat assessment activities to obtain stabile results and to identify eventual patterns in the results.  While changes have been suggested by assessment results, subsequent assessment of more students will help confirm these original assessment findings.  This was particularly evident in the results from the ETS Major Field Exam in Business.  The first cycle results (Spring and Summer 2008) placed the HCoB in the 90th percentile.  The second cycle results (Summer 2009) placed the HCoB in the 60th percentile.  A review of the majors for students taking the exam showed that the samples did not match the composition of majors in the college.  It was also not clear whether the students had received similar directions before taking the exam.  It was noted that the drop from the 90th to the 60th percentile resulted from a very small difference in average scores.  It was concluded that results could be significantly influenced by minor differences in student composition or exam directions.  Plans are in place to give the Major Field Exam to all students enrolled in the senior capstone course during Spring Semester 2010.  This will provide a larger sample that should be more representative of the composition of majors in the HCoB.

Another important trend in the college is the introduction of students to the college goals early in their program.  The materials used in COB 111, a course for pre-business students, have been expanded to include an introduction to writing and collaboration.  A writing assignment was added to this course where the students receive feedback from a writing expert.  The college writing rubric (which includes a mechanics checklist) is given to students so that they are aware of college expectations.  

Suggested common assessment rubrics for college-wide SLOs are available on D2L for use by any HCoB faculty member.  Rubrics are now being given to students in a number of courses.  It is hoped that student performance will improve when college expectations are communicated.  It has been observed that students’ writing improves when they know that their writing will be assessed by a writing expert. 

The high level of assessment activity during 2008-2009 is the direct result of demands placed on the HCoB by the AACSB accreditation process.  This level of activity is neither sustainable nor planned.  Over the next four years, the HCoB plans to collect assessment data on all SLOs related to college-wide goals in the undergraduate and MBA programs.  This will include assessment of all SLOs for the nine undergraduate majors.  Thus, the annual level of activity should approximate 25 percent of the level observed in 2008-2009.

Upper Division Writing

Seven of the nine majors in the college are actively engaged in assessment of writing.  The two non-departmental majors still need to designate a course for the upper division writing requirement (UDWR).  Because written communication is one of the SLOs under the college’s communication goal, a writing sample from each student enrolled in each of the designated UDWR courses is collected every semester.  The writing samples are evaluated by a writing expert for organization, expression, and mechanics.  The professors for the courses evaluate content.  

A number of improvements have been implemented as part of closing the loop for written communication.  A common writing rubric is used for the evaluation of everything but content.  A D2L site has been created to provide writing support for students in UDWR classes.  Short punctuation and mechanics guides were developed and made available to students.  The college’s writing expert held labs for students who wanted help with writing.  Overall, great effort has gone into helping students with writing; the college is committed to improving students’ writing skills.  It is hoped that future assessment results will show improvements.

Work of the College Assessment Workgroup

The 2008-2009 year was the second year of the College Assessment Workgroup (Workgroup).  The Workgroup includes a representative from each department, the college’s non-faculty assessment director, and the associate dean.  The Workgroup was charged with ensuring that the assessment necessary for ongoing AACSB accreditation was accomplished.  The Workgroup usually met weekly during 2008-2009 with nearly perfect attendance.  

In 2008-2009, the Workgroup wanted to get more faculty involved in the assessment process.  To achieve this end, the Workgroup invited the college’s faculty members to join GATs.  As mentioned above, each GAT included faculty members from two or more departments.  In addition to increased cooperation among departments, greater participation in assessment resulted.  Over the last two years, 56 percent of the HCoB faculty members engaged in some sort of assessment activity, with much of this increased participation occurring in 2008-2009.  The percentage that reviewed and discussed assessment results at college-wide faculty meetings was even greater.   

Each department representative on the Workgroup oversaw, encouraged, and helped with assessment of the major(s) in his/her department.  In addition, Workgroup members led the newly created GATs.  The work of these GATs was a major contribution to accomplishing the assessment of all college-wide SLOs and at least 50 percent of SLOs in the non-departmental majors.

The Workgroup reviewed the college assessment plans and timetables for all majors and graduate programs.  The Workgroup also reviewed all of the assessment results.  While some of the assessment data needed for accreditation was collected in 2007-2008, the majority of the assessment activity occurred in 2008-2009.  The following table summarizes the Workgroup’s assessment of assessment in the HCoB.


College Assessment Workgroup’s
Assessment of Assessment in the HCoB

	




Programs
	
SLOs 
Reviewed by College
Assessment
Workgroup
	



Timeline
In Place
	Number of Courses1 Where Assessment Occurred
in 2008-09
	

Direct
Assessment 
of SLOs
in 2008-09
	

Indirect
Assessment
of SLOs
in 2008-09
	

Percent
of SLOs
Assessed
in 2008-09

	College-wide Goals
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
8
	
7 of 10
	
3 of 10
	
100%

	
Accounting
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
4
	
4 of 5
	
1 of 5
	
100%

	
Entrepreneurship
	
Yes
	
No
	
3
	
4 of 8
	
0
	
  50%

	
Finance
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
2
	
2 of 3
	
0
	
  67%

	General Business Minor
	
No
	
No
	
0
	
0
	
0
	
    0%

	Information Systems
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
3
	
2 of 5
	
0
	
  40%

	
Insurance
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
2
	
2 of 4
	
0
	
  50%

	International Business
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
3
	
3 of 5
	
0
	
  60%

	
Management
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
3
	
3 of 5
	
0
	
  60%

	
Marketing
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
5
	
4 of 5
	
0
	
  80%

	
Real Estate
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
2
	
2 of 3
	
0
	
  67%

	
MBA
	
Yes
	
Yes
	
8
	
7 of 7
	
0
	
100%

	MS in Information
Assurance
	
Yes
	
Yes
	New program 
No courses
offered
	
N/A
	
N/A
	
N/A


____________________
1In total, 24 undergraduate (23 in business and one PHIL course) and eight MBA courses included assessment activity.  In some of the undergraduate courses, multiple sections taught by different faculty members participated in data collection for assessment purposes.  





Appendix B. Matrices from the College Assessment Directors



College of Education by Frances Kayona

College of Fine Arts and Humanities by M. Gloria Melgarejo

College of Science and Engineering by Maria Womack

College of Social Sciences by Joseph Melcher

Herberger College of Business by Carol Gaumnitz
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	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted
	SLOs Assessed Come from Online 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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

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

	 
	MS - Early Childhood Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS - Early Childhood Special Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS - Family Studies
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS - Early Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	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
	No
	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- Comm Psych
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	BS - Community Psychology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS - Chemical Dependency
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	GC Chemical Dependency
	Assessed in BS- Chem Dep
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	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- MFT
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	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
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	Minor- Therapeutic Recreation
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	Minor - Coaching
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Health Education
	Assessed in BS Community Health
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

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

	 
	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
	No
	No
	No
	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
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Physical Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS - Sports Management
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	Minor- Human Relations (24 credits)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS - Social Responsibility
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Special Education (SPED)
	BS - Special Education
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	GC- Developmental Disabilities
	Assessed in MS- SPED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	GC- Emotional Behavioral Disorders
	Assessed in MS- SPED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	GC- Learning Disabilities
	Assessed in MS- SPED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	GC- Physical/Health Disabilities
	Assessed in MS- SPED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	GC- Autism
	Assessed in MS- SPED
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	MS - Special Education
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Teacher Development (TDEV)
	Minor- Reading Instruction
	No
	No
	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
	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
2008-9 College of Education Assessment Matrix

