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REPORT OF THE
ProvosT’s ADVISORY TASK FORCE ON ASSESSMENT REPORTING

Executive Summary

In Spring 2005, the Provost established the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on Assessment Reporting comprised of
campus chief academic officers and faculty as well as representatives from SUNY System Administration, and
charged it with the responsibility to review and evaluate the effectiveness of current assessment reporting processes
as required by the SUNY Assessment Initiative and to consider improvements where appropriate going forward.
Specific issues the Task Force was asked to consider in its evaluation were as follows:'

e The ways in which System Administration and campuses are implementing the principles that are outlined in
the Report of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on the Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes and that
relate to the reporting and utilization of assessment data;

e The specific ways campuses are using assessment data to improve teaching, learning, and curricular programs;

e  The specific manner in which campuses are being asked to classify and report General Education assessment
results, especially given the planned transition to Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment effective Fall 2006;

e  The specific materials campuses are asked to provide for assessment of General Education and of the Major,
and ways these requirements might be modified in order to reduce or eliminate redundancy with requirements
of accrediting and certification agencies;

e  The form in which System Administration provides feedback to campuses in response to their assessment data;

e Recommendations for how campuses should use and report findings from the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE) and the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), as called for under
Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment; and

e  The specific ways System Administration can support campuses in their implementation of the SUNY
Assessment Initiative, particularly with respect to reporting requirements.

The Task Force began its work in July 2005, and worked throughout the 2005-06 academic year, meeting as a whole
group; forming sub-groups in order to address specific charge items; creating, administering, and analyzing a
campus survey; developing recommendations; and creating and approving the final report. The Task Force also
educated itself on relevant topics, including the Freedom of Information Law, existing procedures at System
Administration for dealing with campus assessment materials and reports, and procedures at SUNY for
administering the Student Opinion Survey (SOS) and providing reports on the SOS.

It is hoped that this report and recommendations will lead to improvements in the SUNY Assessment Initiative at
both the system and campus levels, important outcomes in themselves. In addition, the Task Force’s work
represents the first systematic review and revision of the SUNY Assessment Initiative to date. Clearly, such

! These charge items reflect revisions suggested by the Task Force at its first meeting and subsequently accepted by
Provost Salins.



“assessment of the assessment” is critical and needs to be recurring if this initiative is to continue to meet standards
of good assessment practice, as recently concluded by Banta (2006).

Utility of SUNY Assessment Requirements in Other Accreditation and Certification Efforts

The Task Force was pleased to learn that SUNY campuses generally view SUNY’s assessment requirements as
playing a useful role in their other accreditation and certification efforts, especially for Middle States. Still,
campuses appear concerned about having to respond to too many external requests for information, especially within
a short time frame. This information led the Task Force to offer the following recommendations:

e System Administration should provide maximal flexibility in its schedule for assessment reporting
requirements, especially taking into account schedules that campuses must meet for accreditation and
certification by external bodies.

e System Administration staff members should meet with representatives of Middle States for the purpose of
discussing overlap and incongruence in assessment reporting requirements, and make efforts to maximize
overlap and minimize incongruence to the greatest degree possible.

Using Assessment Data to Improve Teaching, Learning, and Curricular Programs

Despite the fact that the SUNY Assessment Initiative is still a fairly new process, campuses have already
implemented numerous revisions — some substantial — to curricular programs based on assessment data, for both
General Education and the Major. In addition, such changes have taken place in a uniform manner across sectors of
the State University. Campuses frequently referred to the fact that curricular changes can be very expensive, and the
Task Force also recognized the sometimes great resource needs related to assessment. These ideas are directly
reflected in the following Task Force recommendations:

e Campuses should continue to use assessment data on an ongoing basis to make improvements in courses and
curricular programs, especially when such improvements are not considered costly by the campus.

e System Administration should provide funding on an annual basis that campuses can apply for to support
assessment-based curricular revisions.

e System Administration and campuses should provide resources in order to assure that faculty members have the
support they need to implement effective assessment.

Using the Assessment Process to Advance Faculty Development

Just as campuses are using the assessment process to improve teaching, learning, and curricular programs, many are
also finding that assessment provides a unique opportunity for advancing faculty development. For instance, some
campuses view outcomes assessment as a means of providing faculty the chance to interact with each other and
discuss teaching and learning as well as ways of improving these processes. Similarly, some institutions indicate
that learning about assessment is itself a form of professional development. Overall, it was clear to the Task Force
that many SUNY campuses are finding assessment useful in stimulating opportunities for faculty development, with
many innovative examples provided. Some institutions, however, do not appear to have discovered the benefits of
assessment in this respect, suggesting that it may be useful to bring attention to notable faculty development
activities across SUNY that have arisen directly from the assessment process. The Task Force therefore
recommends that:

e  Campuses should, to the greatest extent possible, emphasize the outcomes assessment process as a mechanism
for advancing faculty development.

e System Administration should identify “best practice” institutions in terms of using outcomes assessment as a
mechanism for advancing faculty development and share this information across the SUNY system.



Perceived Usefulness of System Administration Feedback on Assessment Reports

Overall, it was evident to the Task Force that the feedback letters that campuses receive at present from System
Administration in response to their Assessment of the Major reports are not perceived as very useful. In addition,
the staff time it takes to produce these letters is difficult to justify, especially given these perceptions. Perhaps more
important, the Task Force expressed the view that the most critical function of assessment is an internal one, the
improvement of teaching and learning, and that, therefore, extensive feedback from System is not really necessary.
Still, some campuses reported that feedback from System Administration serves a helpful oversight and
accountability function, documenting that the campus is indeed in compliance with SUNY’s assessment
requirements, which can be useful in other accreditation and certification efforts. In addition, while System
Administration receives over 400 Assessment of the Major reports each year, it only receives 57 General Education
assessment reports, meaning that it should be possible for System Administration to provide individualized feedback
to institutions on these reports, especially on a staggered basis (i.e., one third of the campuses each year). It could
also be advantageous to develop more innovative ways of sharing SUNY -specific assessment information across the
State University, so that campuses can learn about how other institutions are going about the program review
process. As such, the Task Force recommends that:

e  Campuses should continue to provide annual reports to System Administration on General Education
assessment and Assessment of the Major.

e System Administration should continue to track program review submissions and send correspondence to
campuses documenting receipt of all required materials, thereby certifying that campuses are in compliance
with SUNY assessment requirements regarding Assessment of the Major.

e System Administration should develop and maintain a Web site that lists campuses’ program reviews and
features “best practice” Assessments of the Major.

e System Administration should continue to track General Education assessment reports, send correspondence to
campuses documenting receipt of all required materials, and provide campuses with individualized feedback on
their General Education assessment results, using a staggered schedule (i.e., one-third of campuses every year).

Administering the NSSE and CCSSE

Based on campuses’ reports of their own experiences administering the NSSE and CCSSE as well as their
impressions of how SUNY administers the Student Opinion Survey (SOS), the Task Force was able to reach a
number of conclusions. First, although only twelve institutions indicated they had used the NSSE or CCSSE, it was
evident that these campuses viewed their administrations of these instruments positively and were using results to
make changes in their academic environment. In addition, most campuses seem satisfied with the administration of
the SOS, with some concerns expressed. Overall, campuses agreed that System Administration should administer
the NSSE and CCSSE in a similar manner to the SOS when Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment begins,
although institutions pointed out the importance of System Administration honoring its commitment to fund the
administration of the NSSE and CCSSE. Based on these observations, the Task Force recommends that:

e System Administration should coordinate the administration of the National Survey of Student Engagement
(NSSE) and the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) using procedures similar to those
utilized in administering the Student Opinion Survey (SOS), with a focus on campus confidentiality and internal
campus use of the survey results to make local improvements.

Campus Policies and Procedures for Assessment Data

Campuses reported overwhelmingly that they had polices and procedures in place to assure the responsible and
confidential use of assessment data, although comments revealed that in a number of cases these policies and
procedures were not formally articulated. The Task Force agreed campuses should formalize these safeguards and
bring them to the attention of the campus community, acknowledging that institutions might have to provide access
to certain assessment documents in certain situations (e.g., in response to a FOIL request), and that it would be
misleading to imply that total confidentiality can be guaranteed. Still, campuses certainly can take steps to ensure
that assessment data are not easily available in such a form that they could be linked directly to individual faculty or
students or that they are used to embarrass individuals or groups. The Task Force therefore recommends that:



e Campuses should have in place policies and procedures to ensure the responsible use of assessment results.
e System Administration should identify and disseminate through a web site examples of “best practices” across
SUNY for ensuring the responsible use of assessment results.

Campus Suggestions for Improving General Education Assessment Reporting

For the most part, campuses’ suggestions for improving the General Education assessment reporting process focused
on three issues. First, institutions indicated very strongly that they should not be required to report to System
Administration the percentage of students who “exceed, meet, approach, or fail to meet” standards. Although the
Task Force concurred with this viewpoint, it also agreed that campuses themselves should have a priori standards
and monitor how students perform compared to those standards so that they can make determinations about program
effectiveness. However, campus reports to System Administration could be in a more qualitative form, with an
emphasis on the overall findings and planned changes as a result of the assessment. A second set of campus
responses emphasized the format in which the reports are submitted, with a number of campuses suggesting that
electronic submissions should be solicited. Third, campuses indicated that the reporting timeline of June 1 is
difficult to meet, since many assessments are administered in the spring semester and data not even collected until
May.

Reflecting these responses, the Task Force makes the following recommendations

e System Administration should revise General Education reporting requirements so that campuses no longer
have to indicate percentages of students who “exceed, meet, approach, and fail to meet” standards.

e  Campuses should continue to maintain for its own internal use percentages of students who “exceed, meet,
approach, and fail to meet” standards.

e System Administration should enable electronic submission of General Education assessment reports through
the SUNY web site.

e System Administration should change the reporting deadline for General Education assessment from June 1 to
September 1.

Campus Suggestions for Improving Reporting for Assessment of the Major

Major suggestions for changing reporting for Assessment of the Major centered on the issue of redundancy, with
many campuses pointing out that they are being required to submit materials to SUNY and to external accrediting
and certifying bodies. Other problems include the fact that, in some cases, a campus’ SUNY program review
schedule does not correspond to its accreditation or certification schedule as well as the fact that System
Administration is quickly running out of storage space for the massive materials that come in each year. In addition,
the “program data summary table” that is required to accompany program review materials is difficult to fill out and
often misunderstood by campuses. As such, the Task Force makes the following recommendations:

e System Administration should encourage campuses to revise their Assessment of the Major schedule so that it
corresponds to schedules for external accreditation/certification.

e System Administration should require submission of the following materials for programs that are externally
certified or accredited: the “Summary Report Form for Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes in the
Major” and the external review team’s report and accrediting/certification decision.

e System Administration should require submission of the following materials for programs that are not
externally certified or accredited: the “Summary Report Form for Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes in
the Major” and the external review team’s report.

e System Administration should change the reporting deadline for Assessment of the Major from June 1 to
September 1.