	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted
	SLOs Assessed Come from Online 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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Art
	Minor Graphic Design
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	 BA 
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA Art History
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BFA Studio Art
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS Art Education
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	Communication Sciences and Disorders
	Minor- Speech-Language Pathology 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Deaf Education Emphasis
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BES
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	 
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Communication Studies
	Minor- Applied Relational Conflict Management
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Intercultural Communication
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA Communication Studies
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA Communication Studies- Supplemental
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS Communication Studies- Interdepartmental
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	English
	Minor - Creative Writing
	Yes
	Yes- some
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Linguistics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Rhetorical and Applied Writing
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- TESL
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BES
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA English
	Yes
	Yes- some
	 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	Writing Center
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BA  Creative Writing
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS Comm. Arts & Lit.
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	College ESL 
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	MA English
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

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

	Foreign Languages
	Minor- Foreign Languages
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Russian
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- French
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- German
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Spanish
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Humanities
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	 BA/BS- French
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	 BA/BS- German
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	 BA/ BS- Spanish
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	Mass Communication
	BS
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Music
	BES
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA Music
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Bmus
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS Music Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MM Music
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Philosophy
	Minor- Interdisciplinary
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	Minor- Religious Studies
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	Theatre/Film Studies/Dance
	BA
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	Minor- Dance
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BA- Film Studies
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BA- Theatre
	Yes
	Yes- some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	


General Education Reports:

Communication Studies 192
Art 130/131
French 201/301
English 291

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

Philosophy 441
Communication Studies 315
Art BA/BFA
French 457
German 457
Spanish 457

2008-9 College of Fine Arts and Humanities Assessment Matrix

	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted
	SLOs Assessed Come from Online 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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Aviation
	BES Minor- Aviation 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	 BS Aviation-Management 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS Aviation -Professional Flight
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS Aviation-Operations 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BAS- Aviation Maintenance  Management
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	Biological Sciences
	BES- General Biology
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Medical Technology
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	No longer accepting students to major
	BS-Aquatic Biology 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Biomedical 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BS- Biotechnology 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Major is being phased out
	BS- Cell Biology
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Ecology and Field Biology
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- General Biology
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Life Science/General Science Education Grades 5-12
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS- Life Science/General Science Education Grades 9-12
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS- Medical Technology
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MA- Biological Sciences 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS- Biological Sciences
	Yes
	Yes-some
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS-Biology -Ecology
	Yes
	Yes-some
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS - Biological Sciences Teaching
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Chemistry
	Minor- Forensic Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Chemistry
	Yes
	Yes-all 
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

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

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

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

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

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

	Computer Science
	Minor- Computer Algorithmics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor- Computer Organization and Programming
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Computer Science ABET Accredited
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	X
	No
	

	 
	BS- Applied Computer Science 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	X
	No
	

	 
	MS- Computer Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Earth and Atmospheric Sciences
	BA- Earth Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Geology
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Hydrology
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Meteorology
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

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

	Electrical and Computer Engineering
	BS- Computer Engineering
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS- Electrical Engineering
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS- Electrical Engineering
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Environmental and Technological Studies
	BES- Environmental Studies
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Technology Studies
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Environmental Science
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Environmental Studies
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS- Technology Education
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BS- Technology Management
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Environmental and Technology Studies
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	Mathematics 
	BA- Mathematics
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BS- Mathematics Teaching
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	Minor- Elementary Education 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Mathematics Teachings
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Mechanical and Manufacturing Engineering 
	BS- Mechanical Engineering
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Manufacturing Engineering 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MEM- Master of Engineering Management 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Mechanical Engineering 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Nursing Sciences
	BS- Nursing
	Yes
	Yes-all 
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	MS- Nursing (inactive)
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Physics, Astronomy and Engineering Science
	Minor- Optics
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Physics
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Physics 
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BS- Physics Teaching Grades 5-12
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	 
	BS- Physics Teaching Grades 9-12
	Yes
	Yes-some
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

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

	 
	BS- Radiologic Technology
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

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

	 
	Minor- Data Communications 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	Minor- Network Information Security Systems
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Network Modeling and Simulation
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Network Information Security Systems
	Yes
	No
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Statistic
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	NEW PROGRAM - STARTING ASSESSMENT PLAN
	MS- Applied Statistics 
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

2008-9 College of Science and Engineering Assessment Matrix
None
	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted
	SLOs Assessed Come from Online 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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community Studies
	Minor- Gerontology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	Minor(inactive)- Heritage Preservation
	NA
	 
	 
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	

	 
	BES- Women's Studies
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	BA- Community Development
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Women's Studies
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	GC- Gerontology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	MS- Gerontology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	

	Criminal Justice Studies
	BA- CJS
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- CJS
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Public Safety Executive Leadership
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Economics
	Minor-- Elementary Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Business Economics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Economics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Mathematical Economics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Applied Economics
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Public and Nonprofit Institutions
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Ethnic Studies (exclusively minor programs)
	African American Studies
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	American Indian Studies
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Asian Pacific American Studies
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Chicano/a Studies
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Ethnic Studies
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Geography
	Minor- Geographic Information Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Travel and Tourism
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BES- Land Surveying and Mapping Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS- Land Surveying and Mapping Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	MS
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Geographic Information Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	GC- Geographic Information Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Tourism Planning and Development
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Global Studies Center
	BA-Global Studies
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	History
	Minor- African Studies
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	No
	

	 
	Minor- East Asian Studies
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	Minor-- Elementary Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Latin American Studies
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MA, Public History
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- History Teacher Education
	No
	 
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	Political Science
	BA
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Public Administration
	No
	 
	No
	 
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- International Relations and Affairs
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Psychology
	BA
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Industrial-Organizational Psychology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	Social Work
	BS
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MSW
	Yes
	Yes- all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	Sociology and Anthropology
	BA- Sociology
	Yes
	Yes- all
	No
	NO
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Sociology Interdepartmental
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA- Anthropology
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS- Cultural Resource Management
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	 
	BES- Social Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BA Social Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	BS Social Studies Education
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	 
	MS Social Science
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	



General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

Community Studies BA 350
Criminal Justice BA 486, 487, 488
2008-9 College of Social Science Assessment Matrix
Social Work BA 340, 412
	Department
	Program
	Report Submitted
	SLOs Assessed Come from Online 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
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	College -Wide
	College Goals
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	X
	Yes
	

	Accounting
	Accounting Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	FIRE
	Finance Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

	FIRE
	Insurance Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	FIRE
	Real Estate Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	

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

	Information Systems
	MS in Information Assurance
	Yes
	Yes-all
	New Program AY 2009-10
	Yes
	New Program AY 2009-10
	New Program AY 2009-10
	New Program AY 2009-10
	

	Management
	Management Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Marketing and Business Law
	Marketing Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Marketing and Business Law
	General Business Minor
	No
	 
	 
	Yes
	 
	 
	 
	

	Non-Departmental
	Entrepreureship Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	

	Non-Departmental
	International Business Major and Minor
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	

	Non-Departmental
	MBA Degree
	Yes
	Yes-all
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	



General Education Reports:

None

Upper Division Writing Requirement Reports:

Accounting 382 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 378
Information Systems, BCIS 251
Management 467
Marketing and Business Law, MKTG 429







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

2008-9 Assessment Grants


Title: “Major Field Test for 2009 Biological Sciences Graduates”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: William Cook and Matthew Juilius

Goals: This project delivered the majors field test again. This data was needed to evaluate if previous modification in biology major requirements and restructuring of the genetics course was effective. Additionally, data was needed for further identification of poor performance areas not addressed in the previous assessment cycle.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The data from the major field test has been invaluable in tracking the effectiveness of course and program modifications made by the departments. Use of the exam and this data represent the first successful attempt by the department to critically evaluate the abilities of our students, modify curricula based upon these identified weakness, and demonstrate improvement. The department hopes to continue using the exam to evaluate future modifications to quantitative requirements for majors. 