Campus Suggestions Regarding System Administration’s Support for Assessment Activities
Finally, in its deliberations the Task Force identified two ways in which System Administration could support

assessment activities across SUNY above and beyond the recommendations already discussed. First, it seems clear
that SUNY institutions very much desire and need educational and professional development opportunities so that



their faculty can become more familiar with outcomes assessment and its benefits to teaching and learning. This
need is especially apparent given the approaching advent of Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment, which relies
heavily on rubrics as one strategy for assessing Mathematics, Critical Thinking [Reasoning], and Basic
Communication [Written]. Second, at present SUNY has a valuable “natural resource” in the GEAR Group, and it
is likely that GEAR Group members could provide additional services in helping advance assessment across the
system.

e System Administration should sponsor a series of regional assessment workshops during 2006-07 that focus on
areas of need as identified by campuses and faculty leadership, especially as campuses make the transition to
Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment.

e System Administration should promote the GEAR Group and encourage campuses to call upon GEAR Group
members for their assistance in campuses’ assessment activities as needed.



Introduction and Objectives

Since 1985 — suggested by Ewell (2002) as the birth year of the assessment movement in higher education — colleges
and universities have increasingly acknowledged the importance of documenting student learning by measuring
students’ mastery of specific learning outcomes. While a few pioneer institutions (e.g., Alverno College, Northeast
Missouri State University [now Truman State University], the University of Tennessee at Knoxville) developed
what are now viewed as prototypical outcomes assessment programs, most colleges and universities did not become
active participants in the assessment movement until the 1990’s, due in large part to pressures exerted by legislative
and accrediting bodies (Ewell, 2002). At that time the State University of New York, based on a number of
promising activities on campuses as well as at the system level, was positioned to become a national leader in the
assessment movement (Burke, 1992), but over the next few years University-wide attention to assessment waned.

Renewed interest in and commitment to student learning outcomes assessment emerged in SUNY with the formation
by the University Provost in Fall 1999 of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on the Assessment of Student Learning
Outcomes, charged to review assessment practices in higher education and on SUNY campuses and to make
recommendations regarding a process for assessing student learning outcomes that would guide assessment activity
across the State University. In November 2000, this task force issued its final report, which included
recommendations regarding the assessment of General Education and the Major as well as the utilization and
reporting of assessment results at both the system and campus levels.

The Task Force’s report established important principles and laid the foundation for what is now commonly referred
to as the SUNY Assessment Initiative. Beginning in 2001-02, campuses developed a 5-7 year schedule for assessing
their major programs and began to submit to System Administration annual reports on programs that were evaluated
each academic year. Beginning in 2002-03, following guidelines and procedures developed by the SUNY-wide
General Education Assessment Review Group (GEAR), campuses submitted plans for assessing their General
Education program to GEAR for approval, with the first annual reports on assessment results from these plans
submitted to System Administration in June 2003.

Near the end of the 2004-05 academic year, or the fourth full year of the SUNY Assessment Initiative, it was clear
that improvements were needed, especially with respect to how assessment data were being used and reported.
Informal feedback from campuses suggested that reporting requirements were burdensome and, at times, in conflict
with such requirements from other accrediting and certification bodies. For its part, System Administration found
itself overwhelmed by the vast amount of materials campuses were sending in each year, especially as part of
assessing academic majors (e.g., each year around 400 program reviews were coming in) and, more important,
without sufficient staff to review these materials carefully and provide useful feedback.

An additional impetus was the fact that in late 2004 System Administration received a Freedom of Information
Request from a journalist requiring that campuses’ General Education assessment data be made public. System
Administration responded by working closely with the University Faculty Senate, the Faculty Council of
Community Colleges, and campus leadership to broker this situation, releasing the materials but providing enough
contextual information so that it was clear that the data reflected a wide variety of different assessment approaches
and measures. Ultimately, the newspaper articles that appeared were few in number — possibly because the inability
to compare institutions made the data of less interest — and largely positive. Still, on the basis of this experience it
was obvious that it would be useful to revisit the original reporting requirements and evaluate their effectiveness to
this point, and in Spring 2005 the Provost formed the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on Assessment Reporting for
this purpose.

The central objectives of the present report are to describe the activities of that task force and present its major
recommendations, complete with rationale. The report is based primarily on information obtained from campuses
regarding the impact of SUNY’s current assessment reporting requirements on their assessment program as well as
reports from System Administration staff members who are responsible for reviewing and responding to campus
reports. It is hoped that the task force recommendations will lead to improvements in the SUNY Assessment
Initiative at both the system and campus levels, important outcomes in themselves. In addition, the Task Force’s
work represents the first systematic review and revision of the Assessment Initiative to date. Clearly, such
“assessment of the assessment” is critical and needs to be recurring if this initiative is to continue to meet standards
of good assessment practice, as recently concluded by Banta (2006).



Provost’s Charge

Establishing the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on Assessment Reporting in Spring 2005, the Provost charged it to
review and evaluate the effectiveness of current assessment reporting processes as required by the SUNY
Assessment Initiative and to consider improvements where appropriate going forward. Specific issues the Task
Force was asked to consider in its evaluation were as follows:”

e The ways in which System Administration and campuses are implementing the principles that are outlined in
the Report of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on the Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes and that
relate to the reporting and utilization of assessment data;

e The specific ways campuses are using assessment data to improve teaching, learning, and curricular programs;

e  The specific manner in which campuses are being asked to classify and report General Education assessment
results, especially given the planned transition to Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment effective Fall 2006;

e The specific materials campuses are asked to provide for assessment of General Education and of the Major,
and ways these requirements might be modified in order to reduce or eliminate redundancy with requirements
of accrediting and certification agencies;

e  The form in which System Administration provides feedback to campuses in response to their assessment data;

e Recommendations for how campuses should use and report findings from the National Survey of Student
Engagement (NSSE) and the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), as called for under
Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment; and,

e  The specific ways System Administration can support campuses in their implementation of the SUNY
Assessment Initiative, particularly with respect to reporting requirements.

Appendix A includes a listing of task force members, while Appendix B contains the listing of recommendations
related to the reporting and utilization of assessment data from the Report of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on
the Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes.

Task Force Activities

The Task Force began its work in July 2005, and worked throughout the 2005-06 academic year, meeting as a whole
group three times; forming sub-groups in order to address specific charge items; creating, administering, and
analyzing a campus survey; developing recommendations; and creating and approving the final report. The Task
Force also requested and heard presentations by various staff members at System Administration, including task
force members Patricia Francis and Fred Hildebrand, who explained existing procedures for dealing with assessment
materials and reports submitted to System; task force member Marti Ellermann, who provided a review of the
Freedom of Information Law and its implications for assessment across SUNY; and Associate Provost John Porter,
who explained procedures used by Institutional Research in administering the Student Opinion Survey (SOS) and in
providing reports on the SOS.

A major activity carried out by the Task Force was the development and administration of a comprehensive survey
administered to campuses in September 2005. This survey included questions on a variety of relevant topics, such
as the utility of SUNY assessment requirements in other accreditation efforts and campuses’ use of assessment data
to improve teaching, learning, and curricular programs and to advance faculty development. Campuses were also
asked to share their impressions of the current SUNY reporting requirements, to offer suggestions for the use of the
NSSE and CCSSE, and to describe their own internal policies and procedures for ensuring the responsible use of

? These charge items reflect revisions suggested by the Task Force at its first meeting and subsequently accepted by
Provost Salins.



assessment data. A copy of the survey administered by the Task Force is found in Appendix C, while Appendix D
contains a summary of campuses’ quantitative responses to the survey and Appendix E contains campuses’
comments in response to the survey.

The rest of this report contains the Task Force’s recommendations, accompanied by a summary of the deliberations
that led to these recommendations. For the most part, the recommendations reflect results and comments from the
campus survey, although they also represent task force discussions as well as other sources of information reviewed
by task force members. Appendix F contains a listing of all task force recommendations.

Utility of SUNY Assessment Requirements in Other Accreditation and Certification Efforts

Based on a review of the quantitative campus survey results, the Task Force concluded that campuses are generally
satisfied with the utility of the assessment data they are collecting for SUNY to their other accreditation and
certification efforts, especially Middle States. In addition, there do not appear to be variations among sectors with
regard to this issue.

A review of survey comments revealed two underlying, related concerns. First, campuses report that problems arise
when they are expected to respond to too many requests for information (including reports) from System
Administration as well as external accrediting and certification bodies. Second, these problems are compounded if
reports and other responses to requests for information are due in the same, brief time period. Together, these
factors place quite a burden on campuses, especially those without offices or units that specialize in these kinds of
functions (e.g., Institutional Research).

Task Force Recommendation 1
SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD PROVIDE MAXIMAL FLEXIBILITY IN ITS SCHEDULE FOR ASSESSMENT

REPORTING REQUIREMENTS, ESPECIALLY TAKING INTO ACCOUNT SCHEDULES THAT CAMPUSES MUST
MEET FOR ACCREDITATION AND CERTIFICATION BY EXTERNAL BODIES.

Task Force Recommendation 2

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION STAFF MEMBERS SHOULD MEET WITH REPRESENTATIVES OF MIDDLE STATES
FOR THE PURPOSE OF DISCUSSING OVERLAP AND INCONGRUENCE IN ASSESSMENT REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS, AND MAKE EFFORTS TO MAXIMIZE OVERLAP AND MINIMIZE INCONGRUENCE TO THE
GREATEST DEGREE POSSIBLE.

Using Assessment Data to Improve Teaching, Learning, and Curricular Programs

While acknowledging the facts that the SUNY Assessment Initiative is still a fairly new process and that assessment
data collected to this point are still “baseline” in nature, campuses placed obvious emphasis on the survey on
“closing the loop” and linking assessment results to curricular reform. Specifically, 80% of responding campuses
indicated that they were doing so to at least a moderate degree. In addition, survey comments revealed a plethora of
specific examples of how campuses have revised courses and programs based on assessment data, especially when
these revisions are not costly, as determined by the campus.



Similarly, 78% of campuses indicated they were using assessment data to identify specific student learning needs,
and provided multiple useful examples of how they were doing so. For instance, a doctoral institution reported
creating a Writing Skills Lab and extending its programs in the areas of Math Tutoring and Peer Tutoring, while a
comprehensive college said that it had made changes in the scheduling of math courses and in the size of
introductory language courses. Similarly, a college of technology reported that it had created a new English course
based on its assessment of student writing, while a community college said that, in assessing foreign language, it
found that students’ strong speaking skills obscured weak cultural knowledge, and that it had strengthened its
emphasis on cultural appreciation.

In addressing these survey items, a number of institutions made reference to the fact that curricular revision can be
very expensive and that, even when it is clear that change is necessary, funding constraints may prevent changes
from being made. As such, it would be helpful if funding sources could be identified to support assessment-based
curricular revision. Along these lines, the Task Force had extended discussions about resource needs related to
assessment, recognizing that effective assessment requires adequate financial support if it is to be sustained and
continue to have a positive impact on teaching and learning.

Task Force Recommendation 3
CAMPUSES SHOULD CONTINUE TO USE ASSESSMENT DATA ON AN ONGOING BASIS TO MAKE

IMPROVEMENTS IN COURSES AND CURRICULAR PROGRAMS, ESPECIALLY WHEN SUCH IMPROVEMENTS ARE
NOT CONSIDERED COSTLY BY THE CAMPUS.

Task Force Recommendation 4

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD PROVIDE FUNDING ON AN ANNUAL BASIS THAT CAMPUSES CAN APPLY
FOR TO SUPPORT ASSESSMENT-BASED CURRICULAR REVISIONS.

Task Force Recommendation 5

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION AND CAMPUSES SHOULD PROVIDE RESOURCES IN ORDER TO ASSURE THAT
FACULTY MEMBERS HAVE THE SUPPORT THEY NEED TO IMPLEMENT EFFECTIVE ASSESSMENT.

Using the Assessment Process to Advance Faculty Development

Based on its review of both the quantitative data and comments from the campus survey, the Task Force was not
sure that campuses interpreted the questions related to faculty development consistently, and agreed that different
wording might have yielded more useful results. Specifically, some campuses seemed to assign a strict
interpretation to the term “faculty development” (i.e., student learning outcomes assessment would lead directly to
professional advancement opportunities for faculty), and these campuses tended to underestimate the importance of
assessment in this way. Other campuses interpreted the question more broadly, viewing outcomes assessment as a
means of providing faculty the opportunity to interact with each other and discuss teaching and learning as well as
ways of improving these processes. Similarly, some campus responses indicated that learning about assessment was



itself a form of professional development. Not surprisingly, campuses that interpreted the question more broadly
were more likely to say that assessment had been very valuable in this way.

Despite the differing interpretations of the question, it was clear to the Task Force that many SUNY campuses are
finding assessment useful in stimulating opportunities for faculty development. As one doctoral institution wrote,
“The assessment process encourages faculty to consider how to examine learning outcomes across students. As the
process continues, more and more faculty teaching general education courses will be involved in the process. Thus,
the process itself becomes a vehicle for faculty development.” In addition, many respondents described faculty
development activities (e.g., workshops, mentoring sessions, departmental sessions that focus on improving
pedagogy, Writing Across the Curriculum programs) that have arisen directly from the assessment process.

Task Force Recommendation 6

CAMPUSES SHOULD, TO THE GREATEST EXTENT POSSIBLE, EMPHASIZE THE OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT
PROCESS AS A MECHANISM FOR ADVANCING FACULTY DEVELOPMENT.

Task Force Recommendation 7

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD IDENTIFY “BEST PRACTICE” INSTITUTIONS IN TERMS OF USING
OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT AS A MECHANISM FOR ADVANCING FACULTY DEVELOPMENT AND SHARE THIS
INFORMATION ACROSS THE SUNY SYSTEM.

Perceived Usefulness of System Administration Feedback on Assessment Reports

The Task Force based its discussion of this issue not only on campuses’ survey responses but also presentations by
System Administration staff members who have been involved in the feedback process. In considering the survey
data, the group concluded that, overall, the feedback letters that campuses receive from System Administration in
response to their assessment reports are not viewed as very useful (e.g., more than half of responding institutions
indicated this feedback was minimally or not at all useful). For the most part, these findings reflect the campuses’
comments that the feedback is far from substantial, that it tends to affirm what has already been pointed out by
external reviewers, and that it is often received long after the reports have been submitted. Another theme in the
comments focused on the belief that, while not substantive, feedback from System Administration did serve a useful
oversight and accountability function, documenting that the campus is indeed in compliance with SUNY’s
assessment requirements. As one campus observed, such documentation can be useful in other accreditation efforts
(e.g., Middle States).

Presentations to the Task Force by System Administration staff members emphasized the fact that, with more than
400 program reviews received each year, it is impossible to give campuses substantive feedback on every review.
However, the reports are read and evaluated, often by someone working on a temporary basis in Academic Affairs,
since there is no dedicated staff to do so, and the Assistant Provost for University Assessment and Academic
Initiatives summarizes these evaluations and puts them in a letter format, with these letters sent out from the
University Provost. By contrast, feedback on General Education assessment reports has not been sent out the past
few years.

Overall, the Task Force did not feel that the time and effort being expended on evaluating campuses’ program
reviews are worth the sketchy feedback campuses are receiving. Perhaps more important, the group expressed the
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view that the most important function of assessment is an internal one, the improvement of teaching and learning,
and that, therefore, feedback from System is not really necessary. Ultimately, the Task Force concluded that System
Administration should explore other, creative ways of providing feedback (e.g., a Web site that tracks program
review information and that features “model” program review submissions). With respect to General Education
assessment, the fact that only 57 campuses submit reports on this process each year means that System
Administration can provide individualized feedback to institutions on these reports, especially on a staggered basis
(i.e., one third of the campuses each year). As practical, this feedback might be provided in the form of visits by
System Administration staff members to the campus to discuss with appropriate campus personnel the institution’s
General Education assessment process, results, and changes made on the basis of assessment data.

Task Force Recommendation 8

CAMPUSES SHOULD CONTINUE TO PROVIDE ANNUAL REPORTS TO SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION ON
GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT AND ASSESSMENT OF THE MAJOR.

Task Force Recommendation 9
SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD CONTINUE TO TRACK PROGRAM REVIEW SUBMISSIONS AND SEND
CORRESPONDENCE TO CAMPUSES DOCUMENTING RECEIPT OF ALL REQUIRED MATERIALS, THEREBY

CERTIFYING THAT CAMPUSES ARE IN COMPLIANCE WITH SUNY ASSESSMENT REQUIREMENTS REGARDING
ASSESSMENT OF THE MAJOR.

Task Force Recommendation 10

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD DEVELOP AND MAINTAIN A WEB SITE THAT LISTS CAMPUSES’
PROGRAM REVIEWS AND FEATURES “BEST PRACTICE” ASSESSMENTS OF THE MAJOR.

Task Force Recommendation 11

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD CONTINUE TO TRACK GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT REPORTS,
SEND CORRESPONDENCE TO CAMPUSES DOCUMENTING RECEIPT OF ALL REQUIRED MATERIALS, AND
PROVIDE CAMPUSES WITH INDIVIDUALIZED FEEDBACK ON THEIR GENERAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT
RESULTS, USING A STAGGERED SCHEDULE (I.E., ONE-THIRD OF CAMPUSES EVERY YEAR).

Administering the NSSE and CCSSE

In addressing the item from the Provost’s charge related to administering the NSSE and CCSSE, the Task Force
decided that it could best do so by asking campuses about their own experiences with these instruments as well as
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their impressions of how SUNY administers the Student Opinion Survey (SOS). Since only twelve institutions
indicated they had used the NSSE or CCSSE, the Task Force did not want to generalize too much from these
institutions’ experiences. Still, the group noted that, generally, these campuses viewed their administrations of the
NSSE or CCSSE positively, and that most had specific mechanisms and structures in place for examining NSSE or
CCSSE results, disseminating them for campus discussion, and using them as a rationale for making changes on
campus.

Based on its review of the quantitative survey data for Question #7, the Task Force concluded that campuses are
generally very satisfied with the administration of the SOS, with 39/43 (91%) responding institutions indicating they
were at least moderately satisfied in this regard. Survey comments confirmed this impression, although concerns
were expressed about past inconsistencies in sampling across campuses; the fact that small mean differences can be
significant statistically but are probably not meaningful; the survey’s length; and the fact that its administration takes
up valuable class time.

In considering Question #8, the Task Force noted that 39/45 (87%) responding institutions agreed to at least a
moderate degree that System Administration should administer the NSSE and CCSSE in a similar manner to the
SOS. There were positive comments regarding the fact that, since NSSE and CCSSE determine sampling
procedures, inconsistencies that sometimes exist across campuses in administering the SOS will not be an issue. In
addition, there was the strong belief expressed that System Administration should honor its commitment to fund the
administration of the NSSE and CCSSE as part of Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment.

Campus comments also revealed a number of concerns, including the possibility of System Administration making

inter-institutional comparisons using the NSSE or CCSSE data; the fact that CCSSE posts summaries of individual
institutions’ findings on its Web site; and the possibility of a FOIL request for the NSSE and CCSSE results.

0/

Task Force Recommendation 12

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD COORDINATE THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE NATIONAL SURVEY OF
STUDENT ENGAGEMENT (NSSE) AND THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE SURVEY OF STUDENT ENGAGEMENT
(CCSSE) USING PROCEDURES SIMILAR TO THOSE UTILIZED IN ADMINISTERING THE STUDENT OPINION
SURVEY (SOS), WITH A FOCUS ON CAMPUS CONFIDENTIALITY AND INTERNAL CAMPUS USE OF THE
SURVEY RESULTS TO MAKE LOCAL IMPROVEMENTS.

Campus Policies and Procedures for Assessment Data

Although campuses responding to the survey overwhelmingly indicated that they had polices and procedures in
place to assure the responsible and confidential use of assessment data, comments revealed that in a number of cases
these policies and procedures were not formally articulated. In its discussions, the Task Force agreed that it would
be most useful if campuses did formalize these safeguards and bring them to the attention of the campus community.
Task Force members also acknowledged, however, that there are certain situations in which campuses might have to
provide access to certain assessment documents (e.g., in response to a FOIL request), and that it would be
misleading to imply that total confidentiality can be guaranteed. Still, campuses certainly can take steps to ensure
that assessment data are not easily available in such a form that they could be linked directly to individual faculty or
students or that they are used to embarrass individuals or groups.
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Task Force Recommendation 13

CAMPUSES SHOULD HAVE IN PLACE POLICIES AND PROCEDURES TO ENSURE THE RESPONSIBLE USE OF
ASSESSMENT RESULTS.

Task Force Recommendation 14

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD IDENTIFY AND DISSEMINATE THROUGH A WEB SITE EXAMPLES OF
“BEST PRACTICES” ACROSS SUNY FOR ENSURING THE RESPONSIBLE USE OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS.

Campus Suggestions for Improving General Education Assessment Reporting

When asked to offer suggestions for improving the General Education assessment reporting process, institutions
focused on three issues. First, institutions responded very strongly against the requirement that institutions must
report to System Administration the percentage of students who “exceed, meet, approach, or fail to meet” standards.
The Task Force concurred with this impression based largely on the fact that, since campuses define their own
standards, these percentages are meaningless when viewed in a central repository. Further, these categories imply a
precision that simply does not exist. The Task Force did agree that individual campuses themselves should have a
priori standards and that they should monitor how students perform compared to those standards, because otherwise
they will have no way of determining program effectiveness. In addition, the GEAR Group requires campuses to
have such standards in place for General Education learning outcomes. However, campus reports to System
Administration could be in a more qualitative form, with an emphasis on the overall findings and planned changes as
a result of the assessment. The Task Force also suggested that some quantitative information be retained on the
reporting forms, in particular information relevant to sampling (e.g., number of classes and students included in
assessment compared to total) in order to make sure that campuses are providing representative data.

A second set of responses emphasized the format in which the reports are submitted, with a number of campuses
suggesting that electronic submissions should be solicited. Third, campuses indicated that the reporting timeline
(i.e., June 1) is very difficult to meet, since many assessments are administered in the spring semester and data not
even collected until May.

Task Force Recommendation 15

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD REVISE GENERAL EDUCATION REPORTING REQUIREMENTS SO THAT
CAMPUSES NO LONGER HAVE TO INDICATE PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS WHO “EXCEED, MEET, APPROACH,
AND FAIL TO MEET” STANDARDS.
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Task Force Recommendation 16
CAMPUSES SHOULD CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN FOR ITS OWN INTERNAL USE PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS

WHO “EXCEED, MEET, APPROACH, AND FAIL TO MEET” STANDARDS FOR GENERAL EDUCATION
ASSESSMENT.

Task Force Recommendation 17

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD ENABLE ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION OF GENERAL EDUCATION
ASSESSMENT REPORTS THROUGH THE SUNY WEB SITE.