Title: “Critical Thinking for Accounting Majors”
Amount: $2000.00
Recipients: Bruce Gaumnitz and Carol Gaumnitz

Goals:
1. To develop a one or more case problems that requires students to employ critical thinking techniques to solve the case.
2. To assign a case problem in an accounting course during Spring Semester 2009 as a trial run for assessment of critical thinking.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The department chairperson overheard us discussing the first case over lunch in the break room. He found it so interesting that he asked us to share our case with the department. We presented the case at a noon meeting with most of the department’s faculty attending. This provided an opportunity to describe how we were planning a project to further the department’s assessment of program goals. Another faculty member subsequently wrote a project to assess critical thinking in her course during Spring Semester 2009. Her results will also be discussed at a department faculty meeting at the beginning of Fall Semester 2009. 



Title: “Creative Writing Program Assessment”
Amount: $653.84
Recipients: Shannon Olson and Judy Dorn

Goals: There are thousands of creative writing programs nationwide, both on and outside of university campuses. A laissez faire attitude can easily prevail as instructors guide students to write creatively. By contrast, St Cloud State University Creative Writing faculty, in discussing their goals and understanding of national standards, discovered that they have been making a concerted effort with the students and provide a distinctive academic preparation. One goal already met is for the faculty in this program to come to a shared understanding of their common instructional goals. The next goal regards whether the students are learning and carrying out these shared goals. Finally, the project will bring the Creative Writing faculty to discuss the results and trade ideas about better preparing students to achieve the objectives. 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The data collected here, in sum, seems to indicate that our students have much to contribute to literature’s exploration of the human condition. For the most part, they successfully use the elements of craft to convey their experiences, emotions and imaginations. They are able to structure their work coherently and often imaginatively, and to employ detail and vivid imagery in ways that bring life to the page. Beginning writers have the most work to do in controlling the flow of their prose, and in learning to avoid simple errors. And, while some students still have difficulty meeting the minimum requirements in each of these areas, most students score, at the very least, sufficiently.

As stated earlier, our unanimous finding was that this 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. (In my own beginning courses in fiction and nonfiction, we do in-class exercises in simplifying prose; I plan to add more of those, sooner in the course.)

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. 






Title: “English 291: Introduction to Analytical and Rhetorical Writing”
Amount: $795.75
Recipients: Richard Dillman

Goals: 
1. To create an assessment plan for English 291.
2. To identify whether English 291, 2cr., a core course that was established primarily for transfer students, helps students meet the criteria established for English 191.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
The project has indicated that the basic course design of English 291 and the expected level of performance are appropriate for transfer students, but there is indication that English 291 students need more work with locating, evaluating, citing and documenting outside sources. The results of this study will be used to facilitate a departmental discussion of the efficacy of English 291 that will emphasize the courses strengths and weaknesses and help to identify options for altering and strengthening it. This assessment will also help the English Department analyze how English 291 articulates with English 191, the four credit required writing course. 


Title: “College ESL Program Assessment for Curriculum Management”
Amount: $2,000.00
Recipients: Choonkyong Kim

Goals: This project aims to achieve the following goals: (1) assess the stated curriculum objectives, (2) assess the validity and reliability of the current placement and exit criteria, and (3) identify areas of strengths and weaknesses in the current curriculum as manifested in student learning outcomes. To achieve these goals, the following data analyses will be performed: (1) correlation analyses of program-wide tests (both standardized and impromptu assessments), course grades (both ESL and current GPA), and other relevant data, (2) t-test analyses between the two proficiency levels (100-level and 200-level courses) for Listening and Speaking and Reading and Writing courses respectively, and (3) t-test analyses between initial placement test scores and end of semester exit test scores. 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program:
This project has made it possible to “start” a systematic analysis of various sets of data that are collected each semester in the College ESL Program.  Over the years, the program has gone through a series of curriculum updates and revisions, as a result of which assessment has become a well-established component of the program now.  At the same time, because the amount of data that each semester’s work generates can be quite overwhelming, it was almost impossible to perform any systematic analysis prior to this project.  The information reported here is by no means complete, and not all possible and meaningful analyses have been done yet.  However, thanks to this project, the most significant first step has been taken.  While the results reported here are interesting and informative already, they serve as a timely introduction to more focused analyses of existing and new data.  Because of the work that has been done for this project, the next steps can be taken more efficiently.



Title: “The Impact of the Racial Issues Requirement at SCSU”
Amount: $2,000.00
Recipients: David Robinson, Luke Tripp, Kyoko Kishimoto, Michael Tripp, Darlene St. Clair, Jean LaCourt

Goals: To improve our survey instrument, identify patterns emerging from data, share results with contributing racial issues faculty, share findings with campus community, and make changes based on findings and results.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
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.



Title: “Holistic and Authentic Assessment of a Professional Program” (Geography)
Amount: $2,000.00
Recipients: NWJ Hazelton

Goals: The goals of this project are:
1. The production, distribution, data entry, analysis and dissemination of information from the Surveying Practitioner Survey;
2. The production, distribution, data entry, analysis and dissemination of information from the Alumni Survey
The products that this project will yield are two reports, summarizing the findings and recommendations for the wider profession, and for the programs. The database of results will be retained to allow comparison with future surveys, so that we can see how things develop over time.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
The project has enabled us to obtain extensive information concerning attitudes, demographics and expectations from the profession, as well as feedback and ideas from the alumni. They will guide program development as well as provide a foundation for course and program improvement. 


Title: “Information Analysis Report for the ETS Major Field Test in Business”
Amount: $400.00
Recipients: Michael Ernst

Goals: HCOB Goal 4 “Our Students will be competent in the business core”
The purpose of the ETS exam is to measure the HCOB students’ competency across the core courses that are required of all business majors. The results of the ETS exam give student performance in each of the subject areas in the college (accounting, finance, etc.) What the results do not do, is give a breakdown of areas within each subject. Faculty in each subject area are particularly interested in identifying which areas within each subject students had trouble with, thus identifying which areas within each subject students had trouble with, thus identifying topics that need improvement. For a fee, ETS will provide a much more detailed Item Information Analysis Report for each cohort of students. This report provides a tally of the percent correct, percent incorrect and percent omitted for each question on the exam. This grant will provide the funds to purchase the Item Information Analysis Report for the two cohorts of students that took the exam this year. 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
It has helped faculty think more about specific student outcomes on individual topic areas, rather than just one overall test score. Continued use of the ETS exam with the individual item analysis will help faculty continue to focus on and track student outcomes in the HCOB Core Curriculum courses. 



Title: “TESL Program Assessment Management for Intercultural Communicative Competence Student Outcomes”
Amount: $2,000.00
Recipients: Jim Robinson and Margaret Patridge

Goals: We want to asses the effectiveness of ED 457/557 and English 563 or 673 in:
1. Achieving the outcomes in the area of intercultural communicative competence for teacher candidates in the TESL field
2. Improving student intercultural communicative competence

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
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.



Title: “Connecting with Recent Graduates of the Educational Media Program”
Amount: $1,889.49
Recipients: Sandra Q. Williams, Marcia Thompson, Chris Inkster

Goals: 
1. Conduct a literature search focused on research on survey instruments conducted with first and second year media specialists
2. As a group, read and discuss key items from the literature search, which will inform the rest of the project.
3. Design, format, field test and revise an assessment instrument (possibly Web-based) that will gather information and perceptions about the efficacy of their experience in the CIM graduate program from Track II graduates for the past five years.
4. Create a procedure for using the assessment instrument with recent graduates and implementing it.
5. Analyze the resulting assessment data in order to make recommendations for programmatic change. 
6. Discuss the assessment data results and recommendations for program changes with the CIM Graduate Advisors group and together plan to implement these changes for the 2009-2010 academic year. 

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
This was the first attempt to solicit information of recent graduates since 2003. This time, we included not only students who had completed an MS degree, but also students who had completed licensure. We made this decision based on the fact that some of our students already have a master’s degree and obtain their licensure but not an additional masters. Another large group of students are able to begin media specialist jobs as soon as they have their licensure, and some students actually begin jobs under a two-year variance from their disctrict.