Task Force Recommendation 18

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD CHANGE THE REPORTING DEADLINE FOR GENERAL EDUCATION
ASSESSMENT FROM JUNE 1 TO SEPTEMBER 1.

Campus Suggestions for Improving Reporting for Assessment of the Major

Major suggestions for changing reporting for Assessment of the Major centered on the issue of redundancy, with
many pointing out that they are being required to submit materials to SUNY and to external accrediting and
certifying bodies, when the latter’s requirements are much more rigorous than SUNY’s. A related problem is that,
in some cases, a campus’ SUNY program review schedule does not correspond to its accreditation or certification
schedule for a specific program. System Administration staff members also raised a concern, saying that so many
materials have been received as part of this process that they are quickly running out of storage space.

Other areas of concern expressed by campuses focused on the “program data summary table” that is required at
present to accompany program review materials. This form, which asks campuses to estimate faculty, resources,
and student enrollment for the program of interest, is difficult to fill out and often misunderstood by campuses.
More important, Institutional Research and Analysis would be a far better and more consistent source of this
information. Campuses also mentioned the difficulty of meeting the June 1 deadline, as they did in the case of
General Education assessment reports in Question #10.

Task Force Recommendation 19

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD ENCOURAGE CAMPUSES TO REVISE THEIR ASSESSMENT OF THE
MAIJOR SCHEDULE SO THAT 1T CORRESPONDS TO SCHEDULES FOR EXTERNAL
ACCREDITATION/CERTIFICATION.
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Task Force Recommendation 20

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD REQUIRE SUBMISSION OF THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS FOR
PROGRAMS THAT ARE EXTERNALLY CERTIFIED OR ACCREDITED: THE “SUMMARY REPORT FORM FOR
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES IN THE MAJOR” AND THE EXTERNAL REVIEW TEAM’S
REPORT AND ACCREDITING/CERTIFICATION DECISION.

Task Force Recommendation 21

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD REQUIRE SUBMISSION OF THE FOLLOWING MATERIALS FOR
PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT EXTERNALLY CERTIFIED OR ACCREDITED: THE “SUMMARY REPORT FORM FOR
ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES IN THE MAJOR” AND THE EXTERNAL REVIEW TEAM’S
REPORT.

Task Force Recommendation 22

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD CHANGE THE REPORTING DEADLINE FOR ASSESSMENT OF THE MAJOR
FROM JUNE 1 TO SEPTEMBER 1.

Campus Suggestions Regarding System Administration’s Support for Assessment Activities

Above and beyond the issues and recommendations already discussed, only two major themes emerged from
campuses’ responses to this item. Specifically, it seems clear that SUNY institutions for the most part very much
desire more support from System Administration in the area of assessment, particularly in the form of educational
and professional development opportunities so that faculty across SUNY can become more familiar with outcomes
assessment and its benefits to teaching and learning. This need is especially apparent given the approaching advent
of Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment, which relies heavily on rubrics as one strategy for assessing
Mathematics, Critical Thinking [Reasoning], and Basic Communication [Written].

In addition, campuses remarked frequently and positively about the General Education Assessment Review Group

(GEAR), and made references to the extent to which GEAR might be called on further to help advance assessment
across SUNY.

Task Force Recommendation 23

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD SPONSOR A SERIES OF REGIONAL ASSESSMENT WORKSHOPS DURING
2006-07 THAT FOCUS ON AREAS OF NEED AS IDENTIFIED BY CAMPUSES AND FACULTY LEADERSHIP,
ESPECIALLY AS CAMPUSES MAKE THE TRANSITION TO STRENGTHENED CAMPUS-BASED ASSESSMENT.
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Task Force Recommendation 24

SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION SHOULD PROMOTE THE GEAR GROUP AND ENCOURAGE CAMPUSES TO CALL
UPON GEAR GROUP MEMBERS FOR THEIR ASSISTANCE IN CAMPUSES’ ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES AS
NEEDED.
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APPENDIX B: Recommendations on Utilization and Reporting of Assessment Results —
Report of the Provost’s Advisory Task Force on the
Assessment of Student Learning Outcomes

1. System Administration should only report data gathered through University-wide assessment
for accountability purposes after adequate reliability and validity estimates of the measures
being used are demonstrated.

2. Stringent guidelines should be developed and adhered to in order to ensure that
confidentiality of assessment data is maintained.

3. Assessment results should never be used to punish, publicly compare, or embarrass students,
faculty, courses, programs, departments, or institutions either individually or collectively, or
to make public comparisons among groups of students based on gender, race, ethnicity, or
other demographic factors.

4. System Administration should publicly disseminate assessment data only through aggregate
reporting, for SUNY as a whole, or by sector.

5. While individual programs are free to use their own assessment results in ways they see fit,

individual campuses should publicly disseminate assessment data only through aggregate
reporting for the institution as a whole, or by school or college.
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APPENDIX C: Assessment Reporting Survey Administered To Campuses

Assessment Reporting Task Force: Campus Survey
September 2005

Dear Chief Academic Officer:

The Assessment Reporting Task Force, as charged by University Provost Peter D. Salins, is evaluating the
effectiveness of current assessment reporting procedures that are currently operative under the SUNY Assessment
Initiative. We would greatly appreciate it if you would take the time to answer the questions listed below and
return this survey electronically no later than October 31, 2005; specific directions for returning the survey are
provided at the end of this document.

As a result of the feedback we receive from campuses and as a result of our internal fact-finding and deliberations,
we will make recommendations to Provost Salins for improving the ways campuses are asked to compile and
report assessment data to SUNY System Administration for both general education and the major. Therefore, it
would be most helpful to us if you adhere to the following guidelines as much as possible as you complete the
survey:

A. Incorporate perspectives from those individuals at your institution most directly involved in the
collection, reporting, and use of assessment data, and be sure to consult with faculty governance
leaders on your campus as you complete the survey.

B. Please include comments and specific examples for each question as appropriate, as the Task Force
will benefit greatly from the qualitative information campuses provide on the survey.

C. Ifa particular question is not applicable to your campus, simply do not provide a response.

Thank you in advance for your attention to this important matter.

Survey Questions

1. To what extent are the general education and academic major assessment data you are collecting as part of the
SUNY Assessment Initiative useful to you with respect to other accreditation and certification processes?

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Comments (as appropriate):

2. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to revise or develop curricular programs?
Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Comments (as appropriate):

3. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to respond to specific student learning needs identified
through these data?

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Comments (as appropriate):
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4. To what extent is your campus using the assessment process to advance faculty development?
Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Comments (as appropriate):

5. To what extent do you find useful the feedback System Administration provides to campuses in response to
your assessment of the major reports?

Extremely Useful Moderately Useful Minimally Useful Not at All Useful

Comments (as appropriate):

6. If your institution has administered the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) or the Community
College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), to what extent has your campus used assessment data from
the NSSE or CCSSE to make changes in your academic environment?

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Comments (as appropriate):

7. Overall, how satisfied have you been with System Administration’s policies and procedures with respect to
collecting data and reporting results for the Student Opinion Survey (SOS)?

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satistied Minimally Satisfied Not at All Satisfied

Comments (as appropriate):

8. Beginning with the 2006-07 academic year, System Administration will begin to administer the National
Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) or the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)
as part of Strengthened Campus-Based Assessment. Rate the extent to which you agree that System
Administration should use policies and procedures in collecting and reporting data from the NSSE and
CCSSE that are similar to those used in administering the Student Opinion Survey (SOS).

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree_ Strongly Disagree

Comments (as appropriate):

9. Does your campus have procedures in place to assure the following:
a. Confidentiality of assessment data Yes No

b. That assessment results are never used to:

i.  Punish, publicly compare or embarrass faculty, students, or programs Yes No
ii.  Make public comparisons among groups of students based on
demographic factors (e.g., ethnicity/gender) Yes No
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c. That assessment data, if disseminated publicly, are disseminated only in aggregate fashion
(i.e., by school or division) and not by course or department Yes  No

Comments (as appropriate):

10. In the space below, please list up to three changes you would recommend in the current assessment reporting
requirements for general education.

11. In the space below, please list up to three changes you would recommend in the current assessment reporting
requirements for academic majors, especially as these relate to other accrediting and certification processes.

12. In the space below, please list up to three changes you would recommend in the feedback System
Administration provides to campuses in response to assessment of the major reports.

13. In the space below, please list up to three ways System Administration might better support campuses in the
implementation of the SUNY Assessment Initiative, especially with respect to reporting requirements.

Campus

Person Completing Form (please print) Title

Signature

Please return survey electronically no later than October 31, 2005 to:
Patricia.Francis@suny.edu*

*Questions about the survey can be directed to Dr. Francis, either by e-mail or at (518) 443-5644
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APPENDIX D: Campus Survey — Summary of Quantitative Responses

1. To what extent are the general education and academic major assessment data you are collecting as part of
the SUNY Assessment Initiative useful to you with respect to other accreditation/certification processes?

Overall (n=45, mean=3.18)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
20 16 6 3

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.67)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
1 3 1 1

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=3.25)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
7 2 2 1

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=3.00)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
1 4 1

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=3.33)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
11 7 2 1

2. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to revise or develop curricular programs?
Overall (n=45, mean=3.02)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
10 26 9

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=3.00)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
1 4 1

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=3.00)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 8 2

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=2.83)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
1 3 2

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=3.10)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
6 11 4
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3. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to respond to specific student learning needs

identified through these data?
Overall (n=45, mean=2.93)

Extensively Moderately
7 28

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.83)

Extensively Moderately
1 3

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=3.08)

Extensively Moderately
2 9

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=2.83)

Extensively Moderately
5

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=2.90)

Extensively Moderately
4 11

Minimally
10

Minimally
2

Minimally
1

Minimally
1

Minimally
6

Not at All

Not at All

Not at All

Not at All

Not at All

4. To what extent is your campus using the assessment process to advance faculty development?

Overall (n=45, mean=2.56)

Extensively Moderately
4 20

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.50)

Extensively Moderately
3

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=2.58)

Extensively Moderately
1 6

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=2.17)

Extensively Moderately
1

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=2.67)

Extensively Moderately
3 10
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Minimally
18

Minimally
3

Minimally
4

Minimally
5

Minimally
6

Not at All
3

Not at All

Not at All
1

Not at All

Not at All
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5. To what extent do you find useful the feedback System Administration provides to campuses in response to
your assessment of the major reports?

Overall (n=45, mean=2.36)

Extremely Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 19 17 7

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.33)

Extremely Moderately Minimally Not at All
3 2 1

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=2.17)

Extremely Moderately Minimally Not at All
5 4 3

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=2.17)

Extremely Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 3 1

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=2.52)

Extremely Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 9 8 2

6. If your institution has administered the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE) or the
Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), to what extent has your campus used
assessment data from the NSSE or CCSSE to make changes in your academic environment?

Overall (n=12, no means computed due to small n)

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 7 2 1

Doctoral Institutions

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
2

Comprehensive Colleges

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
2 3 2 1

Colleges of Technology

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All

Community Colleges

Extensively Moderately Minimally Not at All
2
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7. Overall, how satisfied have you been with System Administration’s policies and procedures with respect to
collecting data and reporting results for the Student Opinion Survey (SOS)?

Overall (n=43, mean=3.28)

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Minimally Satisfied Not at All Satisfied
17 22 3 1

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.50)

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Minimally Satisfied  Not at All Satisfied
1 2 2 1

Comprehensive Colleges (n=11, mean=3.36)

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Minimally Satisfied Not at All Satisfied
2 9 1

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=3.67)

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Minimally Satisfied ~ Not at All Satisfied
3 2 1

Community Colleges (n=20, mean=3.55)

Extremely Satisfied Moderately Satisfied Minimally Satisfied Not at All Satisfied
11 9

8. Rate the extent to which you agree that System Administration should use policies and procedures in
collecting and reporting data from the NSSE and CCSSE that are similar to those used in administering
the Student Opinion Survey (SOS).

Overall (n=45, mean=3.09)

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree
12 27 4 2

Doctoral Institutions (n=6, mean=2.83)

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree
1 4 1

Comprehensive Colleges (n=12, mean=2.75)

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree
2 6 3 1

Colleges of Technology (n=6, mean=3.17)

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree
1 5

Community Colleges (n=21, mean=3.33)

Strongly Agree Moderately Agree Moderately Disagree Strongly Disagree
8 12 1
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9. Does your campus have procedures in place to assure the following:

a. Confidentiality of assessment data?

Yes | No
Overall 40 4
Doctoral Institutions 5 1
Comprehensive Colleges 9 2
Colleges of Technology 6 0
Community Colleges 20 1

b. That assessment results are never used to punish, publicly compare or embarrass faculty, students, or

programs
Yes | No
Overall 38 5
Doctoral Institutions 5 1
Comprehensive Colleges 9 2
Colleges of Technology 6 0
Community Colleges 18 2

¢. That assessment results are never used to make public comparisons among groups of students based on
demographic factors (e.g., ethnicity/gender)

Yes | No
Overall 37 5
Doctoral Institutions 5 1
Comprehensive Colleges 8 2
Colleges of Technology 6 0
Community Colleges 18 2

d. That assessment data, if disseminated publicly, are disseminated only in aggregate fashion
(i.e., by school or division) and not by course or department

Yes | No
Overall 38 4
Doctoral Institutions 5 1
Comprehensive Colleges 8 2
Colleges of Technology 6 0
Community Colleges 19 1
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APPENDIX E: Campus Survey — Summary of Comments’

Survey Questions

1. To what extent are the general education and academic major assessment data you are collecting as part of
the SUNY Assessment Initiative useful to you with respect to other accreditation and certification
processes?

Doctoral Institutions

(1) Has some relevance for Middle States but not much overlap with other accrediting bodies as aims and
objectives differ.

(2) SUNY major assessments are coordinated with professional accreditation reviews; major and general
education assessments are critical for Middle States accreditation.

(3) Assessment of general education was discussed in our Middle States accreditation review, and the review
team encouraged the campus to continue with, and extend, processes to assess learning outcomes. The
Campus-Based Assessment of Majors program has encouraged us to focus more intensively on the
undergraduate majors in our seven-year departmental reviews.

(4) They are consistent with and satisfy Middle States requirements. We rely on long-standing disciplinary
accreditations to help satisfy the newer SUNY requirements. They also raise issues that individual units

might address in their compact plans — an internal planning process.

(5) Accreditation and certification are much more rigorous, and the SUNY initiatives do not add appreciably
to the review associated with the accreditation/certification process.

(6) Assessment information is requested by accrediting agencies.

Comprehensive Colleges

(1) Middle States and program accreditors seem to be increasingly interested in making certain that
assessment programs are in place and delivering results that have the potential of improving programs.
The fact that System Administration requires these assessments makes it more difficult for colleges to
ignore assessment tasks on a regular basis.

(2) Programs that are accredited follow guidelines from their respective accrediting organizations which tend
to exceed and be more specific than SUNY guidelines for assessment in the major. Assessment of
general education is often useful for enriching the data in the major. For example, when we examine
NYSTCE scores of our education majors we look at performance in areas such as composition and math
yielded through our assessments as well. This helps us understand certification scores and also provides
us with a measure of validity for our local assessments.

(3) Very useful for Middle States and other accreditations

*Number in parentheses before comment can be used to “link” institutions across questions (e.g., for comprehensive colleges,
comments numbered “6” for Question #1 and Question #2 were made by the same institution)
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4)

)

(6)
(7

®)

)

We have tried to develop assessment measures that are genuinely useful for these purposes. In program
review, faculty have a good deal of freedom to assess variables that are of interest for relevant
certification or accreditation processes.

The SUNY initiatives have yielded valuable and flexible student outcome information that has been used
for other required reporting (e.g., NCATE; Middle States; Program Accreditation). Allowing academic
programs to submit external accreditation documents to meet the SUNY requirement is very helpful and
avoids duplication of efforts and reporting. One concern is the need for better timing of the SUNY
initiatives to occur prior to other reporting requirements.

These were part of our Middle State PRR.

Our campus had already developed a complete assessment plan for general education and majors prior to
the SUNY requirements. For general education assessment, our campus plan includes more specific
outcomes than SUNY requires, making reporting according to the SUNY outcomes artificial and difficult.
For assessment of the major, our plan requires annual assessment reports.

Data from ETS instrument used for assessment of major in Business also being used for AACSB
accreditation. Reports from outside evaluators were useful in NCATE process.

The academic major and candidate performance assessment required for NCATE accreditation
completely overlaps that required by the SUNY Assessment Initiative. Reports prepared for NCATE
accreditation can easily be used to document candidate performance and data-driven program
improvements required by the SUNY Assessment Initiative. The timeline for assessment of the academic
major is currently flexible enough to accommodate the NCATE 7-year review cycle for continuing
accreditation. The same is true for AACSB accreditation. In arts and sciences, the academic major
assessment data has been useful in assisting departments that are seeking new accreditation or are
renewing present accreditations. The assessment of General Education will be useful in the development
of the Five Year Periodic Report for Middle States, which calls for specific student learning outcome
information.

(10) NCATE, AASCB, and other accrediting groups have specific requirements that are different from the

SUNY reporting requirements. The assessment data collected to meet the requirements of various
accrediting groups have been used to meet the SUNY Assessment Initiative requirements with respect to
the academic major (rather than vice versa). Our own assessment requirements—that each department
and unit report annually on assessment activities, outcomes, and use of results—have been more useful in
helping to insure that departments and programs are prepared for accreditation and certification processes.
Data collected for general education assessment have been used, in a few cases, in program assessment
apart from accreditation processes. This is especially true of general education categories in which all the
courses are in one academic department (such as written composition and foreign language).

(11) Both assessments are essential to Middle States as well as professional program accreditation/certification

processes. As SUNY GEAR has worked collaboratively with Middle States on development of
assessment processes for general education, our involvement with the SUNY process has been valuable in
ensuring compliance with Middle States standards for data collection and analysis. General Education
assessment is also a part of professional program accreditation: for example, NCATE accreditation
requires that candidate knowledge and skills in general education be assessed (Standard 2: Program
Assessment and Unit Evaluation). We have aligned SUNY Academic major assessment data collection,
insofar as practicable, with Middle States assessment of major program learning goals, and have
integrated the SUNY five-year program reviews into our overall comprehensive academic assessment
plan for Middle States accreditation.
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(12) It is redundant reporting for programs that have national accreditation.

Colleges of Technology

(1) Accrediting bodies are primarily interested in courses within the major, not Gen Ed courses per se. We
use the protocol of the accrediting body over the SUNY approved template for the assessment of the
major. SUNY Gen Ed Assessment Initiatives dovetail well with existing campus and accrediting body
efforts to promote assessment.

(2) Many of our academic majors are nationally accredited and are reviewed regularly. These programs for
the most part were listed more toward the beginning of the schedule. General education assessment will
use the data more as there was no previous special assessment.

(3) We certainly used the efforts in our follow —up report to Middle States.

(4) External organizations have been generally pleased with the formal, institutionalized process of
assessment provided for by General Education Assessment and Assessment of the Major.

(5) The process is useful in that it provides scheduled reviews of programs and in general education, which
might otherwise not occur in a timely manner. If campuses were provided with some feedback the
process would be more meaningful.

(6) Assessment data will be extensively useful for accreditation and certification processes. Assessment in
the major has been embraced by the College for many years and is extensively useful as we integrate the
needs of the program into the strategic planning for the campus. General Education assessment has been
moderately usefully in that we have only completed one round and the process is still being refined.

Community Colleges

(1) It is expected that this data will be useful in the preparation of ACC’s next Middle States Report which is
due in the Fall of 2007.

(2) We expect that the data gathered from the assessment initiative will be useful to us in future accreditation
and certification efforts. We ask that the SUNY System Administration remain flexible to the alignment
of assessment, accreditation, and certification schedules.

(3) Used for Middle States and as a template for the Middle States required assessment for all courses.

(4) Data is used extensively in Program Reviews, Mission Review, Middle States and Strategic and Program
Planning.

(5) We know that increasing attention to assessment will be the norm for future accreditation and certification
requirements, and we are happy to be accumulating data and expertise!

(7) We are just beginning our Middle States reaffirmation of accreditation process and the data are very
useful in documenting that we are assessing our courses and programs and in demonstrating that we use

the information to plan and to determine resource allocation.

(8) The college will begin the self-study as part of the Middle States accreditation process in the fall 2006.
We are confident that the data collected in the general education and majors assessments and the resulting
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recommendations for course and program enhancements will strengthen our self-study and will provide
compliance with Middle States guidelines.

(10) Middle States commended us for our Gen Ed Assessment Plan during our re-accreditation visit last
spring.

(11) We have just completed our self-study in preparation for our Middle States visit coming this spring. The
data gathered in our assessment processes was extremely useful in addressing issues within the context of
our Middle States report.

(12) The General Education process will be helpful if MSCHE accepts the assessment process. For the
Academic Major, SUNY does accept the external review process from Respiratory Care [CAAHEP and
CoARC], Health Information Technology [CAAHEP], Nursing [NLN], and Engineering Technologies
[ABET].

(13) The College was able to utilize the assessment plans for Gen Ed, course assessment and major assessment
as part of its follow-up report in 2004. This was also included in the PRR this past summer. The
feedback from Middle States was extremely positive. NYSED was also extremely pleased with the
format we adopted for major assessment. Our underlying format follows Sections 50-54 of the
Educational Regs and Laws.

(14) Academic major assessment and program accreditation are two separate processes for us: we don’t ask
faculty to duplicate the accreditation review during major assessment. However, in both cases, similar
data are collected and analyzed for program improvement. During the Middle States Self-Study review
process, general education and academic major assessment data were used to demonstrate how we met
several of the fundamental elements for both the General Education and the Educational Offerings
standards as prescribed by Middle States.

(15) It will be helpful as we prepare for our Middle States visit to have this portion of our assessment program
in place. I believe that the five year program review is not especially helpful for programs that undergo
external accreditation because typically the reports and requirements are different for SUNY than for the
accrediting agency.

(16) The accrediting bodies for the college’s programs generally have specific requirements for what
information needs to be collected and shared to meet accreditation standards. These requirements, while
aligned with SUNY’s assessment expectations, are often more extensive. Accrediting bodies, however,
are very interested in the General Education assessments conducted by the college. The General
Education Committee is actively working on how best to disseminate and utilize the results of these
assessments now and in the future. Middle States requirements are also aligned with the SUNY
assessment requirements.