This project was the catalyst for the development of an official assessment plan for the Educational Media Graduate Program. During fall semester, the Graduate Advisors approved a comprehensive assessment plan for the Educational Media program. A plan like this had never been articulated before in writing, and we were able to pull together assessments that have been routinely done as well as plan for newly designed intentional assessment of student learning, which will begin next year. A meeting that focused totally on assessment was a “first” for our department. For the two-hour meeting, we were able to discuss data from a number of sources:

· Library Media Specialist Dispositions (assessment grant project for 07-08)
· Feedback from students after 10 credits (a new SurveyMonkey instrument)
· Praxis II exam results (100% pass rate)
· Exit Interview comments (compiles comments from those fishing their program during 07-08)
· Program analysis by recent graduates and licensure candidates (assessment grant project for 08-09)

Faculty attending (all of our graduate faculty were at the meeting!) thought the assessment meeting was very successful. We were able to focus on several issues for change and improvement that will become goals for next year. The wide variety of data that we had available gave us a richer and more complex view of our graduate program and how our graduate students perceive the program. An increased sense of the importance of assessment was another outcome of the assessment meeting, for which this project was the focal piece of evidence. Also, because much of the data was positive and complimentary, the faculty felt rewarded for the work that they do with graduate students.


Title: “Analysis of Program Data, refinement of assessment techniques and incorporation of findings to enhance program quality”
Amount: $1,999.40
Recipients: Barbara Vesely

Goals:
1. Develop an on-going procedure for analysis of data
2. Refine data collection and analysis of data
3. Set up a Chemical Dependency advisory board composed of current supervisors and alumni
4. Develop a Chemical Dependency advisory board survey which will address how to improve quality of the capstone internship experience, provide program feedback and consultation on a yearly basis
5. Develop method to use data to promote the programs to agencies, futures students and faculty/administration

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
Curriculum areas were assessed with areas of needs delineated and areas in which we excel were noted. Satisfaction with the internship experience was very high. We will use data collected in our self=study next year to do direct future curriculum assessment. 



Title: “Implementation of Student Learning Outcome Assessment for Community Psychology degree program”
Amount: $1,525.70
Recipients: Avelino Mills Novoa and Niloufer Merchant

Goals: The goal of the project is to put our assessment plan into operation. The department has developed a set of learning outcomes. This project involves the development of assessment methods and tools for each learning outcome. The data gathered (key findings) will inform our program assessment and self-study as well as shed light on future direction.

1. Successfully taking the next step in implementing the CPSY assessment plan as it appears on the department’s assessment report.
2. Determine a strong set of assessment methods and tools.
3. Identify key findings for each learning outcome.
4. Form an advisory group comprised of intership supervisors and other community partners.

Describe how this project has advanced the assessment efforts of the program: 
The department has gathered substantial data to assess the effectiveness of student learning outcomes, and inform curriculum development and enhancement. Additionally, we have developed survey instruments and established a system whereby assessment data will be collected on a regular and systematic basis. 






Appendix D. HLC Assessment Academy Electronic Network Update 


	Goals (5) and Tasks (6a)
	Timeline (6b)
	Method for Monitoring Progress (8a)
	Indicators of Success (8b)
	Status as of 4/10

	1)     Refine institutional assessment policies
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a)     Define assessment plan
	Spring 2007
	committee approval process
	approval by Assessment Steering Committee
	use recommended by Assessment Steering Committee

	b)     Create template for annual reports
	Spring 2007
	committee approval process
	approval by Assessment Steering Committee
	use recommended by Assessment Steering Committee

	2)     Communicate institutional assessment policies 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a)   Include all policies and forms on website
	Spring 2007
	policy documents and forms posted on website
	templates and guidelines for reports and assessment plans posted on Assessment website
	Completed

	b)   Disseminate assessment resources on website
	Spring 2008
	resource content posted on Assessment website
	all parts of Resources page updated and reorganized
	Reorganization Completed, content updated weekly

	3)     Build institutional assessment capacity
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a)   Expand professional development opportunities for assessment directors and consultants
	Fall 2007
	number attending assessment conferences off campus
	at least 5 assessment directors or consultants per year attend assessment conferences off campus
	3 college ADs at HLC in 2009; on-campus half-day retreat for peer consultants each semester, starting in fall '09; MnSCU-wide CLA in the Classroom workshop held at SCSU: 36 attendees, 21 from SCSU

	b)   Fund assessment grants
	Fall 2007
	Amount of funds available
	maintain or increase funding from previous year 
	$17,500 available for 2009-10, with an additional $20,000 made available by UGS to target high failure courses

	c)   Train assessment consultants
	Fall 2007
	number of consultants trained
	train 10 assessment peer consultants per year
	an additional 11 trained in October 2009

	d)   Assist programs through peer consulting program
	Fall 2008
	number of programs assisted
	assist 10 programs per year
	total of 9 assisted since program began; survey  shows consultants provide more informal assistance since being trained

	e)   Encourage faculty participation in sessions offered by visiting assessment expert at two-day all-University event
	Spring 2008
	number of faculty participants
	participation of 200 faculty members in at least one session
	Assessment Clear and Simple widely disseminated on campus and used in preparation of campus workshops and in training peer consultants

	f)   Disseminate assessment resources
	Spring 2008
	resource content posted on Assessment website
	all parts of Resources page updated and reorganized
	Content updated, reorganization in process

	g)   Implement data system
	Spring 2008
	number of programs using system
	25 programs using data system for assessment
	Still in pilot phase

	4)     Integrate assessment into work life of institution
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a)    Offer assessment workshops on campus faculty development days 
	Spring 2007
	number of workshops offered
	offer at least 4 workshops per year
	3 in August 2009, 3 in January 2010

	b)     Write a position paper on assessment, faculty workload, and the reward system 
	Spring 2009
	committee approval process
	approval by Assessment Steering Committee
	In final phases. Hope to have completed and submitted to Faculty Senate in April 2010

	5)     Implement assessment of assessment
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a)   Develop a plan for assessing assessment at an institutional level
	Fall 2008
	committee approval process
	approval by Assessment Steering Committee
	COSE, COSS, and HCOB in varying stages of this process 

	b)   Implement rubric to assess program assessment plans
	Spring 2011
	implementation at level of academic college
	implemented in all 5 colleges
	COSE, COSS, and HCOB in varying stages of this process 

	c)   Implement rubric to assess program annual reports
	Spring 2011
	implementation at level of academic college
	implemented in all 5 colleges
	COSE, COSS, and HCOB in varying stages of this process 

	d)     Review assessment plans and provide feedback to programs/departments
	Spring 2011
	% of programs provided feedback
	all departments in the college receive feedback
	COSE, COSS, and HCOB in varying stages of this process 

	e)     Review annual reports and provide feedback to programs/departments
	Spring 2011
	% of programs provided feedback
	100% of programs provided feedback
	COSE, COSS, and HCOB in varying stages of this process 

	f)      Improve institutional assessment policies and procedures based upon assessment of assessment
	Fall 2010
	number of improvements implemented
	at least one improvement implemented
	Not implemented


HLC Assessment Academy Electronic Network Update
Project One 

	Goals (5) and Tasks (6a)
	Timeline (6b)
	Method for Monitoring Progress (8a)
	Indicators of Success (8b)
	Status as of 1/10

	1)       Implement institutional assessment plan at level of major programs
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.     Submit mission statement for posting on website
	Spring 2007
	% of major programs meeting
	95% meet
	University- 96%  (132/137) COE-88% COFAH- 100% COSE- 98% COSS- 86% HCOB- 100%

	b.      Submit student learning outcomes (SLOs) for posting on website
	Spring 2007
	% of major programs meeting
	95% meet
	University- 83%  (114/137) COE- 63% COFAH- 69% COSE- 96% COSS- 79% HCOB- 100%

	c.       Submit program matrix (curriculum map) for posting on website
	Spring 2008
	% of major programs meeting
	95% meet
	University-52%  (71/137) COE- 38% COFAH- 50% COSE- 58% COSS- 64% HCOB- 0%

	d.      Submit timeline for posting on website
	Spring 2008
	% of major programs meeting
	95% meet
	University- 31%  (48/137) COE- 25% COFAH-36% COSE- 18% COSS- 57% HCOB- 0%

	2)       Implement institutional assessment reporting system at program level
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.    Submit annual assessment report
	Spring 2007
	% of major programs submitting report each year
	95% meet
	University- 71%  (92/129) COE-92% COFAH- 81% COSE- 74% COSS- 35% HCOB- 100%

	b.        Collect data annually
	Spring 2008
	% of programs collecting each year 
	85% meet
	University- 58%  (92/129) COE- 92% COFAH- 63% COSE- 54% COSS- 31% HCOB- 100%

	c.    Use direct measures of student learning
	Spring 2008
	% using at least one direct measure each year
	70% meet
	University-53%  (68/129) COE- 83% COFAH- 56% COSE- 48% COSS- 27% HCOB- 100%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	e.       Describe findings in annual report
	Spring 2008
	% including summary of findings for at least one student learning outcome in report each year
	85% meet
	University- 36%  (46/129) COE- 75% COFAH- 31% COSE- 38% COSS- 8% HCOB- 67%

	f.    Meet annually to discuss assessment results or practices
	Spring 2008
	% of programs meeting at least once per year to discuss results or assessment practices
	95% meet
	University-57%  (73/129) COE- 75% COFAH-78 % COSE-46 % COSS-27 % HCOB-100%

	g.      Use data to improve student learning
	Spring 2009
	% citing at least one use for program improvement in past three years
	65% meet
	University-38 %  (49/129) COE- 50% COFAH- 84% COSE- 18% COSS- 4% HCOB- 67%

	h.      Use data to improve assessment
	Spring 2009
	% citing at least one use for program improvement in past three years
	65% meet
	University- 13%  (17/129) COE- 8% COFAH- 13% COSE- 16% COSS- 0% HCOB- 44%

	i.        Complete data collection cycle
	Spring 2013
	% that have assessed all outcomes since 2007
	65% meet
	 

	j.    Obtain direct measures of all student learning outcomes
	Spring 2013
	% using at least one direct measure for each SLO since 2007
	65% meet
	 


HLC Assessment Academy Electronic Network Update
Project Two
 

	Goals (5) and Tasks (6a)
	Timeline (6b)
	Method for Monitoring Progress (8a)
	Indicators of Success (8b)
	Status as of 04/10

	1)       Approve the program
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.       Approve new General Education assessment plan
	Fall 2006
	committee approval process
	approval by Faculty Senate and agreed to at Meet & Confer
	Completed

	b.      Approve new General Education program 
	Spring 2008
	committee approval process
	approval by Faculty Senate and agreed to at Meet & Confer
	Completed

	2)       Implement program structure
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.       Hire General Education Assessment Director (GEAD)
	Spring 2007
	Director is hired
	Director is hired
	Completed

	b.      Select cross-disciplinary General Education Teams for Goal Oversight (GETGO)
	Spring 2008
	% of teams with 3 or more members
	100% have 3 or more members
	Not started: Will be started by 5/1/10 (with initial call for volunteers)

	c.       Develop an assessment plan for each goal area
	Fall 2008
	% of areas with assessment plans
	100% have assessment plans
	Not started: Will be started by 10/1/2010 after GETGOs are formed. They will use our liberal education SLOs and AACU liberal education rubrics as starting points.

	d.      Publish guidelines for assessment by GETGOs
	Fall 2008
	committee approval process
	approval by Faculty Senate and agreed to at Meet & Confer
	By end of fall term, 2010, for use in spring term 2011

	e.       Develop rubrics for SLOs in each goal area
	Fall 2008
	committee approval process
	approval by Faculty Senate and agreed to at Meet & Confer
	As stated, above.

	f.      Revalidate all General Education courses 
	Spring 2009
	committee approval process
	approval by Faculty Senate and agreed to at Meet & Confer
	Substantially complete; will be completed for all existing courses whose applications were received by the Gen Ed Committee by the Feb. 28 deadline.

	3)       Collect and analyze data
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.       Use data from the NSSE and CAAP to inform General Education assessment
	Spring 2008
	General Education Assessment Committee identifies goal areas for which these instruments use useful
	GETGOs for which these instruments are useful include pertinent results in assessment report
	Not completed; data will be provided to GETGOs to inform their work during fall, 2010.

	b.      Collect baseline data from sample of courses in each goal area
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs that have collected baseline data
	100% meet
	Not started

	c.       Complete annual assessment report in each goal area
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs that have completed annual report
	100% meet
	Not started

	d.      Use direct measures of student learning
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs using at least one direct measure each year
	100% meet
	Not started, but all measures will be direct

	e.       Include assessment tools with annual report
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs attaching at least one assessment tool to the report each year
	100% meet
	Not started; first report will be issued by Sept. 2011

	f.        Present key findings in annual report
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs including summary of key findings in report each year
	100% meet
	Not started; first report will be issued by Sept. 2011

	g.         Complete the data collection cycle
	Spring 2012
	% of GETGOs that have assessed all outcomes since 2007
	100% meet
	Not started

	h.       Obtain direct measures of all student learning outcomes
	Spring 2012
	% of GETGOs using at least one direct measure for each SLO since 2007
	100% meet
	(Seems to be a duplicate of line 18, above.)

	4)       Use data for improvement
	 
	 
	 
	 

	a.       Hold initial annual meeting to discuss assessment results
	Spring 2009
	% of GETGOs meeting at least once per year to discuss results
	100% meet
	Not started; will occur during October-November, 2011

	b.      Use data to improve the General Education Program 
	Spring 2010
	% of GETGOs citing at least one use for program improvement in past three years
	100% meet
	Not started; will occur during October-November, 2011

	c.       Use data to improve the General Education assessment system
	Spring 2010
	% of GETGOs using at least one direct measure for each SLO since 2007
	100% meet
	Not started; will occur during October-November, 2011



HLC Assessment Academy Electronic Network Update
Project Three
 






Appendix E. Report on Undergraduate Studies 
by Amos Olagunju

Undergraduate Studies 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Amos Olagunju, Interim Dean of Undergraduate Studies
Submitted October 15, 2009

A. Summary of Major Accomplished Assessment Initiatives in FY09
· The Academic Learning Center (ALC) quantitatively assessed improvements in reading and study strategies, and power reading ability of freshmen. The interest in college and academic success, and time management skills of freshmen significantly improved.
· The Advising Center conducted a comprehensive assessment to make advising more effective.
· The DGS has developed a database for systematically tracking the academic progress of its students.
· The Anoka-Ramsey Community College Connection (ARCCC) program’s retention was compiled for 2000-2008 to reflect on student transfers from ARCCC to SCSU. Over 60% of the current students successfully met the program requirements to transfer to SCSU.
· The FY/TP has developed a set of measurable learning outcomes for orientation and welcome weekend.
· 
B. Summary of Areas of Assessment Opportunities for FY10
· The First Year Program is yet to develop a concrete assessment for the FYE. Target retention and success rates for students in learning communities remain undefined.
· The real impact and cost effectiveness of the learning communities (LC) program need to be assessed because of under-enrollment in LC courses; yet a large proportion of first-year students have no structured FYE support
· The assessment of the impacts of remedial courses such as Math 070, 072, Reading 110, 120, and COLL 150 on college-level classes and retention requires investigation.