(17) The SUNY assessment processes have helped my campus “buy in” to the culture of assessment that is
needed to meet Middle States requirements for an Institutional Assessment Plan. Measuring student
learning outcomes in general education and in the major play an important role in this plan.

(18) The SUNY Assessment Initiative has been very valuable and has enabled us to provide evidence that we
meet the fundamental elements of the Middle States accreditation standards on General Education and
Assessment of Student Learning.

(19) We will soon begin preparations for our Middle States reaccreditation process, to conclude in Spring

2008. Assessment findings will be extremely helpful to us.

30



2. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to revise or develop curricular programs?

Doctoral Institutions

(1) Assessments tell a program how well program objectives are being met. For the most part, we have been
satisfied with our assessment results. Therefore, curricular changes have been essentially driven by new
needs in the field or profession, not from our assessment efforts.

(2) All assessment data is reviewed with department chairs and undergraduate coordinators. Where
deficiencies are identified, adjustments are made.

(3) This varies by discipline. Some departments have spent considerable time and resources to develop and
apply assessment rubrics and use the results to revise their curricula. Writing, biology, Japanese, Chinese,
and Spanish are examples. As we continue to carry out our assessment plan, more faculty will be
involved, methods for assessment will be shared, and we will build and strengthen a culture of
assessment.

Regarding writing, conversations among faculty during and after norming and assessing sessions have led
to reconsideration of the wording and emphases of certain assignments and have instigated much
conversation in the program about the purposes of a freshman-writing course. Various groups of teachers
have begun to experiment with variant forms of portfolio configurations and assessment. The program
will be looking at all of these at the end of the year in order to determine what works best. In other
words, the SUNY assessment has led the faculty to direct a more critical eye toward the kinds of student
assessment they already had in place. Overall, they have a better sense of the ways in which they can
revise their approach to assessment in order to obtain a better sense of what they are doing well and what
they could do better.

In undergraduate biology, BIO 150 was chosen as the initial assessment of natural sciences for several
reasons: a large number of freshmen take the course, the faculty were already engaged in an assessment
process to understand and revise their curriculum, and the learning objectives of BIO 150 align closely
with the Natural Sciences General Education learning objectives. The faculty were particularly interested
in obtaining an in-depth and useful analysis of the extent to which the course prepared students to succeed
in upper division biology courses. As a result, they developed a rubric with high standards that would
pinpoint performance and knowledge areas that need to be developed for high achievement in upper
division courses. Thus, the assessment was part of an on-going, faculty-driven process of setting learning
objectives, measuring learning outcomes, and revising the curriculum. The criteria (dimensions on which
project reports were rated) were formative (meaning aimed at discovering gaps between where the
students are now and where the faculty want them to be if they complete the major), not summative
(where the students are now after less than a semester of biology). In this course, the project reports are
treated as research papers, and are intended to introduce students to the ways scientific arguments are
developed and presented. The performance dimensions of these project reports allowed assessment not
only of natural sciences but also written communication, critical reasoning, math, and information
management. The results were used to revise the curriculum, and subsequent assessments are planned to
determine improvement. In particular, the biology assessment demonstrates the connection between
assessment results and plans for change. We discovered that 70% of our students understood
measurement and data collection, 60% of our students understood observation methods, 45% of students
could interpret data, but only 30% of them were able to develop satisfactory hypotheses to explain what
their experiments provided evidence for. Consequently, the department began to develop strategies for
enabling students to form over-all conclusions about their experiments and analyze these conclusions in
light of theories and practices within the field of Biology.
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4)

)

(6)

Courses assessed in other departments also encouraged faculty to consider the value of, and methods for,
assessing learning outcomes in their disciplines and using the results to make curriculum changes to
enhance learning outcomes in the future. Areas covered included math, physics, psychology, sociology,
information management, anthropology, linguistics, Spanish, Chinese, and Japanese in addition to writing
and biology.

As we have only recently developed assessment plans in the past few years, and are now turning to
implementation and examining results with an eye toward curriculum design and delivery, the campus is
just beginning to realize the benefits of assessment processes. Both the administration and faculty
governance recognize that the true benefits of assessment are longer-term, and share a commitment to
them.

General education assessment data — Minimally: Because we only just implemented assessment of
General Education courses and not yet completed a full cycle of assessment of all General Education
knowledge areas and competencies, we are not at the point where we have the data necessary to include
assessment results in our review of the General Education curriculum. However, once we have collected
sufficient data, we expect the results to be one of several factors that will figure into our review of our
General Education program and offerings.

Program review assessment — Moderately: A great many programs have found the external review
process, in particular, extremely valuable for purposes of curriculum design and revision. Unfortunately,
programs face severe constraints (financial, resources, space) that limit their ability to implement
improvements.

We use the data as a starting point for discussion examining ways in which current courses, programs of
study and overall core curriculum requirements support a particular area or competency, and identifying
strategies to improve curriculum in ways that will better support learning as specifically defined by the
learning outcome statements. This has resulted in both minor and major course revisions, as well as
decisions to assess specific learning outcomes in the context of additional courses.

Comprehensive Colleges

)

2)

)

“

Departments continue to use assessment data on student learning outcomes to improve curriculum on a
regular basis as appropriate. However, periodic program review making use of external reviewers is
viewed as somewhat more beneficial and, because of the broader perspective, usually has a more
inclusive impact on curricular currency and reform than annual assessment projects.

We have used assessment information gathered for the 5 year program reviews to routinely revise
academic programs when needed. We also have used general education assessment to develop and revise
programs. Most notable examples are: Applied for and received Title III grant to improve math/science
proficiency as direct result of assessment data. We have begun to hire full time composition instructors to
replace adjuncts as result of assessment of writing. When Intellectual Foundations, our new general
education program, is fully implemented there will be changes in many areas that have resulted from
previous assessments.

Every program review thus far has resulted in at curricular revisions, many of them significant. General
ed findings are proving useful to instructors across campus, especially in College Writing, where they are

used systematically and incorporated into faculty development.

I suspect this will increase, but the assessment effort is too young to have a complete pre-test — post-test
cycle. What we do so far has been used appropriately.
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(5) The campus has used assessment data to facilitate program revision but has less relied on this data for
program development. For example, information collected as part of our assessment initiatives is filtered
back to academic administrators and faculty who have subsequently made recommendations for changing
course content, curricular offerings, curricular sequencing, and/or inclusion or exclusion of courses as part
of the general education program. The assessment information that we are collecting is taking hold in
many departments and majors with successful changes clearly evident; for example, specific departments
that have been impacted include Economics, Physics, Art, History, Mathematics, and English to name a
few. Assessment information has had less of an impact on developing new curricular programs but as the
assessment initiatives become more and more robust this seems a viable future outcome.

(8) Changes have been made in Math, Psychology, Business, Chemistry, Arts and critical thinking and in-
class writing. Revisions in Western Civ and American History in progress to further incorporate SUNY
outcomes regarding “relate to other regions of world”.

(9) Data from the assessment of student learning outcomes for general education have been used to refine
aspects of the general education curriculum. For example, the information concerning differential
strengths in student performance for the learning outcomes related to information literacy has lead to the
development of an “Information Literacy across the Curriculum” initiative as part of general education.
Members of our library staff have developed a set of learning outcomes related to developmental aspects
of information literacy. Departments will now be able to construct rubrics for measuring information
literacy in their majors.

Curricular programs in many areas have recently been revised as a function of the accreditation process.
In education, accreditation under the new NCATE 2002 standards requires that institutions document
data-driven program improvements at two stages of the accreditation process: evaluation by the
appropriate specialty professional association and an institutional report that the external board of
examiners team uses as a guide during the accreditation visit. These both require the use of aggregate
data. As we develop better systems and technologies for aggregating this data, additional improvements
will be implemented. Other departments have used the assessment process to look at aspects of their
curriculum. These have resulted in programmatic changes to major requirements and electives. For
example, a significant revision in our Information Science program is underway as a function of its self
study.

(10) General Education assessment data collected prior to the SUNY initiative had some influence on the
development of our latest General Education Program (but relatively little). Data collected since then
have not led to any changes in the General Education Program, in part because many people are not
convinced that the assessment data we have collected so far are a true reflection of our students’ abilities,
and in part because of a general reluctance to make major curriculum changes so soon after instituting a
new program. Participation in the general education assessment process has led some departments and
instructors to redesign individual courses to more directly address the SUNY learning outcomes. On the
other hand, the requirement of participating in general education assessment has led other departments to
withdraw good, perfectly suitable courses from the General Education Program.

With respect to the academic majors, virtually no data have been collected specifically for SUNY
assessment purposes. The college had a system of regular program review (with departmental self-study
and external reviewers) in place long before the SUNY Assessment Initiative. Assessment data collected
to meet our requirements (and/or accreditation agency requirements) have contributed to some curricular
changes. For example, the Communication Department reports that data gathered for assessment
purposes in 2003-04 “provided the basis for many useful discussions in designing the department’s new
majors,” and in Adolescence Education, 2003-04 “evaluation of written lesson plans, oral presentations,
and the five-week practicum” were used “in the design of the five-year program.”
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(11) We use assessment data extensively for the purposes of improving student learning. Data from the first
round of General Education assessment was used to reevaluate portions of the campus’s program largely
by incorporating changes to existing courses. In addition, assessment data from programmatic reviews, as
well as ongoing data collection, are used at the department level in support of curricular revisions. For
example, the Biology Department has recently completely revised its introductory sequence partially as a
result of programmatic weaknesses uncovered through its assessment process. The Campus’s Strategic
Plan for Assessment requires that each Academic Department report on its assessment activities as part of
the annual report to the Deans and Vice President. In addition, all new courses and all new or revised
curricula must now show how assessment of specific learning goals will be achieved and provide
evidence using assessment data to justify implementation of new or revised curricula. Within the
professional programs on campus (e.g., Professional Education, Social Work, Speech Pathology and
Audiology) as well as some programs within the liberal arts and sciences, the process of gathering,
analyzing, reflecting and responding to assessment data is a cornerstone of curricular revision.

(12) The exhaustive nature of curriculum changes necessary for assessment is an additional burden on faculty.

Colleges of Technology

(1) We have made some use of the assessment data to improve results in the social sciences. More
significantly, our internal assessments of developmental math, English and freshman seminar are used
and support the effectiveness of the courses. Assessment of the major has helped in part through survey
results and external panel comments to begin the development of new two and four year programs.

(2) The programs that have been reviewed so far have had excellent results and only minor changes have
been cited.

(3) We have used them in Liberal Arts, but not extensively elsewhere. However, we have recently instituted
an internal reporting system that will require programs to explain how they have used information
collected in Program Reviews to improve their offerings.

(4) Meaningful use of data is dependent upon having significant data. In many cases, we are still in the
process of accumulating and analyzing this data, but in others, we have made changes.

(5) The college has made several changes, both programmatically and in general education, that were
catalyzed by the assessment process. Assessment has provided an opportunity for programs to reflect on
practices. We still need to keep the process ongoing and to measure changes that are made in reaction to
assessment.

(6) Itis very common that changes are made in courses and curricula following a program self study and
external review to keep the program current with the demands of industry or to better prepare the student

for transfer.