C. Summary of Assessment Reports from US Units

C.1 Academic Appeals and Probation (AAP)
The appeal process and policies needs re-examination. An AAP committee will be established to assess and modify the AAP to be a student centered office.    
C.2 Academic Learning Center (ALC)
The Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI) was administered to all Reading 110 students as a pre- and post-test to measure changes in study behaviors over the duration of the semester. The LASSI is a 10-scale, 80-item assessment of students’ awareness about, and use of, learning and study strategies related to skill, will, and self-regulation components of strategic learning. It is focused on behaviors, attitudes, and beliefs that can be changed through educational interventions, particularly in remediation classes. The LASSI provides standardized scores and national norms for ten different scales:
· The Anxiety Scale (ANX) assesses the degree to which students worry about school and their academic performance.
· The Attitude Scale (ATT) assesses students’ attitudes and interest in college and academic success.
· The Concentration Scale (CON) assesses students’ ability to direct and maintain attention on academic tasks.
· The Information Processing Scale assesses how well students can use imagery, verbal elaboration, organization strategies, and reasoning skills as learning strategies to help build bridges between what they already know and what they are trying to learn and remember.
· The Motivation Scale (MOT) assesses students’ diligence, self-discipline, and willingness to exert the effort necessary to successfully complete academic requirements.
· The Self-Testing Scale (SFT) assesses students’ use of reviewing and comprehension monitoring techniques to determine their level of understanding of the information to be learned.
· The Selecting Main Ideas Scale (SMI) assesses students’ skill at identifying important information for further study from among less important information and supporting details.
· The Study Aids Scale (STA) assesses students’ use of supports or resources to help them learn or retain information.
· The Time Management Scale (TMT) assesses students’ application of time management principles to academic situations.
· The Test Strategies Scale (TST) assesses students’ use of test preparation and test taking strategies.

Here are the average percentile rankings of the 423 students who took the pre- and post-test LASSI in fall 2008.
	
	ANX
	ATT
	CON
	INP
	MOT
	SFT
	SMI
	STA
	TMT
	TST

	Pre
	41.6
	26.1
	29.8
	40.8
	35.4
	34.2
	40.3
	33.0
	27.7
	36.9

	Post
	56.1
	38.3
	51.4
	58.7
	49.7
	49.2
	60.7
	50.2
	44.5
	56.8

	Increase
	14.6
	12.2
	21.6
	17.9
	14.3
	15.0
	20.3
	17.2
	16.8
	19.9

	% Increase
	35.0
	46.5
	72.4
	44.0
	40.5
	43.8
	50.4
	52.0
	60.8
	54.0



At the beginning of the semester, students were below the 50th percentile required for student success. At the end of the semester, most of the LASSI scores were close to, or above, that level. Areas that remained below the 50th percentile still showed remarkable improvement. The Attitude (ATT) average score, which measures students’ interest in college and academic success, was 38.3, an increased score from the average of 26.1. Time Management was 44.5, up from 22.7. The improvement in LASSI scores at the end of the semester show that the class is adequately meeting the needs of students, particularly since most of the fall Reading 110 students tend to come to college underprepared for the academic rigor they face as college students.
Here are the average percentile rankings of the 74 students who took the pre- and post-test LASSI in spring 2009.
	
	ANX
	ATT
	CON
	INP
	MOT
	SFT
	SMI
	STA
	TMT
	TST

	Pre
	37.22
	25.13
	30.04
	43.41
	44.39
	34.41
	43.3
	33.13
	26.78
	39.23

	Post
	58.41
	38.97
	52.13
	60.77
	50.39
	52.23
	60.83                                                                                                   
	51.43
	47.43
	60.81

	Increase
	21.19
	13.84
	22.09
	17.36
	6
	17.82
	16.53
	18.3
	20.65
	21.58

	% Increase
	56.9
	55.1
	73.5
	40.0
	13.5
	51.8
	37.3
	55.2
	77.1
	55.0



Though a much smaller number of students took Reading 110 in spring semester, the LASSI results remain very much the same as those of fall semester, with scores above the 50th percentile in most categories at the end of the semester. Score increases in Concentration and Time Management were especially notable in spring semester. Student evaluations also showed that students enjoy and find the Reading class useful.
The Accuplacer Reading exam was administered to all entering first-year students whose ACT English and Reading scores were below a default level; the results were used to place students into Reading 120 courses.  Some Students who were placed directly in Reading 110 during the fall semester were enrolled Reading 120 in the spring.  
Here are the graphical displays of the Nelson-Denny pre- and post-test average percentile scores in Reading 120 for fall 2008 and spring 2009. Although Reading 120 contributed to the academic progress of the students at the end of the semester, it is uncertain the impact of this course on college-level English classes.  




C.3 Advising Center (AC) Assessment
This year the AC pursued an ambitious assessment program by establishing an assessment committee.  The committee developed an assessment plan that focused on the effectiveness of advising undecided students assigned to the Advising Center. They designed and used a questionnaire to collect data from these students and performed data analysis.  They also gathered data from every advisor on the staff to gauge the number of students who actually went to advising appointments.  The committee offered the following recommendations based on the assessment results.
1.    The AC must strive to increase the number of students who see their advisors
Over 400 students assigned to the Advising Center did not see their advisor for spring 2008 registration; this included 151 first year students, 58 transfer students, and 242 returning students. More specifically, the AC should focus on getting returning students to see their advisors. 
2.    The AC should conduct further research as a follow up of no show advisees.
Who are they?	For those students who did not see their advisors, why not? Are the needs of returning students different from first year students?
Are they still here? We can acknowledge the matriculation of students, but what is normal for an institution of this size that uses a similar advising model?
What should we be doing?   What is new in the field of advising that might help us answer this question? What are our peer institutions doing to get students to see their advisors?
How are we benefiting students?   	One may assume students see an advisor are more successful than those who do not, but what do we really know about these comparisons? What do national numbers tell us?
What do we want our role to be?	We seem to continue to reinforce student’s view of us as people who give them an access code and help them register.  Do we want this to change?  Do we have the resources to change? If so, how do we want to be regarded?  How do we accomplish this?
3.    The AC should pursue new initiatives
Assessment 2009-2010: Next year’s assessment should focus on the students who do not see their advisors as well as those who do. 
Marketing & Visibility: The staff should market the Advising Center and become a more visible department. The AC must make its presence known. 	
Small Group Advising: With or without the Gear-Up program, group advising would benefit both the students as well as the Advising Center. The AC should make contact with our advisees earlier, catch students who are struggling, and go beyond registration and general education in appointments. The AC should also teach students that advising is more than registration and set foundation for those who will still be undecided in the second college year.  
Online Change of Major Form: The AC should provide a more convenient way for changing intended major to decrease the amount of returning students who are assigned to the Advising Center, as well as connect these students to advisors in the majors. 
Availability: The AC should explore having an advisor available for drop-in appointments, night and/or weekends programming, Residence Hall programming, and connecting with faculty and classes for first year students. The AC should use its liaison roles to be more available to students. 
Developmental Advising: The AC should shift how it works with students – from a less prescriptive interaction to more developmental work, working in groups to provide prescriptive advising so that individual appointments become more developmental in nature. The AC should engage in outreach and paring advising events with career services, particularly for second year students. 
Committee: The AC should develop an implementation plan for overcoming advising problems. 
C.4 Division of General Studies (DGS) 
DGS students had the College Student Inventory (CSI) piloted and administered in fall 2008 under the auspices of COLL 150.  In COLL 110, DGS students were given the Learning and Study Strategies Inventory (LASSI) pre- and post- test.  The COLL 150 and COLL 110 sections have been paired for fall 2009 to better identify, co-ordination, and support the needs of DGS students.
Through a needs assessment of students the DGS has worked with Counselor Education and Educational Psychology to develop a spring DGS course for the spring 2010. 150-160 students will take a course that has been designed to help students explore themselves as emerging adults and the issues that people in this developmental stage go through. They will also take part in a group experience that will be led by a master’s seeking student in the college counseling and student development program.
DGS developed a comprehensive database for tracking of students and assessment of DGS activities.
C.5 First Year and Transition Programs (FY/TP)
The following assessment improvements were accomplished this past year:
· The outdated “learning goals” for the FYE program were revised 
· FYE cohort leaders were surveyed to ascertain the utilization of ARMs 
· FYE drop activities were tracked from the fall to spring semesters