Community Colleges

(1) Specifically, the Mathematics, Engineering and Computer Science Division has revised its algebra-pre-
calculus-calculus curriculum based on assessment findings and the English Division has begun a pilot
program to add a speech unit to its writing classes in response to the assessment of the “Basic
Communications” silo. Other Divisions have found the input of the external reviewers particularly
helpful as they have considered curricular changes to their programs.
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(2) Assessment of the major, of our programs, has caused us to look at our programs through the eyes of
external reviewers and of students. In examining programs at other institutions, we have been able to
identify developing trends and thus consider making changes in our programs.

(3) Used to increase diverse offerings in the Arts & Humanities Program. (EN 235 Latin American
Literature, CO 205 Intercultural Communications)

(4) Varies from program to program.

(5) Most uses of assessment so far occur at the course level rather than program level, perhaps because most
of our assessments are course-embedded, but the uses of the information are gradually broadening.

(6) We are making progress in this area. It is a bit of a cultural shift for the institution. We are stressing the
importance of utilizing the data to inform revisions and development of curricula.

(7) We use this assessment data to revise programs based upon the information provided by the program
review and by the external evaluators. Additionally, at the course level, there have been many revisions
to instructional strategies based upon data from assessment .

(8) Our campus uses the assessment in the major to identify areas of concern and recommendations for
curricular improvements. These recommendations are followed by course or program revisions. Some
recent examples of program reviews that have resulted in program adaptations and/or new course
development include Fine Arts and Human Services; this year, we will revise the International Business
program as a result of issues revealed through the assessment process.

(11) While much first-round assessment data was useful in the development and revision of curricula, some of
it was most useful to guide us in the adjustment of instruments and procedures. Subsequent
administrations will generate data that we expect will be used extensively for curriculum improvement.

(12) We are just beginning with program/major assessment. We expect to have more extensive results in 2-3
years. Rubrics for laboratory reports have been developed that are consistent with each other. The
current program review process has provided the on-going basis for change and improvement.

(13) Suggestions are brought forth to each department and discussed. The attitude is not to adopt revisions
blindly, but rather as a point of discussion. Some definitive changes have occurred in our Math
Department, Wilderness Recreation Leadership Program, Sports & Events Management and Nursing.

(14) During the assessment of the major process, recommendations are made by the self-study team and by the
external visiting team. The program coordinator and faculty meet to review the list of recommendations
and to develop a plan for addressing them. This plan is reviewed by the Executive Vice President and
subsequently implemented by faculty. The Faculty Senate committee on Assessment of General
Education has reviewed all AA and AS programs to ensure that they meet 7 of the 10 SUNY General
Education Requirements. There is also a process in place to ensure that as new curricula are developed,
AA and AS curricula meet at least 7 and AAS curricula meet 4-5 of the 10 SUNY General Education
Requirements.

(15) Our campus has an annual administrative review of the program mix, based on a review of specific
criteria. This process has been extremely successful and has helped us ensure that our programs continue
to be of high quality and meet community needs. I also do an environmental scan of the five county area
twice a year to determine employment trends, which has led to suggestions for new program
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development. Any new programs proposed by faculty members must first undergo a needs assessment.
We use the results of the SUNY five year program review process to drive curricular change.

(16) While the use of SUNY assessment data is being minimally used to revise and/or develop curricular
programs, changes to curricular programs are occurring independently of SUNY specific assessment
initiatives. The college is working to more effectively align all assessment initiatives on campus,
including utilizing the SUNY assessment data for curricular changes and improvement.

(17) Some programs have benefited from this process to a greater extent than others. We made revisions in our
assessment in the major template this year and will continue to do so to accomplish this goal.

(18) Several program and course revisions have been developed or revised based largely from academic major
assessment.

3. To what extent is your campus using assessment data to respond to specific student learning needs
identified through these data?

Doctoral Institutions

(1) We have restructured our writing program and revamped Calculus I.

(2) The assessment process encourage faculty to consider how to examine learning outcomes across students.
Each faculty member approached this differently. As noted in our response to Q2, assessments in several
departments led to close examination of specific student learning needs.

(3) While we are just beginning to benefit from the information being generated through various assessments,
we believe the assessment process and engaging faculty to objectively evaluate the teaching and learning
that occurs in their classes and as a result of their programs has been more important than any specific
data generated to-date.

(4) Again, we are still very early in the process. Also, since the General Education learning outcomes are
stated in very broad terms (by necessity they must cover a large variety in course content), the data don’t
really address “specific student learning needs,” as those might be viewed within various disciplines or
programs. However, within the program review process, in cases where programs have clearly specified
goals and objectives accompanied by an integrated and ongoing process of assessment, students’ learning
needs are well-addressed. Accredited and certified programs definitely attend to this since it is an integral
part of the accreditation/certification process.

(5) In the last three years we have greatly expanded, and expanded access to, a variety of academic student
support services. A Writing Skills Lab was created and implemented, and we extended our programs in
the areas of Math Tutoring and Peer Tutoring. We have also “partnered” on a regular and ongoing basis
with our librarians, whose participation in course work in the areas of both Research Methodology and
Professional and Technical Writing has been embedded in courses.

Comprehensive Colleges

(1) Departments do generally make an effort to address student learning needs as they surface during
assessment projects. However, most of the time, assessments simply confirm that the program is doing a
good job in meeting the criteria they set up. This is to be expected because we have an excellent and very
responsible faculty.
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(4) Varies by department — some a great deal, some less.

(5) In each academic program and general education assessment, feedback has been developed and shared
with relevant administrators and faculty who have responsibility for impacting student learning; in
addition, faculty have engaged in discussions that have resulted in curricular changes that focus on
improving areas where student have demonstrated weaknesses.

(7) Within both general education and academic majors, assessment reports typically attempt to “close the
loop” by suggesting ways to address occasional gaps between criteria for success and student
performance on learning outcomes. These attempts represent evidence that major programs and general
education areas are using assessment data to respond to specific learning needs; however, in most cases it
is too early to tell how many contemplated changes have in fact been implemented and whether such
changes have produced improvement.

(8) Changes made in scheduling of Math classes and size and planning in Introductory language. Seeking
resources to expand services for students in Bio I and II and Computer Programming I and II.

(9) Changes have been implemented in specific courses as a result of general education assessment. In
addition, we are looking at the importance of a lab science component for students who are not science
majors, as students who take science courses as general education requirements did better at learning
science content than they did at understanding the methodology of science. We believe that a hands-on
lab component of some type would help students to get a better feel for the methodology. However, there
are costs attached to changes of this type. We are presently looking at the efficacy of making the above
change, looking at such factors as human resources and laboratory facilities.

In the School of Education, The School of Business and the College of Arts and Sciences, data is used to
identify student needs and meet them. For example, a year-long project to gather and analyze paper
student teaching performance evaluations from pre-2000 programs led to the revision of coursework to
help candidates in several re-registered programs to better meet the learning needs of special education
and high-risk ethnically diverse students.

(10) We are not aware of any case in which assessment data collected specifically for the SUNY Assessment
Initiative were used “to respond to specific student learning needs [as opposed to curricular changes]
identified through these data.” With respect to general education assessment, we have data from only one
round, and we have some doubts about the validity of the data. With respect to assessment in the major,
the SUNY Assessment Initiative simply adds a level of reporting to our long tradition of regular program
review and our more recently added annual assessment requirement for all departments and units.

Assessment data collected to meet our requirements (and/or accreditation agency requirements) have, in a
few cases, been used “to respond to specific student learning needs identified through these data.” The
Anthropology Department decided “to give greater emphasis in our courses to helping students
understand and be able to articulate basic concerns and issues”; the Art Department increased the use of
field trips and visiting artists to broaden exposure of their students to the arts; Earth and Environmental
Science made changes in their ecology course to improve student mastery of this area of environmental
science; and in Adolescence Education assessment data resulted in “the inclusion of an assessment unit in
EDU 395.” There are many other examples in our files.

(11) Assessment data is used extensively within certain programs, particularly the professionally accredited
programs, to address specific student learning needs. For example, each teacher preparation program has
a well articulated, gated assessment plan that monitors student progress through the program. These
assessment plans provide remediation action plans for students who do not attain minimal standards of
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performance. We also use assessment data to provide the Learning Center (a drop-in peer tutoring
service) with information that is related to weaknesses in student performance.

Colleges of Technology

(1) Assessment has revealed both strengths and weaknesses, with an area of concern being transfer of

knowledge from one discipline to another; e.g., math used in economics courses. In addition, some
faculty have reexamined the extent to which tests, papers actually address outcomes.

(2) There were no specific SLO’s addressed. Comments related to articulation and transfer opportunities

rather than curriculum content.

(5) We expect the impact to be greater going forward.

(6) The creation and implementation of ENGL 100 was done entirely in response to the results of several

years of assessment of the Writing Skills outcome. We assessed more than SUNY required (every year
instead of every 3) and used those results both in deciding to split ENGL 101 into two courses and in
developing the objectives of the new course.

Community Colleges

(M
2)

3)
4)

)

(6)

(7

(®)

Identified deficiencies in learning outcomes are being addressed through course or curricular changes.

Assessment of the major led to the creation of a course designed to assist students in the program with
reading, writing, and finding sources of information and ideas. The assessment has helped us to identify
specific student learning needs that can be profitably addressed. For example, as a consequence of its
assessing of Basic Communication, the English Department has decided to focus on improving students’
ability to revise their work successfully. However, we would note that it is the entirety of the assessment
process and not simply the data generated that has proved most valuable. It has provoked numerous
productive conversations among faculty regarding our expectations of student learning.

Changes have been made to the delivery of materials in History courses to enhance student learning.

Gen Ed assessment results have been used routinely to update course syllabi and content, as well as to
address needs for alternate methodology.

Particularly in science subject areas, we have identified conceptual weakness among students who are
stronger with applied problems. In foreign languages, we discovered that students’ strong speaking skills
sometimes obscured weak cultural appreciation. These disclosures and others helped us to address
specific student learning needs directly.

As the institution reviews the data from the first complete cycle, it is expected that the information will be
integrated into changes.

For example, a new full-time faculty member was hired in the Criminal Justice program as a result of the
data in the program review; Perkins monies were allocated to upgrade equipment and faculty skills in
technology areas; and, many changes were made in the use of classroom time based upon data that
indicated where students were experiencing problems.

As mentioned in #2, the faculty has responded to the issues revealed through the program review process
by incorporating changes in response to specific student learning needs. For example, we have updated
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equipment, added labs where appropriate, and included other enhancements that will address particular
learning needs.

(9) Specifically as related to Health Sciences, TAC ABET Programs and NATEF Programs

(10) We’re still focused a lot on data collection and are now beginning to move more toward the analytical
stage for both Gen Ed and course-embedded assessment.

(12) The departments involved, which are grouped together to aggregate the data, have such a diversity of
learning needs that the results are not as informative as we would like. Individual instructors are using
assessment data within their own courses.

(13) The theory of “what you may think you are instructing, may be something quite different”. Although the
test results of any class are important, the faculty of the institution have adopted the attitude of what the
underlying minimum basis of instruction should be. When results have been poor, (which they certainly
were early on in the Science arena), the methodology employed for assessment was critiqued and the
instructional objectives analyzed. The result was an overly “enthusiastic”” measurement tool.

(14) Beginning this academic year, the Faculty Senate committee on Assessment of General Education will be
looking at General Education assessment results. The committee’s goal is to use these results to make

recommendations to improve student learning.

(15) Our composition sequence has been completely rewritten as a result of assessment findings. The math
department has also made modifications in their course sequence based on assessment data.