The assessment of the Academic Resource Mentors (ARMs) program focused on the program’s structure and the quality of the training provided to peer mentors.  A designated block of time was assigned for ARMs to work with faculty members and program contacts. ARMs were trained on mentoring relationship and facilitating group meetings. The ARMs training integrated qualitative reflection pieces to serve as a benchmark for self-assessment of program quality.
The Orientation Task Force for 2009-10 consisted of offices from both Academic Affairs and Student Life and Development.  The Task Force developed the following set of measurable learning outcomes for Welcome Weekend

1) Students will understand the fundamental academic and behavioral expectations of the University.
a) Students will be able to demonstrate knowledge of the basic elements of the Student Code of Conduct.
b) Students will be able to identify healthy lifestyle choices.
c) Students will be able to differentiate college classroom expectations from high school expectations.
2) Students will become prepared for the first day of classes.
a) Students will find their classrooms during campus orientation.
b) Students will be able to identify ways to effectively communicate with faculty.
3) Students will gain information on resources and self-advocacy.
a) Students will be able to locate useful offices around campus.
b) Students will be able to identify which offices to go to for frequently held concerns of new students. 
4) Students will initiate healthy and meaningful relationships interpersonally and in the St. Cloud State University community.
a) Students will interact with their peers in a healthy and fun environment.
b) Students will interact with faculty and/or professional staff of the university in a social environment.
5) Students will begin to develop their Husky identity. 
a) Students will be presented with a positive image of SCSU.
b) Students will learn about the history and traditions of SCSU.
6) Parents will be able to address any concerns for their student's safety, academic and social well-being. 
a) Parents will understand how to proactively and positively support/mentor/ coach their student through the stages of academic, social, and emotional transition.
b) Parents will develop a connection to the institution as a partner in their student’s education.
c) Parents will recognize aspects of the parent transition.
d) Parents will understand the factors of student success (especially the first few weeks).
e) Parents will find more information about the availability of campus resources.

C.6 Honors Program
The Honors Program was evaluated via focus group interviews of students and formal course evaluations. Evaluation results were used by faculty in redesigning seminar courses.  
C.7 Math Skills Center (MSC)
MSC assessed the placement procedure of students into MSC courses using the data on success rate versus placement criteria. This was the first year the ACT and Accuplacer scores was used to admit students into Math 072.  For Math 070 students admitted to the University may enroll without taking a placement exam.  Data was collected on success rates of students based on placement.  The Service/Placement Committee of the Mathematics department will use the data to evaluate the cut off scores and make appropriate adjustments. 

 






Appendix F. Report on Learning Resources and Technology Services by Christine Inkster

LR&TS Assessment Report 2008-2009

Compiled by Chris Inkster, Coordinator of LR&TS Assessment
Compiled Fall 2008


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 and Infrastructure Services)
Teaching credit courses (Center for Information*, assessed through the College of Education). 

LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment
LR&TS has had a half time faculty position (50%) focused on assessment 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 two major annual assessment projects; 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 making pertinent data available 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; and 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 two major assessment projects as well as other projects. Both annual surveys 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. A Telephone Survey conducted by the SCSU Survey Center collects similar information from students who may or may not have used the Miller Center. Long-term comparison of results is now possible as these two assessments have been revised and conducted regularly since 2005. The LR&TS Assessment Coordinator analyzes and shares final data from each of the surveys as the data is made available. Thus work groups are kept informed of assessment results that could inform continuous improvement throughout the year.  

In December 2008, 522 students participated in the Telephone Survey; in March 2009, 285 students participated in the Miller Center Survey.

Other LR&TS Assessment Projects
In spring 2007, LR&TS participated for the first time in 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.  The LibQUAL+ results were analyzed in fall 2007 and have become a focus for areas to improve library resources and services. In spring 2010, the LibQUAL+ survey will be repeated.

In addition, this year several work groups conducted small-scale, 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 2008-09, these projects included:
	Evaluation of library instruction sessions (Reference; N = 1,921 students in 117sessions)
	Evaluation of Reference Desk service (Reference; N = 117)
	Dean's Student Advisory Group (Dean's Office; N = 8)
	Library Space Use Study (four faculty from Reference and IMS; N = 4,323 students 			whose library space use was observed and classified)
	Survey of service desks (planned for implementation in Fall 09)

LR&TS Assessment Committee   
The LR&TS Assessment Committee, which includes representatives from several work groups as well as the LR&TS Associate Dean who oversees assessment efforts, meets periodically to advise on assessment projects, helps with revisions of assessment questions and format, and assists in the analysis of the data collected. The LR&TS Coordinator of Assessment meets regularly with the LR&TS Associate Dean to discuss assessment issues.


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. As analysis of the assessment projects' data is available, 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.  


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 data related to their area. The report and all appendices of data are made available online for all LR&TS employee to access.  

Dean’s Advisory Council meetings
After the assessment projects are analyzed and presented, DAC may devote 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 discussions.  


LR&TS improvement goal
An example of using assessment data for improvement for the entire LR&TS unit grew 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 the spring semester 2008 to assist student workers in developing and learning these important skills, and service desks continue to use a variety of methods to encourage student workers in learning this facet of their jobs. The goal is that when we again administer the LibQUAL+ survey (in spring 2010), student worker knowledge and customer service skills will be more positively perceived.

Poster about improvements for students to see during assessment activities
The Coordinator of Assessment prepared a poster listing specific changes and improvements made as a result of student responses on the two major surveys to display when the spring Miller Center Survey was conducted so that students know that their suggestions are listened to and improvements are made. Changes made at LR&TS that were suggested by students in 2007-08 assessment data and that are closely aligned with student learning and performance in their classes included the following:
· Book collection not always adequate for research needs 
· Purchased and added more than 6,000 books and e-books
· Some journal articles not available at SCSU 
· Selected and purchased increased access to 3,000+ fulltext journals to total more than 30,000 journal titles
· Further improved FindIt! link to make requesting a copy from another library easier for students
· Some areas of Miller Center are noisy, especially cell phones 
· Increased signs and efforts to encourage students to use cell phones only in lobby area
· Planned and implemented designated Quiet Areas (3rd floor and basement) and Group Areas (1st and 2nd floors) 
· Lack of awareness of computer software workshops for students 
· Added easel and poster in lobby area as well as on 2nd floor to advertise times of free workshops
· Writing a bibliography is difficult 
· Increased number of walk-in RefWorks workshops on learning to create bibliographies

Anticipated improvements
Almost all of these improvements (as well as others not included on this list) were already anticipated by LR&TS work groups before the Annual Assessment Report was completed. Planning for improvement and implementing changes is often a lengthy process, and LR&TS work groups continually strive to improve services and resources.  


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 Miller Center Survey and the Telephone Survey. Other data are from smaller-scale surveys focused on specific services and 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.




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 117 sections of professor-requested library instruction sessions   (N = 1,921)



Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Brief half-page self-report evaluation filled out by 1,921 students attending 117 library instruction sessions with their classes. Anonymous evaluation forms were entered into a spreadsheet by an adjunct librarian. Library faculty are then able to look at responses from all of their library instruction sessions in order to make improvements.


Students were asked if they had used and were satisfied with library instruction sessions.
	94% indicated they were more confident about doing research for the class

95% reported that the session was helpful

83% of students who attended sessions were satisfied (down from 88% in 2007); 41% were aware of the service but had not used it




	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 = 117)

Miller Center Survey (N = 285)





Telephone Survey (N = 522)
	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, 117 forms were returned.



Students were asked if they had used and were satisfied with asking for assistance at the Reference Desk.




Students were asked if they were satisfied with assistance at the Reference Desk
	100% of the students who returned forms were highly satisfied with the assistance they received; 97% agreed they had “learned something today.”

96% of students who used the Reference Desk were satisfied; 33% were aware of the service but had not used it
94% of users were satisfied with Reference Desk assistance, though 38% were not aware of the service


	Ask a Librarian link to locate assistance  
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if they had used the Ask a Librarian Link
	91% of students who has used the link were satisfied; 58% were aware but hadn’t used


	book collection for research 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)


	Students were asked if the Miller Center book collection supported their academic needs
	86% of users were satisfied; 25% were aware but hadn’t used


	full text journal articles for research 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if the full text journal articles supported their academic needs
	88% of users were satisfied; 29% were aware but hadn’t used


	TECHNOLOGY
	
	
	

	assistance with D2L 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if they had used and were satisfied with assistance they received with D2L.
	92% of students who had asked for help with D2L were satisfied; 28% were aware but hadn’t used


	help in the computer labs 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if they were satisfied with help in the computer labs.
	90% of students who asked for help were satisfied; 50% were aware but had not used 


	technology training / software workshops 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)






Telephone Survey (N = 522)
	Students were asked if they were satisfied with the technology / software workshops.






Students were asked if they were satisfied with the technology workshops.

	82% of users agreed that the technology workshops were satisfactory; 52% were aware but had not used

96% of users 
agreed that the technology workshops were satisfactory; 37% were aware but had not used


	e-classrooms 
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if the equipment in the campus electronic classrooms (instructor station, Internet connection, projector, etc.) is beneficial and improves their learning.

	87% agreed or strongly agreed that the e-classroom technology improved their learning 


	OVERALL SATISFACTION
	
	
	

	library and technology resources and services have helped with their assignments
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if library and technology resources and services have helped with their assignments.
	96% were satisfied with ways in which library and technology services have helped with their assignments; only 3% disagreed

	library and technology resources and services have supported their academic learning
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)
	Students were asked if library and technology resources and services supported their academic learning
	96% were satisfied with the support from library and technology services; only 4% disagreed

	overall satisfaction with use of Miller Center
	Miller Center Survey (N = 285)




Telephone survey (N = 522)
	Students were asked why they had come to the Miller Center on the day of the survey and whether or not they were satisfied with their visit.


Students were asked about their overall satisfaction with Miller Center resources and technology.
	90% were satisfied with their visit to the Miller Center the day of the survey

97% agreed or strongly agreed 




NOTE:  Items from the assessment instruments with less than 90% satisfaction by those who used the service or resources are typically selected for further study and possible action toward improvement by the appropriate LR&S work group.



Plans for 2009-10


Beginning in 2009-10, the Coordinator of Assessment will have 25% reassigned time, instead of 50%, in keeping with a campus-wide budget plan. Thus assessment plans have been scaled down to fit the time allocated. 

The 2009-10 Assessment Plan focuses on the second iteration of the LibQUAL+ national survey, first completed at SCSU in 2007. 
This Web-based survey will be distributed to a random sampling of 900 undergraduate students, 600 graduate students, and 600 faculty members in spring 2010.

Major assessment projects (the Miller Center survey and the telephone survey) will be completed on an annual rotating basis beginning in 2010-11 until more time is available for assessment.  
Each year only one major assessment project will be planned and implemented.
In the future, with two major surveys will continue to assess self-reported awareness and satisfaction with library and technology resources and services.

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


Summary


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

Highlights of the 2007-08 Annual Report were shared with the campus through publication in the Assessment Newsletter, available at online at http://www.stcloudstate.edu/assessment/resources/documents/AssessmentNewsletterMarch2009.pdf
 








Appendix G. Report on Student Life and Development by Jim Knutson-Kolodzne

Student Life and Development 2008-09 Assessment Report
Prepared by Jim Knutson-Kolodzne, 
SLD Assessment Coordinator and Director of the American Indian Center
Submitted September 21, 2009

Institutional Concerns
· Directors perceive a critical need for institution to adopt overarching set of institutional learning outcomes tied to academic planning process.

· There is a critical need for documenting and disseminating assessment results at all levels.

· There is a critical need for a central point for program, department, division and institutional assessment report document collection and dissemination. This could be done at a divisional level and mechanism (assessment committee) is in place but not fully implemented. 

· What unit/body will do that at institutional level?

There is a critical need at our institution for a wide understanding among individuals and units that the process of assessment is part of the job and not something separate or special. However, there are some assessment projects that can be considered to move professional practice, units, and the institution to the “next level.” These projects need to be recognized.

Current Projects
University Programming Board
Exit survey with involved students, surveys of current committee members (200+), committee chairs and office assistants

Women’s Center
On evaluations at Women on Wednesday sessions, there are two questions re SLD learning outcomes, internal assessments with staff.

CSOLD (Center for Student Organizations and Leadership Development)
Co-curricular transcript, end of semester service learning assessment of students. Currently working on pre-test for next Spring Leadership Institute with questions about the SLD leadership outcome.

Atwood Memorial Center
AMC has 6 employee outcomes that are assessed. These mirror SLD outcomes.

First Year Experience
ARMS—baseline measure for mentoring readiness, written and interview assessment, assessments at mid-fall, mid-year and mid-spring.

Campus Recreation/Sports Facilities
Exit interviews with 50 student employees, what did you learn and readiness for employment (improvement needed on questions), in-house training and certifications program for building managers, group fitness, belay instructor (climbing wall), etc. Intramural teams are rated on and must reach standard of sportsmanship in order advance in intramurals.
Lindgren Child Care Center
Students meet criteria for working and re-employment (credits in certain disciplines, # work hours, # of years of higher education. Currently rewriting teaching staff positions to match SLD outcomes. Written and verbal evaluations with each staff member 2x year, students have opportunity to reflect on learning.

Judicial Affairs/Conduct
Exit survey and training survey with board members. Concept to use Student Voice to measure outcomes from and satisfaction with participation in disciplinary process. Need to improve assessment of j-board training and member participation; routinize de-briefing of board members after hearings.

Miscellaneous
Incentives/Incentivizing
Push/highlight assessment as part of MSUAASF special incentives grant process. University Assessment Committee has 20,000 to use—create mini-grant program. Create an EASY to use website that has a database that allows staff members to report, describe assessment projects (see notes above about central collection and dissemination). A committee could review and pick out interesting projects to find out more, expand on, and promote. Create annual assessment report, pick top 10 projects in various areas (not just academic disciplines—use SLD, business office, Financial Aid, etc.) and have a reception that recognizes work. Everyone needs more funding to do all work, not just assessment—reward departments that are using assessment well to refine and improve practice. Recognition needs to be easy and simple. Recognition needs to include a mix of financial, marketing recognition, and an institutional reception.

Assistance/Consultation
Numerous directors would like to have help, perhaps an assessment team, to come in and do a program assessment. Institution could use an assessment director or staff member to assist and promote non-academic assessment or similar supportive infrastructure. Promote current peer assessment consultant program. 
Accredited departments do this more often, often at a higher level.



Nelson-Denny Pre- and Post- Scores
Reading 120, Fall 2008
Pre-test	Reading Rate 	Vocabulary	Comprehension	Total Score	28.0	24.0	33.0	27.0	Post-test	Reading Rate 	Vocabulary	Comprehension	Total Score	64.0	37.0	45.0	40.0	pre-test	Reading Rate	Vocabulary	Comprehension	Total	33.0	25.0	31.0	27.0	post-test	Reading Rate	Vocabulary	Comprehension	Total	57.0	35.0	42.0	38.0	
2008-9 Assessment Report
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