(16) The college recognizes the need for using assessment data to respond to specific learning needs. The
college has taken steps to ensure that the student learning outcomes for both the programs and for courses
are appropriate and measurable. These steps will facilitate a more effective assessment of the student

learning outcomes.

(17) Some programs have responded to a greater extend than others. Plans are in place to make better use of
data including participation in the process by the Faculty Council Standing Committee on Assessment.

(18) If and when the data clearly indicate a need, we respond.
4. To what extent is your campus using the assessment process to advance faculty development?

Doctoral Institutions

(1) Based on the results, we have decided to offer a series of workshops on how to help students write.

(3) Minimally at present, but this will increase. The assessment process encourages faculty to consider how
to examine learning outcomes across students. As the process continues, more and more faculty teaching
general education courses will be involved in the process. Thus, the process itself becomes a vehicle for
faculty development. By foregrounding the undergraduate major in reviews and by moving assessment
more to the front burner, faculty who have devoted energy to undergraduate education have empowered
to some extent. Teaching and interaction with undergraduates, especially regarding research, has also
been given more importance in the tenure process, as well as other promotions, including the
distinguished professorships.
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(4) This is an area where we could and aspire to do more. Since assessment is closely related to faculty
development, we expect the new resources being dedicated to assessment to have direct consequences for
faculty development as they regard teaching and learning.

(5) Most of our efforts to date have focused on implementation of assessment activities. The college hosts an
assessment conference each year, but because attendees must pay, very few faculty attend other than
those who already have a professional interest in assessment. Our Center for Teaching and Learning
Resources (CTLR) does offer teaching workshops throughout the year, but attendance is spotty. Until
reward, incentive, and promotion policies are more strategically aligned with the goal of assessment, we
believe faculty interest in improving their assessment and curriculum development skills will remain
secondary to more pressing (and better rewarded) activities, such as research effort. On the positive side,
however, as a result of our recent administrative reorganization, the college now has a Vice Provost for
Faculty Affairs who will be working to address faculty development issues.

(6) Faculty responsible for teaching courses in which specific learning outcomes are being assessed are asked
to participate in the assessment process. While they do not assess work completed by their own students,
their involvement in the assessment of the work produced by students in other sections of the same
course, or in similar courses, has generated much discussion, exchange of ideas, and collaboration among
faculty. This opportunity for professional engagement among colleagues was an unanticipated benefit of
the initial round of assessment. In subsequent years, we have built additional time into the process to
allow for extended time for dialogue. Although informal in nature, faculty have found it to be a great
opportunity for the professional exchange of ideas, which at times has resulted in more formal
collaborations.

Comprehensive Colleges

(1) We do use faculty development workshops and programs but primarily to assist with the technical aspects
of the assessment effort. We have better ways than assessment for identifying needs and priorities for
faculty development.

(2) We are in the planning stages of a faculty development program that would include assessment. To date,
however, faculty have been fully involved. We have had workshops and individual mentoring sessions
with faculty about assessment processes and techniques.

(4) Have had numerous workshops on assessment issues, which often have the effect of making faculty
attend to student outcomes more critically.

(5) The campus has established a few channels for encouraging faculty development via the use of
assessment data. For example, a few academic departments have been using information to explore
strategies and tactics for improving pedagogy; workshops have been offered for faculty, some
departments have regular discussion on related topics; and teaching learning circles have been developed.
Still, activities have been poorly attended and require more systematic and in-depth broader exploration to
determine incentives for attendance.

(6) There is great potential in this area — as our process is relatively new, we look for formalize the benefits
of our assessment work with faculty.

(7) It is quite possible that this is taking place in an unsystematic way within particular programs, since

contemplated changes within programs (see #3 above) may involve discussion with individual faculty as
to how they teach particular courses or topics. However, since programs are not specifically asked to
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report on faculty development measures as part of the assessment process, evidence of this kind of loop-
closing does not exist.

(8) Interdisciplinary faculty participated in assessment workshop to develop plans for Western Civ. and Other
Cultures. Faculty in Education, Business, Chemistry and Psychology have attended assessment related
conferences and workshops. Planning workshops for writing in the disciplines and critical thinking.

(9) Results from assessment have been used to develop programs for faculty in Writing across the
Curriculum and to provide assistance in helping faculty to integrate developmentally appropriate levels of
information literacy into the curriculum. Faculty have also met in groups to look at developing lab
components for large enrollment science courses for non-science majors. In education, faculty are part of
a large scale FIPSE grant that looks at how to improve the use of assessment of student learning outcomes
to foster greater student performance. As part of our own assessment process, we have developed training
in advisement and supporting the success of first year students.

(10) In our view, the major benefit of the general education assessment process has been in the area of faculty
development. In meeting to design assessment instruments and to score them, faculty from various
disciplines involved in general education have come to a better understanding of the different general
education categories and of the place of their courses in the general education program. They have also
learned how their peers in different departments handle various pedagogical issues and problems, and
they have learned more about assessment. In more than one case, the assessment approach developed by
an interdisciplinary team working on general education assessment has been adapted for use in academic
program assessment.

(11) We have used the assessment process to identify opportunities for faculty development, particularly in the
area of improvement of teaching effectiveness. Our Office of Faculty Development organizes a variety of
faculty development workshops that incorporate classroom assessment strategies to address a perceived
faculty need to address this aspect of their teaching. Our orientation program for new faculty has been
modified over the years based on assessment findings and we have created and updated materials given to
new faculty prior to and upon arrival on campus.

Colleges of Technology

(1) We have encouraged faculty to attend Gen Ed/Assessment workshops and conferences (Asheville
Summit, SUNY sponsored workshops, etc.) and offer on-campus workshops between semesters to
address some assessment results.

(2) Starting this fall more and more faculty are electing to attend assessment conferences. This fall we will
have had campus academics exposed to five different assessment conferences. Before this fall there was
minimal participation.

(5) Faculty development is largely driven by the plans/needs of individual faculty, or at most, by
departmental needs. Assessment has not played a significant role in the allocation of faculty development
funds.

(6) Professional development funds are used to support faculty that pursue activities that relate directly to
some aspect of the college’s overall strategic plan. Many items in the strategic plan are determined by
program assessments.
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Community Colleges

(1) The process of developing a campus assessment plan has involved a number of faculty in reviewing the
expected outcomes of their programs and specific courses and in identifying ways to use outcome data for
revising their courses and their teaching. The members of the faculty specifically involved in the SUNY
System and the Campus Assessment Committees have gained considerable insight into identifying and
assessing learning outcomes, which they continue to share with the larger campus community.

(2) We are advancing faculty development as we can with the resources available to us.

(4) We have addressed the need to focus on this area, particularly in the areas of assessment planning and
the development of measurable student learning objectives.

(5) For a small, growing, number of our faculty, involvement in learning outcomes assessment has been the
impetus for communication about methods of instructional delivery and curricular content — some of this
communication probably would not have occurred otherwise.

(6) We are hoping to add this to the next budget cycle; however, it has not played a big role to date.

(7) The assessment initiative has focused heavily on faculty development: initially, several workshops with
national speakers (Barbara Walvoord, Janice Denton, etc.) were held to assist faculty to understand what
assessment is and become familiar with some of the techniques for assessing student learning, followed
by support to attend conferences, and many internal workshops were held to assist faculty to write
student learning outcomes for all courses as well as learning outcomes for programs. Additionally, a
unique course on pedagogy and technology was instituted for faculty teaching online and is now required
for all new faculty at the College.

(8) Recent professional development activities involved sessions on improving classroom instruction, with
workshops that focused on using small group instruction, effective lecturing, and using technology in the
classroom. These sessions and others correspond to some of the recommendations for program
enhancements that have come to light through the assessment in the major.

(9) Beyond General Education Assessment and Assessment of the Major, Institutional Assessment Plan
includes routine surveys of faculty needs to determine professional development training. We have
instituted two new Certification of Completion professional development programs for faculty in the
areas of Teaching and Learning and Leadership.

(10) We are finding that assessment and conversations developing around it are becoming a source of faculty
development.

(11) Internal development activities occur regularly and our faculty travel regularly to regional and national
conferences on assessment. When we are confident that assessment is giving us reliable and valid
feedback, if students are not performing as we hope, then faculty development can be targeted to bolster
teaching in areas of student weakness

(12) We are just beginning the second cycle of the general education assessment and have not completed a
cycle of program/major assessment. We submitted our reports to SUNY for each year of participation.
During the past two years, we have held several faculty sessions to address assessment and rubric
training. Greater faculty collegiality is developing as the result of assessment activities.

(13) This is difficult for our institution to measure.
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(14) The assessment process has raised faculty awareness regarding assessment on campus. Assessment-
related professional development activities on campus have been well received and well attended by
faculty. Faculty involved in the assessment of general education and the assessment of the major are
measuring student learning outcomes both on the course and program level.

(15) Faculty who identify professional development needs through the assessment process can request
training funds through our Teaching Center. We have also done a great deal of training on assessment
with our faculty, including our new faculty members, to help maintain an environment of continuous
improvement.

(16) Course evaluations have historically been self-initiated by faculty. However, in responding to Middle
State’s request, the Course Evaluation Committee formed to develop an evaluation tool and an
administration plan. The college’s goal is for all courses to be evaluated. Discussion continues,
however, on how the evaluations will be utilized most effectively. The college’s new VPAA has made
faculty development a priority; a task force has been formed to develop a Center for Teaching and
Learning. SUNY Assessment data will be used to assist in developing an effective and efficient Center.

(17) Some faculty have participated in off-campus programs to enhance assessment skills. All faculty have
participated in assessment workshops on campus and the external review process for assessment of
student learning outcomes in the major provides us with an excellent opportunity to meet and share with
faculty throughout the SUNY.

(18) There is considerable value in meeting with peers and exchanging ideas during the academic major
assessment.

5. To what extent do you find useful the feedback System Administration provides to campuses in response to
your assessment of the major reports?

Doctoral Institutions

(1) We foster extensive discussions of the results among experts in the field being discussed. While
thoughtfully done, we haven’t found any new insights in analyses done by System Administration.

(2) I have only recently come to the College, and have not seen any System feedback. From others, I
understand that System feedback has been minimal.

(3) To provide one recent example, the substantive feedback on the English report consisted of one paragraph
summarizing the findings of the review. More important than the actual substance of the direct feedback,
was the clear message that there is a strong interest in the quality of the majors and that the System
Administration wants the University to pay attention to curricula, assessment, etc. This, in turn, has
helped shape the post-review discussions and follow up meetings of the Academic Review Committee
have included considerable focus on the undergraduate majors.

(4) The process on the campus is key, not feedback from System Admin, although if our process was flawed,
System review and suggestions for improvement would no doubt be most helpful. While mandates are
never easily accepted, we do recognize that SUNY’s support and promotion of General Education
Assessment and Assessment in the Major has been instrumental in making these assessment programs the
valuable tools on the campuses and for the faculty that they have become.

(5) Departments appreciate the feedback they receive from System Administration, though they would like
the feedback to be more proximate to the completion of their program reviews.
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(6) Sharpens our focus on critical issues.

Comprehensive Colleges

(1) These reports do not provide campuses with new information that is not already understood and widely

known on campus. This is, of course, to be expected since System Administration only has what the
campuses send to them to comment on.

(2) The only purpose the brief responses served was to tell us that someone